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Connecticut Froop Conrronu 
WITNESS 


HON. THOMAS J. DODD, A REPRESFNTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Ranavt. The committee will come to order. Our first witness 
is our colleague, Congressman Dodd, of Connecticut. We will be glad 
to hear from you at this time, Mr. Dodd. 

Mr. Dopp. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for this opportunity to 
appear before your committee, and ‘T thank you for allowing me to 
appear at this time. I know you are scheduling our witnesses this 
afternoon but, as I tried to explain, I have a conflict in time. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be pleased to hear you now. 

Mr. Dopp. Thank you, sir. 

I am not going to take very much of your time, except to appear 
and say that I want to urge the committee to give, and I know that 
it will, its full and sympathetic consideration to these flood-control 
programs for New England, particularly for Connecticut. 

I am not going to go over the ground that you know better than I, 
as to what happened to us up there in August and in October. I am 
afraid of what may happen as a result of these heavy snowstorms of 
the last 2 or 3 days. 

We do need some help up there. The committee has always been 
considerate, I think, of our area, and I hope it will continue to be so. 

With your permission, 1 would like to make a brief statement, 
explaining my attitude with respect to this problem. 

Mr. Chairman. I know that you and the other members of the 
committee are familiar with the terrible human suffering and destrue- 
tion of property caused by floods in Connecticut during the past year. 

Nature being what it is, Connecticut and other New 3 ngland States 
are certainly destined to suffer floods of this type again in the future 
if something is not done to prevent them. 

Even as 1 speak to you today, Connecticut and other New England 
States are covered with a blanket of over 10 inches of snow. Prior 
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to the snow, the ground in Connecticut and in other parts of New 
England was saturated by heavy rains, and when the snow now on the 
eround melts and flows into Connecticut streams, I fear that the people 
of Connecticut who suffered so severely from floods in August and 
October of last year will again be threatened by a recurrence of that 
damage and suffering. 

I do not suggest that Congress or this committee can do anything 
to rst vent flood destruction this year. I am aware of the fact that 
most of the flood-control projects under consideration will take years 
to complete, but I still feel that this fact does not lessen the urgency 
of the situation. Proer astination on the part of Congress in appro- 
priating funds for the New England flood-control projects has al- 
ready resulted in lives being lost and hundreds of millions of dollars 
worth of property being destroyed that could have been saved from 
such destruction. I maintain that the ec onomy of New England and 
the Nation as a whole can no longer afford to suffer such terrible 
waste. 

To those who feel that we cannot afford to build the flood-control 
projects recommended for New England, I answer that on a purely 
financial basis the risk of destruction is so great that we cannot afford 
not to make such an investment any more than we could afford not 
to have fire departments. 

Thus, the problem boils down to one of finances. Is it worth the 
money it will cost to prevent floods in New England? That is the 
question, I am sure, this committee is pondering constantly. As I 
see the problem, I can think of no better investment for the Nation’s 
public welfare than to provide all necessary funds to construct the 
flood-control projects needed to prevent a recurrence of last year’s 
flood tragedies in Connecticut. 

From a purely monetary basis, I think there is little doubt that if 
funds had been appropriated for flood prevention projects recom- 
mended many years go by the Corps of Army Engineers and other 
experts in the field, the investment would have been returned to the 
American people many times over by preventing the wasteful destruc- 
tion of property—not to speak of the human suffering. 

As a Member of Congress from Connecticut. I ask each and every 
member of this committe to lend its support to the vitally needed flood- 
control projects for Connecticut and other New England States. 

I am sure that members of this committee are aware of the fact 
that Members of Congress from Connecticut have for years supported 
public works projects, often of gigantic proportions, for other parts 
of the Nation so that the standard of living in those areas of the Na- 
tion could be improved. 

Now Connecticut is asking for the funds to prevent nature from 
destroying its standard of living. 

I deeply believe that Members of Congress from all over the Nation 
will support this needy cause. 

I have been told that people from States that have not suffered from 
floods are callous to the hardships suffered in Connecticut, but T do not 
helieve that, and T offer as proof the generosity shown by Americans 
from every part of the Nation who contributed so abund: intly to Con- 
necticut’s needy flood victims. 
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The spirit that the American people showed to Connecticut's tlood 
victims last year will never be forgotten by the people of my State. It 
is my hope that this committee will show a similar spirit in providing 
the funds that are required to expeditiously put into operation con 
struction projects that will eventually make flood victims as well as 
floods a thing of the past in Connecticut and all other New England 
States. 

Mr. Focarry. I just want to say that I concur in everything that 
Congressman Dodd has said, because I happen to live only 70 miles 
from where he lives, and I will assure him we will do everything we can 
to see that his project is carried on. 

Mr. Dopp. Thank you, Mr. Fogarty. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you, Mr. Dodd. 


Marcu 19, 1956. 


Arruur Kini—Nrw York anp New Jersey CHANNELS PrRoJECTS 
WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN H. RAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 

HON. PETER FRELINGHUYSEN, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

ROMUALD P. HOLUBOWICZ, MARINE PLANNING ANALYST, PORT OF 
NEW YORK AUTHORITY 

JOSEPH E. McLEAN, COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FOR THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

EVAN WESTERMANN, REPRESENTING THE WASHINGTON OFFICE 
OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Ranaut. We will now take up the New York Port Authority. 

Will those who are going to testify on this matter please come in. 

Mr. Ray. The witnesses for the port of New York. 

Mr. Rapaut. Congressman Ray. You might say who is here, and 
sit down and make yourself at home. We will be pleased to hear you 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN H. RAY 


Mr. Ray. I represent Staten Island as part of the 15th District. I 
will have a map up here shortly, which will show the channel bet ween 
Staten Island and New Jersey which is the subject matter of this 
hearing. | 

The budget contains a provision for $3.5 million. The commercial 
organizations, the shipping organizations, the port authority, cham- 
bers of commerce, ask this committee to increase that by $2 million 
this year. That will permit an even spread, year by year, for the 
remainder of the time required to complete the project. 

I shall try not to anticipate the statements other witnesses will make. 
I can vouch for them, their organizations, and for the statements they 
are going tomake. I have read them. 

Without taking further time, I introduce Mr. Holubowicz, repre- 
senting the Port Authority of New York. His chief, Mr. Gilman, is 
stormbound and cannot get off the ground with that 15 inches of snow 
in New York this morning; and after him will come Mr. McLean. 
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of the New Jersey Department of Conservation and Economic De- 
velopment. 
STATEMENT OF R. P. HOLUBOWICZ 


Mr. Hoitvsowicz. Mr. Chairman, my name is R. P. Holubowicz. 
I am marine planning analyst for the New York Port Authority, and 
I am speaking here today for my superior, Mr. Roger H. Gilman, who 
is director of port development of the Port of New York Authority. 
Mr. Gilman, as Congressman Ray said, meant to get here, but was 
snowed in in Plainfield, N. J. 

The Port of New York Authority is an agency of the States of 
New York and New Jersey, responsible for the promotion and pro- 
tection of commerce moving through the port of New York. 

Among the specific responsibilities assigned to the port authority 
by the two States is to present to Federal authorities the need for 
improvement of channels within the port district, and to request the 
Congress of the United States to make such appropriations for deep- 
ening and widening channels as are necessary. 

As a public body concerned with the adequacies of transportation 
facilities in the New York-New Jersey port district, we have been 
concerned about the slow rate of progress in deepening the middle 
section of the New York and New Jersey channels, known as Arthur 
Kill, from 30 to 35 feet. 

If you will allow me, I would like to point out the New York and 
New Jersey channels comprise the entire length of this waterway 
which surrounds Staten Island, connects with lower-upper New 
York—connects lower New York Bay with upper New York Bay, and 
separates Staten Is sland from New Jersey. 

The project depth as authorized in 1950 is 35 feet for the entire lane 
of the New York and New Jersey channels. 

The middle section, which is a stretch of 614 miles, is at a depth 
of only 30 feet. This depth was changed in authorization in 1950 to 
35 feet. 

Mr. Taser. That depth of 30 feet is indicated by the 

Mr. Hotvusowicz. Red, sir. 

Mr. Taper (continuing). By red on the map ? 

Mr. Hotvsowicz. Yes, sir. 

The middle section, being at 30 feet, prevents any deep-laden tankers 
or any other deep-laden ships from traversing the entire Arthur Kall. 
It is necessary for them to come in as far as this point and come out 
this way, or go around the opposite way, and any ship desiring to go 
into this section must off-load either in upper bay or lower bay, o 
come in at less than full draft. 

The point we are making is that, since this project was authorized 
to 35 feet in 1950, very slow progress has been m: ade on deepening it. 

Beginning in the fiseal year of 1954, which was 3 years ago, appro- 
priations had begun to be made. Thus far about $5.8 million have 
been appropriated for deepening this. 

The President’s budget for next year has recommended a $3.5-million 
appropriation for this deepening. We are concerned because, at this 
rate, which is an average rate of $2.5 million a year, this project will 
not be completed until 1964. 
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The total cost of the project was $24 million when it was started, 
und approximately $6 million have been appropriated, leaving $15 
million to be appropriated. 

Being a layman in this, and this business of deepening being a 
responsibility of the United States Army Corps of Engineers, we 
wanted to make sure we were not asking for too much money or for a 
rate of progress which was not e icticable or feasible, so we, as the 
public agency, approached the New York district of the Corps of 
Engineers and asked them if it was economically practicable and feasi- 
ble, physically feasible, to spend—we named the figure $5.5 million, 
since we felt a 3-year completion would be a reasonable rate. 

The answer from the United States Army Corps of Engineers was 
that it was physically and economically practicable. 

The reason, apparently, for a lesser appropriation up until now 
has been a budgetary consideration rather than a physical problem. 

It is our sincere belief that the tremendous importance of the New 
York and New Jersey channels to national defense and to our economy 
has not been given sufficient weight in determining past appropria 
tions. 

The $5.5 million allocation which we are recommending to this 
committee for next year’s appropriation has been arrived at after 
careful consideration of all the physical and economic factors involved 
in the improvement work. We submit that the amount is realistic and 
reasonable in view of the significance of this channel to the entire New 
York-New Jersey Harbor and to national defense. 

From the national defense point of view, this channel was extremely 
important during the last—during World War II. The Navy itself 
considered deepening this 30-foot portion to 35 feet so that it could 
get its tankers into the channel. Only the press of war business kept 
them from doing it. 

This also provides a second entrance into New York Harbor, which 
is, as far as we are concerned—I am sure this committee will agree— 
un extremely important thing in time of national emergency. 

Presently the bulk of the ships entering the port enter through 
what we call the Narrows. This is a 45-foot deep channel, and most 
of the traffic, of course, comes in this way and enters Arthur Kill 
through this way. 

If during a war this channel should ever be blocked, the provision 
of a deepwater channel through Arthur Kill will allow deep-laden 
ships, tankers, troopships, anybody else who wants to get into New 
York Harbor, to come into New York Harbor without any difficulty. 

We stress this because the Narrows is a very vulnerable spot as far 
as New York is concerned, during a national emergency, and we want 
to be on record and to show this committee this importance so that 
speed can be attained in deepening the channel. 

From the economic st: sgt this channel alone, the New York 
and New Jersey Channels, carry 74 million tons of cargo during a 
normal year. This is saisnnhiaahale 50 percent of all the commerce 
which is handled in New York Harbor. 

In conclusion, I should like to thank this committee for its courtesy 
in allotting time to New York and New Jersey Harbor interests to 
appear here today in support of an adequate appropriation for the 
New York and New Jersey Channels project. 
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I should like to submit for the record the full statement by Mr. 
Gilman, and this booklet contains the statements of most of the other 
gentlemen who are going to appear on this particular appropriation. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENTS AND EXHIBITS PRESENTED IN SUPPORT OF THE REQUEST FOR AN 
ADEQUATE ANNUAL APPROPRIATION TO ENABLE COMPLETION OF THE NEW YORK- 
NEw JERSEY CHANNELS PROJECT BY 1959 


Roger H. Gilman, director of port development, the Port of New York <Au- 
thority : Hon. Edward T. Dickenson, commissioner, department of commerce, 
State of New York: R. J. Baker, secretary-treasurer, American Merebant 
Marine Institute; Adrian O. Murray, executive vice president, Eastern Union 
County Chamber of Commerce: Kenneth S. Carberry, executive vice president, 
Newark Chamber of Commerce: Art O. Hedquist, executive secretary, Staten 
Island Chamber of Commerce; Paul Busse, general executive secretary, New 
York Board of Trade 


STATEMENT OF RocER H. GinMAN, DIRECTOR OF PORT DEVELOPMENT, THE PORT OF 
NEW YORK AUTHORITY 


My name is Roger H. Gilman. I am director of port development of the Port 
of New York Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York, N. Y. I am appearing 
here today on behalf of the Port of New York Authority and also as spokesman 
for the committee for Arthur Kill Channel improvements. 

The Arthur Kill committee is composed of 12 public and civic bodies; Amer- 
ican Merchant Marine Institute, Ine.: Department of Conservation and Economic 
Development, State of New Jersey: Department ef Marine and Aviation, city 
of New York: Eastern Union County Chamber of Commerce: Maritime Associa- 
tion of the Port of New York: New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce: New 
York State Waterways Association: Newark Chamber of Commerce: the Staten 
Island Chamber of Commerce: and the Port of New York Authority. It was 
organized in 1954 because of the serious concern in the New York-New Jersey 
port for early completion of the Arthur Kill Channel projects 

The Port of New York Authority is an agency of the States of New Jersey 
and New York, created by port treaty in 1921 for the development and operation 
of transportation and terminal facilities within the New Jersey-New York Port 
District and for the promotion and protection of commerce moving through the 
port of New York. The port district comprises the portions of northern New 
Jersey and New York States within a radius of about 25 miles of the Statue 
of Liberty. Among the specific responsibilities assigned to the port authority 
by the two States is to present to Federal authorities the need for improvement 
of channels within the port district and to request the Congress of the United 
States to make such appropriations for deepening and widening channels as are 
necessary. 

As a public body concerned with the adequacy of transportation facilities in 
the New York-New Jersey Port District, we have been concerned over the slow 
rate of progress being made in deepening the middle section of the New York 
and New Jersey Channels, known as Arthur Kill, from 30 to 35 feet. This 
channel project forms the waterway that separates Staten Island (the Borough 
of Richmond in New York City) from the New Jersey mainland (exhibit show- 
ing New York and New Jersey Channels.) When completed, it will provide 
a second complete deep-water entrance into the entire New York-New Jersey 
Harbor. 

This improvement of the Federal channel project, namely, the deepening of 
the channel from 30 to 35 feet, was authorized by Congress in 1950. The first 
appropriation to commence work was made in fiscal year 1954. Total appro- 
priations for this work in the 3 years through June 30, 1956, have totaled $5.8 
million. The executive budget recommends §&3.5 million for the next fiscal 
year. These funds average less than $2% million per year allotted to carry 
out this vital project. At this rate, the project would not be completed until 
sometime in 1964. Even if the amount of $3.5 million recommended for the 
next fiscal year is repeated in successive years, the project would not be com- 
pleted until 1961. 

The Port of New York Authority has inquired of the New York district, United 
States Army Corps of Engineers whether it would be physically possible and eco- 
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nomically practicable to spend at least $514 million for the deepening work in 
the next fiscal year. The answer was in the affirmative. The size of the appro 
priations to date has, apparently, been governed by budgetary considerations 
rather than any physical and economic problems of carrying out that volume of 
dredging work in a 12-month period. 

It is our sincere belief that the tremendous importance of the New York and 
New Jersey channel to national defense and to our economy has not been given 
sufficient weight in determining past appropriations. The $514 million allocation 
that we are recommending to this committee for next year’s appropriation has 
been arrived at after careful consideration of all the physical and economic fac 
tors involved in the improvement work. We submit that that amount is realistic 
and reasonable in view of the significance of this channel to the entire New York 
New Jersey Harbor and to national defense. 

With regard to national defense, the deepening of the middle section is of vital 
importance since the completion of this work will provide an additional deep 
channel entrance and outlet for the entire New York-New Jersey Harbor. The 
value of this second deep waterway to relieve the heavy shipping activity at the 
main harbor entrance cannot be overestimated, particularly during times of na- 
tional emergency. Warships, troop transports, and cargo vessels alike would thus 
have alternate means of access to all of the New York-New Jersey Harbor. Fur 
ther, the oil terminals along the Arthur Kill are of the greatest logistic importance 
in wartime. During World War II they served the major Navy fleet units oper- 
ating in the Atlantic. So vital to fleet operations was this fuel source that the 
Navy Department considered deepening a portion of the 30-foot channel in Arthur 
Kill to 35 feet, but because of wartime pressures was unable to do so. 

From the economic standpoint this channel handles in a normal year 74 million 
short tons of commerce or more than one-half of all of New York Harbor’s water- 
borne commerce. Most of this commerce is composed of bulk materials carried 
by petroleum ships, chemical tankers, and other bulk carriers. Technological ad 
vances in this form of transportation have brought about ships of greatly in- 
creased size and draft, the supertanker. Until Arthur Kill is deepened to the full 
35 feet, the industries along Arthur Kill will be forced increasingly into the uneco 
nomic operation of bringing in their ships less than fully loaded. This results 
in operating losses of hundreds of thousands of dollars annually. 

Certainly the needs of the New York-New Jersey district which today handles 
almost 50 percent of the value of all United States export-import trade and is re- 
sponsible for more than 20 percent of all the tax revenues collected by the United 
States Treasury annually demand adequate appropriations for essential work on 
the channels of this great harbor. Yet the recommended budget allocates to the 
New York-New Jersey Harbor only 3.2 percent of the total funds for navigation 
projects in ports and harbors throughout the United States. 

As a further illustration and explanation of the significance of the New York 
and New Jersey channels I should like to submit to this committee copies of a 
brochure prepared by the Port of New York Authority that contains the full 
story of this important waterway. 

in conclusion may I thank this committee for its courtesy in allotting time to 
New Jersey-New York Harbor interests to appear here today in support of an ade 
quate appropriation for the New York and New Jersey channels project. 


[Telegram] 


THE MARITIME ASSOCIATION OF THE PoRT OF NEW YORK, 
March 16, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, House Committee on Appropriations, Public Works Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Re appropriation for New York and New Jersey channels project : On behalf of 
maritime interests at the port of New York we respectfully and urgently request 
that an appropriation of $514 million be allocated for the next fiscal vear to cover 
work in the approved New York and New Jersey channels project. The executive 
budget recommends an appropriation in the sum of $314 million for the next fiscal 
year for this purpose. An increase of $2 million would permit a more expeditious 
work schedule on this project. The New York and New Jersey channels is one of 
busiest waterways in the world. Demand for movement of consistently larger 
tonnage and deeper draft vessels have been realistically developed. We respect- 
fully submit that a prolonged time schedule for the completion of the authorized 
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project will not result in an actual saving, but instead would result in increased 
losses to the commerce of the Nation and to vessel operators using this waterway. 
We submit that inasmuch as the project has been authorized based on realistic 
facts and costs of cempletion are known, the only remaining element is the 
expedition with which the work should progress. Local Army engineers advise 
that $514 million appropriation for this fiscal year would not be excessive under 
all circumstances if the work is to proceed expeditiously. 
WILLIAM F. GIkESEN, 
General Manager and Counsel. 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INstITuTE, INC.,, 
New York, Mareh 15, 1956. 
Mr. RoGer H. GILMAN, 
Director, Port Development Department, The Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

DEAR Mr. GILMAN: As a member of the Committee for Arthur Kill Channel In- 
provements, the American Merchant Marine Institute wishes to go on record 
as supporting and endorsing a minimum appropriation of $5.5 million for the 
further deepening of the Arthur Kill Channel. We should like to urge through 
you that the Appropriations Committee of the United States House of Repre- 
sentatives include in their recommendations this minimum sum for work in the 
New York-New Jersey Harbor. 

The importance of the Arthur Kill deepening to the economy of this region 
and to national defense makes it imperative that the deepening be completed as 
rapidly as possible. Our consulting engineers have assured us that the sum of 
$5.5 million which is being requested by New York interests is reasonable and 
economical and we feel that any lesser appropriation will unduly prolong the 
period of construction of this much-needed work. 

We should appreciate it very much if you would make this statement a part 
of the record at the time of the hearings before the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee on March 19, 1956. 

Yours sincerely, 
R. J. BAKer, Seerctary. 





CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF EASTERN UNION COUNTY, 
Elizabeth 3, N.J., March 13, 1956. 
Mr. RoGer H. GILMAN, 
Director, Planning Division, 
Port of New York Authority, 
New York City, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. GILMAN: I received word yesterday that there will be a congres- 
sional hearing in Washington, Monday, March 19, at 11 a. m., regarding the 
appropriation for the deepening of the Arthur Kill Channel from 30 to 35 feet. 
I regret I will be unable to be present on this occasion, but I wish you to know 
that the Chamber of Commerce of Eastern Union County, which represents 15 
municipalities in this area, is deeply interested in the early completion of this 
much-needed project. 

It is important that an increase in the appropriation of the President’s request 
of $38,500,000 to $5,500,000 be obtained so that this important work can be con- 
tinued. Of course we realize the handicap to shipping while this work is being 
done, so that time becomes a most important factor. 

We are extremely pleased to know that the present B. and O. bridge will be 
replaced as the bulkheads of the present bridge create a very definite hazard 
to shipping. 

You are familiar with the heavy tonnage of shipping in this channel which 
demands that as little time as possible should be lost by the deepening of the 
Arthur Kill Channel. 

We hope that the Appropriations Committee will appreciate the seriousness of 
this condition and will take definite and favorable action. 

Sincerely yours, 


ADRIAN ©. MurrRAY, 
Perecutive Vice President. 
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NEWARK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Newark 2, N. J., March 13, 1956. 
Mr. Roger H. GruM An, 
Director of Port Development, 
Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

DEAR Roger: AS a result of our own investigation of the Arthur Kill Channel 
situation and on the strength of pertinent information we have received from 
other interested sources, the Newark Chamber of Commerce strongly favors an 
increase in the Federal appropriation for the project in the coming fiscal year. 

Having been originally scheduled for completion in 1959, the present rate of 
Federal allocations will not provide sufficient man-hours for the entire project 
until 1960, and then only if labor costs remain at the present level. 

This unnecessary loss of time will cause no little financial difficulty with the 
many concerns using the channel regularly. There seems to be no other wise 
alternative than for the Federal Government to increase its appropriation from 
3.5 million to 5.5 million, a figure which, we have been made to understand, can 
be used in entirety and at an economical rate. 

Sincerely yours, 
KENNETH S. CARBERRY, 
Ewecutive Vice President. 





THE STATEN ISLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Staten Island 1, N. Y., March 18, 1956. 
Mr. Roger H. GILMAN, 
The Port of New York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. GILMAN: The Staten Island Chamber of Commerce urges with all 
its strength that appropriation for the deepening of the Arthur Kill be increased 
from $3.5 million to $5.5 million. Any delay in the deepening of the Arthur 
Kill increases the chance of a great distaster which could result in destroying 
most of the industrial plants on Staten Island, as well as, those on the east 
coast of New Jersey fronting on the Arthur Kill. It would delay the target 
date of 1959 for completion of the project. Each day of delay keeps the in- 
dustries and the citizens on both sides of the Arthur Kill in a state of consterna- 
tion for fear of a possible mishap that could well wipe them off the face of the 
earth. 

Ships plying these waters are in constant danger of having a mishap, there- 
fore any excessive delay increases this hazard. 

Further, any delay in the progress of the project would cost the Govern- 
ment more money because of rising prices. 

The Staten Island Chamber of Commerce strongly urges that favorable action 
on the increase from $3.5 million to $5.5 million be granted for this project. 

Very truly yours, 
Art O. HEpQuIstT, 
Executive Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL BUSSE, GENERAL EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE NEW YORK 
BoArD OF TRADE 


My name is Paul Busse. I am general executive secretary of your petitioner, 
the New York Board of Trade. The board was organized in 1873 for the 
purpose of promoting the trade, commerce, and manufacturing of the United 
States, the State and the city of New York. 

The board’s membership is composed of a representative cross-section of 
major national business firms whose activities spread across the entire United 
States in the retail and service trades, textile, banking and securities, trans 
portation, insurance, international trade, and drug and chemical industries. 
This membership embraces the entire New York metropolitan area. 

We believe, therefore, that our statements concerning the deepening of the 
Arthur Kill channel bear specific knowledge, experience, representation and au- 
thenticity in relation to the interests of the consuming public and the companies 
serving them in metropolitan New York. 

Within a 50-mile radius alone of the general area of the Arthur Kill there 
reside over 15 million Americans. Americans whose need for heating their 
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homes, power for electricity, fuel for trucks to transport food and other neces- 
sities and to run their estimated 5 million private automobiles are serviced by 
the companies located in Arthur Kill. This area, gentlemen, is the greatest 
single area in the United States for the storage, refining and distribution of 
petroleum products. 

Current estimates predict a population increase in this area of over 25 
percent by 175. 

The future holds great promise exceeding even past achievements for metro- 
politan New York. But whatever the new and spectacular avenues that this 
expansion follows, we are ever aware that metropolitan New York’s greatness 
is born of the sea, and the great seaport with which we are endowed. As has, 
or will be, pointed out by other speakers, private industry and local govern- 
ment are pushing forward with extensive plans to develop and modernize our 
port facilities. 

My point, gentlemen, is that you are considering a problem which concerns 
itself with a vital, dynamic, and healthy area, expanding in population and 
business activity every day. This is an area which contributes one-eighth of 
this Nation’s total annual production of goods and services. As an example 
of the vitality of the port: The city of New York, the Port of New York Au- 
thority, and private interests have spent $100 million on marine terminal de- 
velopments since the end of World War II. The city and the port authority 
have also budgeted an additional $225 million to be spent on port development 
over the next 6-year period. 

We in the board of trade believe the Arthur Kill project is one which if not 
approached in the most expeditious fashion will adversely affect the employ- 
ment opportunities and extensive industrial expansion necessary to strengthen 
and serve the constantly growing needs of the people of this area. 

It is from this standpoint that the New York Board of Trade urges a minimum 
appropriation of $5.5 million for the coming fiscal year for the further deepen- 
ing of the New York and New Jersey channels and respectfully asks approval 
by your committee. 

Mr. Hortvrnowticz. I should like to also submit to the committee a 
brochure which was prepared by the Port of New York Authority, 
which gives the story of the New York-New Jersey channels and which 
will, Tam sure, be more impressive than any words. 

Further, I have a booklet of photographs showing the industrial 
concentration along the New York-New Jersey channels, which again 
Isa very impressive statement. 

Thank you for your courtesy. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you. 

Mr. Taser. We cannot print the pictures. 

Mr. Hotvusowicz. No. This is just for your examination, Mr. 
Chairman. 

(The booklets referred to were filed for the information of the 
committee. ) 

Mr. Focarry. Who was going to be the next witness ? 

Mr. Hoivrowrcz. The next witness is Commissioner Joseph E. Mc- 
Lean, of the New Jersey State Department of Conservation and Eco- 
nomic Development. 

Mr. Focarry. Go right ahead, Mr. McLean. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH E, M’LEAN 


Mr. McLean. Gentlemen, my name is Joseph E. McLean. I am com- 
missioner of conservation and economic development for the State of 
New Jersey. 

That department is a major department of the executive branch 
of State government, and is charged with broad responsibilities for 
promoting the stability and growth of New Jersey’s economy. 
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The New Jersey communities of Elizabeth, Linden, Carteret, Wood 
bridge, Perth Amboy, and Bayonne, are located psc the shore of the 
New York and New Jersey channels. These communities comprise 
probably the greatest single concentration of petroleum industries 
anywhere in the world. Practically every major oil company has 
facilities in one or another of these communities. Besides the petro 
leum industry, there is a considerable a greg: ition of the chemical 
lumber, coal, and other industries. 

Some of the firms located on the New Jersey side of the New York 
New Jersey chanels are E. I. Du Pont de Nemours, Sinclair Retining 
Co.. Cities Service Oil Co., Esso Standard Oil Co., Foster Wheelet 
Co., Benjamin Moore & Co., American Cyanamid Co., General Amer 
ican Tank Storage Terminal, U. S. Metals Refining Co. 

Until the middle section of the Arthur Kill is completed, a full 
return on the very large investments made by the Federal Government 
and by commercial and industrial firms in the area cannot be realized. 
It has been estimated that the industrial firms along the middle sec 
tion of Arthur Kill alone have expanded over $100 million just for 
terminal facilities, and more than $3 million for dredging. 

These firms also have on their planning boards blueprints for 
terminal improvements costing many millions of dollars, awaiting 
only an adequate channel depth to justify their consumation. 

In order to provide the proper environment for industrial location, 
the New Jersey State Department of Conservation and Economic De 
velopment keeps in constant touch with the transportation require- 
ments of industry. 

The industries located along Arthur Kill are dependent for their 
supply of raw materials almost entirely on bulk ocean carriers. The 

technological developments which have taken place in this type of 
vessel consist m: ainly of an enormously increased size of ship. Only 
the superliners exceed the bulk petroleum and oil carriers in size and, 
therefore, the channels needed to serve these ships must approach 
the dimensions of the superliners channels. 

The continued prosperity of the industries along Arthur Kill de 
pend in large measure on the provision of adequate access channels 
for their raw materials. 

The increase in depth of Arthur Kill from 30 to 35 feet is a much 
needed improvement and its completion is long overdue. We heartily 
endorse the request that the appropriation for this channel be a mini 
mum of $5.5 million for the coming fiscal year. 

The amount recommended in the executive budget is a half measure, 
at best; and if this rate of appropriation is maintained, the economic 
benefit of the improvement will have been lost unnecessarily for a good 
number of years. 

I respectfully urge this committee to give full weight to the con 
tribution made to national defense and to the national economy by 
this section of the New Jersey-New York Harbor in considering a 
recommendation of $5.5 million for the New York and New Jersey 
channels. . 

And I say this, gentlemen, with all due respect to the fact that 
national defense and the national interest are often used as ar guments 
for a good many things, but I do think the argument carries a great 
deal of weight in this particular instance. | 
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May I, with your permission, submit a copy of this for your record. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you, Mr. McLean. 

Who is next ? 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Frelinghuysen, Fifth District, New Jersey. 

Mr. Focarry. We will be very happy to hear your statement, Con- 
geressman. | 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Focarry. Proceed. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PETER FRELINGHUYSEN, JR. 


Mr. Frevincuvuysen. It is a pleasure to appear before this subcom- 
mittee this morning and to urge your favorable consideration for this 
request for additional funds. 

I appear as the Representative of the Fifth District, which borders 
on the Arthur Kill in the Perth Amboy, Port Reading, and Carteret 
areas. Representative Williams, of the Sixth District, has Union 
County, which lies to the north. 

The tremendous concentration of industry in this part of New 
Jersey has derived traditionally from the considerable frontage on 
sheltered, comparatively — waterways in this area. 

In my part of Middlesex County, that part which borders on the 
Arthur Kall, 10 out of the 13 urban areas of population of over 3,500 
people have an outstanding concentration of trade and services, accord- 
ing toa recent survey which has been made. 

There is no question that the industrial heartland of New Jersey 
is represented in this area, and it has been brought about primarily 
because of the availability of deep waterways. 

I think the decision has already been made as to the advisability 
of deepening the Arthur Kill Channel. The only basic question which 
remains is how fast should this work be done / 

I think the arguments which are being presented by the Port of 
New York Authority and others are reasonable. We need this com- 
pleted as soon as possible; and if we should be able to plan on a 
rate of work at $5.5 million a year instead of the proposed figures, this 
channel would be deepened by 1959 instead of 1964. 

I should also like to point out one further figure. The port of 
New York as a whole handles almost 50 percent of the total import- 
export trade of the total, entire United States. The proposed appro- 
priation for this port, this area, is only 3.2 percent of the amount 
available for all navigational projects in the United States, and I 
think the proposed increase is a reasonable one, under the cireum- 
stances. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Focarty. Thank you for an excellent statement, Mr. Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman, may I add, for the record, that Congress- 
man Williams of New Jersey is not able to be here this morning, 
and asked to be recorded as supporting the request for this appropri- 
ation. 

Mr. Focarry. He may have permission to file a statement at this 
point. 

Mr. Ray. Thank you. 
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(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY HON. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JR. (SIXTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT, 
NEW JERSEY) REGARDING APPROPRIATION FOR THE DEEPENING OF THE ARTHUR 
KILL 


In asking the committee to approve an appropriation of $5'4 millions for the 
deepening of the Arthur Kill, I want to support and concur in the statements of 
those witnesses appearing before you who are equipped to supply pertinent tech 
nical data on this subject. I am a layman in knowledge of this project, but as 
the Representative of a district which includes communities on the western bank 
of the Arthur Kill, my interest in it is very strong. 

Other witnesses appearing before you will, I am sure, point out how the 
need for deepening the Arthur Kill has been multiplied by the increased size 
of modern tankers which service the oil refineries, Chemical plants, petroleum 
storage, and other industrial facilities in which our area abounds: how the 
present 30-foot depth of the Arthur Kill results in uneconomic operations of 
ships using the channel and increases hazards to them; how realization of the 
full return on State, Federal, and private investments in the New York-New 
Jersey Channels is impossible until the necessary deepening is accomplished. 

There are some other points I would like to make: 

First, at a time when we are all conscious of the importance of keeping the 
costs of Federal Government at a level which is most efficient and yet most 
economical, the justification for increasing the appropriation for the Arthur 
Kill project from $3% million to $514 million, in order to avoid any further delays 
in full completion of the deepening, is as valid as any that can be argued. The 
New York-New Jersey Channels project is by far the most heavily utilized chan- 
nel in the New York Harbor. That harbor, in turn, is the gateway to the richest 
industrial area in our Nation, probably in the world—as is indicated by the fact 
that in fiscal 1954 the New York-New Jersey area produced more than a fifth 
of the Nation's total Federal income-tax receipts. Many worthy projects in other 
States would not be possible without the Federal appropriations to which the 
New York-New Jersey area contributes such a large percentage. The prosperity) 
of any section of the country increases the prosperity of the whole country. 
Teelieving that, [ have supported many worthy projects in other parts of the United 
States. It is my hope that the members of this committee will recognize that the 
New York-New Jersey area constitutes a cornerstone of our Nation's pro 
ductive capacity and economy, and to paraphrase a rather well-known statement I 
think it is no exaggeration to say that what is good for our area is good for 
the Nation. 

A second, and overriding, consideration which I believe this committee might 
appropriately study is the importance of this project to our national security. 
The urgent need to complete the Arthur Kill deepening is made obvious when 
we recall that during World War IT, half of all the troops the United States sent 
overseas and a third of all supplies went through the New York-New Jersey area 
and the New York Harbor. The New York Port Authority was greatly handi 
capped during the war by the fact that ships could not navigate this channel at 
the same time as troop convoys were being assembled. It was necessary to have 
dangerous, inflammable cargoes of gasoline, oil, ete., come up through the Nar- 
rows to bypass the convoys; had the Arthur Kill been deepened, these shipments 
could have moved through the New York-New Jersey Channels. <A_ glutted 
harbor of ships waiting for each other to come and go meant delays during 
those days when time was of the essence and a compounding of the dangers that 
could be wreaked by enemy submarines slipping into the harbor. It is only 
owing to the effectiveness of the antisubmarine campaign that monumental 
disaster was avoided. Today or in the future, a harbor traffic jam could provide 
a sitting-duck target for an easily transportable atomic bomb which could be 
smuggled into the area. I think we must face this very real risk. As a member 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, my greatest concern is the maintenance of 
world peace; at the same time, I am keenly aware that the threat to our national 
security has by no means disappeared. 

In closing, may I say that transportation is the lifeblood of the New “ork 
New Jersey area, just as hydroelectric development and adequate water supplies 
are the lifeblood of other areas. Deepening the Arthur Kill would add a major 
artery to the traffic system of our section of the country. 





14 





I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to state my reasons for 
requesting that a $515 million appropriation be recommended for the deepening 
ef the Arthur Kill. 

Mr. Hotvnowicz. Mr. Westermann, who is representing the New 
York State Department of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF EVAN WESTERMANN 


Mr. Westermann. Thank you. 

My name is Evan Westermann, and I am here, Mr. Chairman, in 
behalf of Mr. James M. Mead, former Senator from New York, and 
now the director of the Washington office of the State of New York 
Department of ¢ ‘ommerce, 

The statement which we have to present to you was prepared under 
the direction of Commissioner Edward T. Dickinson, the head of our 
department at Alban Ys N. Y. I think it may safely be said that this 
presents accurately the viewpoint of many ‘of the business interests 
in New York State as a whole, in the Hudson Valle »y, and interests on 
the port of New } ta ' 

If it would be satisfactory to you, we would be happy to file this 
statement in the record. 

If I could summarize briefivy, the Department of Commerce of New 
York feels that they should back this appropriation, and ask its 
serious consideration at the level as indicated, because the Arthur 
Kill Channel deepening is an integral part of the whole port de- 
velopment of New York; and, correspondingly to that, while you have 
large bulk products going into Newark Bay going through Arthur 
Kill and the other channel, still the subsequent redistribution of many 
products up the Hudson River to the port of Albany and to places on 
the Hudson River and into the New York State Barge Canal com- 
mences down in this area. 

Therefore, we are anxious for your favorable action. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you, Mr. Westermann. 

(The statement of the State of New York Department of Com- 
merce is as follows:) 

The New York State Department of Commerce urges that Congress include 
in its appropriations adequate funds to carry on a realistic program of deepening 
the Arthur Kill section of the New York and New Jersey Channels. This de- 
partment coneurs in the unanimous view of the local maritime and industrial 
interests that a reasonable and economic rate of progress requires a minimum 
of $5.5 million for the fiscal year 1957. 

The amount being requested is not excessive in view of the tremendous capital 
investment in industry along the banks of this waterway. The banks of Arthur 
Kill comprise one of the most highly industrialized areas in the United States 
for the storage, refining, and the distribution of petroleum products throughout 
New York State and the Northeast. 

This area is likewise the leading east coast delivery point for crude chemicals 
transported by oceangoing tankers from the gulf coast to be used by the chemical 
and other processing industries of New York and adjacent States. The area also 
contains, railroad, lumber, and coal terminals, public service installations, and 
other industrial and commercial establishments. 

To name only a few of the firms located on the New York bank of the channel 
there are such nationally known names as Socony Mobil Oil Co., Gulf Oil Corp., 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., Proctor & Gamble Co., Bethlehem Steel Company 
Shipyard, Brewer Drydock Co., United States Gypsum Co., and Consolidated 
Edison Company of New York. When the development on the New Jersey side 
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is added to this picture, one becomes aware of a truly impressive urray otf 
industrial power. 

The New York-New Jersey Channels of which Arthur Kill is an integral part, 
handled 80 percent of the petroleum imports into the port of New York and 1s 
percent of the total waterborne movement of this commodity. With the increased 
use of petroleum products in industry and transportation, the adequacy of Arthur 
Kill is essential in order to afford economical distribution of such products to 
New York State industries. The future waterborne commerce of these products 
through this channel will be upward, according to estimates by oil carriers and 
refineries using its facilities. 

Completion of this project will: 

1. Make more adequate the channel facilities for efficient and economical 
operation of the new T-2 and larger size tankers now being built and used 
in the transportation of petroleum and crude chemicals into the area 

2. Eliminate ship delays in waiting for suitable tides, daylight hours, and 
favorable currents. 

3. Reduce serious navigational hazards, 

4. Provide another outlet from New York Harbor in case the main channel 
between upper and lower New York bays is obstructed and thus be of value 
in national defeuse. 

In addition the completion of the current deepening will further enhance the 
attractiveness of this area to new industry and for the expansion of existing 
plants. The Staten Island shore offers many possibilities for industrial develop 
ment; the highway and rail developments which are contemplated and in prog 
ress on Staten Island, coupled with an improved waterway, will undoubted|y 
attract a vastly expanded commerce to the New York and New Jersey Channels 

There are 18,000 acres of vacant land on Staten Island representing 60 percent 
of all New York City’s remaining supply of land available for development. It 
is essential that the New York and New Jersey Channels, which serve much of 
this area, be made adequate to serve this vital segment of New York State 
Conclusion 

This project is necessary for the accommodation of present and prospective 
traffic. The channel concerned has steadily increased its percentage of total 
port of New York traffic, and serves a highly industrialized area vital to our 
peacetime economy and to national defense in time of emergency. The bulk 
ot the traffic is carried by tanker vessels which are longer and deeper than 
vessels used during the war years, and unless the channel is deepened to match 
progress in vessel design, costly and hazardous operations will continue which 
hinder both the industrial development of Staten Island and the port’s traffic 
volume. 

The completion of the project on schedule will enhance the port’s use by lower- 
ing operation costs in peacetime and enlarge the port’s facilities to better serve 
the Nation in time of war. 

This Department respectfully urges this committee to consider the value to 
national defense and to the economy of the New York region of this tremendous 
industrial and commercial concentration in judging the reasonableness of New 
York Harbor’s request for a minimum appropriation of $5!4 million for the 
further deepening of the New York and New Jersey Channels. 

Mr. Honvunowicz. One of the other casualties of the snowstorm is 
Mr. Busse, who is general executive secretary of the New York Board 
of Trade. I should like to submit his statement as a part of the rec 
ord, without reading it. 

Mr. Fogarry. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Hotwvrowicz. And I should like to submit also a number of 
letters from supporting agencies, as a part of the record, the American 
Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., the Newark Chamber of Commerce. 
the Eastern Union County Chamber of Commerce, the State Island 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Fogarry. Thank you. We will receive them. 

Mr. Hotvsowicz. Thank you. 

(The statement and letters referred to may be found beginning on 
page 6.) 
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Marcu 19, 1956. 
Snuem Creek (Mount Pieasanir CHANNEL), S.C. 
WITNESS 


HON. L. MENDEL RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Rasaur. The committee will come to order. 

We will hear our good friend, Congressman Mendel Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavur. All right. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank your distinguished 
committee for hearing me at the kick off of the hearings this morning 
on these public works. 

As I have written you and the other members of your distinguished 
committee, I appear here this morning on a project to extend an 
examination and survey of Shem Creek, Mount Pleasant, S. C., in the 
Charleston Harbor, a distance of 1,100 feet. 

If Mr. Cannon were here I would tell you that is roughly the length 
of the U.S. S. J/issouri or the U.S.S. Forrestal. 

On this creek is located a large fishing and shrimp industry, and 
boat-building industry, and I am advised by the Army engineers this 
morning that all I can ask for is to extend the economic survey and 
the examination to determine whether or not it is economically de- 
sirable to extend this maintenance of this creek for 1,100 feet, and, 
in substance, what we have, and I have it on the map here, is a creek 
extending from Charleston Harbor—-if you men can see this map, this 
is the Charleston Harbor; all its depth out there going out to the 
ocean has this little — going off here into the harbor, you see the 
confluency of two rivers, the Atlantic Ocean—this is closer than the 
Atlantic Ocean—and right here is where these shrimp boats and fish- 
ing boats that go out in the ocean and catch shrimp are located, and 
they want to extend this thing 1,100 feet from right here where you 
see this kind of a horseshoe up to here, a depth of only 10 feet; and it 
will cost, the cost of it for the survey—mind you, we have to have a 
survey before we find out what the costs will be—has been authorized, 
and what we need now is $3,400. That is all it will cost. 

And here the other day, one of the small shrimping industry got 
together with those people located on this little creek, and collected 
amongst them $2,500 to do some dredging which was necessary because 
of the fact that the Army engineers had no authority. 

This is a very small project, and I dislike to take your time. I 
wish I could ask for more money, but the Army engineers tell me 
that is all I can ask for. 

Mr. Ranaut. $3,400. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right, that is all it costs, Mr. Chairman, which 
is for a survey. 

I won't take your time. 

Mr. Rapsavr. All right. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very kindly If there are any questions, 
I will be glad to answer them. I want to thank you for letting me 
appear first. 
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(Letter of February 16, 1956, to Mr. Rivers from Maj. Gen. E. C. 
Itschner is as follows:) 
DiPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 16, 1956 
Memorandum for: Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 
Subject: Shem Creek (Mount Pleasant Channel), S. C. 

1. The following is in response to a telephone request from a representative 
of your office for information regarding the study on Shem Creek, S. C. 

2. The existing project for Charleston Harbor, S. C., provides, among other 
features, for a channel in Shem Creek 10 feet deep and 110 feet wide from a 
flared entrance from Hog Island Channel to and ineluding a turning basin 
130 feet wide and 400 feet long with the upper end 250 feet upstream of Mount 
Pleasant public wharf. 

3. When last consulted, local interests, especially the shrimping industry, 
desired extension of the authorized project approximately 1,100 feet farther 
upstream to the crossing of United States Highway No. 17. 

4. A preliminary examination and survey of Charleston Harbor, S. C., with a 
view to extending Shem Creek was authorized by the River and Harbor Aci 
adopted July 24, 1946. The total cost of the authorized preliminary examina 
tion and survey is $3,600, of which $200 has been allocated to the study, leaving 
$3,400 necessary from future appropriations. 

E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Vajor General, United States Armu, 
issistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


DeLaware River Basin 


WITNESSES 


HON. ROBERT B. MEYNER, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF NEW 
JERSEY 


HON. FRANK THOMPSON, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

HON. EDWARD MARTIN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. JAMES H. DUFF, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. FRANCIS E. WALTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. HUGH SCOTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. IVOR D. FENTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

JOSEPH CLARK, JR., MEMBER, DELAWARE RIVER BASIN SURVEY 
COMMISSION, AND FORMER MAYOR OF THE CITY OF PHILA- 
DELPHIA, PA. 

HARRY G. SCHAD, COMMISSIONER, DELAWARE RIVER PORT 
AUTHORITY 


WILLIAM M. NORTH, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL GYPSUM CO. 


Mr. Rasavr. Governor Robert Meyner, of New Jersey. 
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STATEMENT OF GOV, ROBERT B. MEYNER 


Governor Mryner. I would like to express my appreciation for the 
opportunity of appearing before this subcommittee and testifying to 
the urgency of the need for fresh studies looking toward projection 
of a comprehe nsive plan for developing the Delaware River Basin. 

[ am, as it happens, wearing more than one hat today. I am ap- 
pearing, of course, as a witness for my own State. I also have been 
asked by the chairman of the Delaware River Basin Surve y Commis- 
sion to serve as spokesman for that agency. 

The commission, I should point out, is a recently established organi- 
zation composed of representatives appointed by the governors of each 
of the four States of the Delaware Valley and the mayors of New 
York and Philadelphia. Its paramount concern is the formulation 
of an integrated, multiple-purpose program for the Delaware Basin. 

Among its objectives is the closest possible cooperation with the 
Army engineers in their forthcoming studies. The Commission in- 
tends to do everything within its power to mobilize the technical 
resources of the States in support of this undertaking. 

Obviously all the States in the Delaware Basin have a vital interest 
in the new survey. By the same token, I think, a clear and pro- 
nounced Federal interest is involved. 

The Delaware is an interstate waterway of transcendent importance 
to the people of New York, New Jersey , Pennsylvania, and Delaware. 
It rises in the Catskills and flows to the sea through an area with a 
heavy and increasing concentration of population and industry. It 1s 
not unreasonable to suggest that the continued vitality of this region— 
which is so dependent on the proper utilization of the resources of the 
Delaware—has significant implications for the general economy of the 
Nation as well as its defense capabilities. 

As I believe the Federal Government’s contributions to the develop- 
ment of the river systems of the South and the West have strengthened 
the Nation as a whole, so am I convinced that Federal participation 
in a comprehensive program for the Delaware is thoroughly grounded 
in the national interest. 

The foundation for this new investigation was laid by the Public 
Works Committee of the Senate on September 14, 1955, in a resolution 
calling upon the Corps of Engineers to review the original 308 report 
concerning the Delaware and to formulate a water resources plan 
for the basin. 

This resolution was gratifying in every way. In testifying here 
today asa spokesman for both New Jersey and the Delaware River 
Basin Survey Commission, however, it is not enough for me merely 
to echo the need for a fresh look at the Delaware and the formulation 
of a plan for action. I am also obligated to underscore the urgency 
for this need—an urgency arising from the fact that decisions on a 
series of critical issues facing the States of the Delaware Valley await 
the results of the inquiry. 

I have in mind, for example, that we must decide upon plans for 
increasing our water supply on a scale commensurate with the rise 
in the public and industrial use of water—and nowhere is the shortage 
of water greater than in the northern metropolitan area of my owm 


State. 
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We must find means of achieving effective protection from the kind 
of devastation wrought by the floodwaters of the Delaware last 
August. We must agree upon methods for regulating the streamflow 
of the Delaware to protect our subsurface water resources and to 
combat salt water intrusion, to improve the quality of the water in 
the river, and to reduce the extent of pollution. 

And the margin of time for doing all these things is limited. = 
are growing, just as all American society is growing—and as the - 
million new births in the United States last year confirm beyond any 
measure of doubt. We are certain to encounter serious difficulties un- 
less we move forward rapidly with the development of our natural 
assets to the fullest possible extent. 

One of the principal reasons for my appearance here today is to 
urge the support of the committee for the appropriations required 
if the C orps of Engineers is to complete its survey within a 3-year 
period. In explaining and justifying my appeal, I should trace the 
general background of this problem. 

We might revert for a moment to the early thirties. It was dur- 
ing this period that the Army engineers conducted their first broad- 
gaged study of the Delaware and prepared the 308 report, to which 
T alluded earlier. An essential feature of this report was the recom- 
mendation that an interstate agency be created to supervise and co- 
ordinate the development of major water supply and hydroelectric 
power facilities in the basin. At the time, the need for flood control 
was not regarded as particularly insistent. 

In keeping with the recommendation, an interstate agency was estab- 
lished with representation from each of the four States in the basin. 
It has operated under the name of the Interstate Commission on the 
Delaware River Basin or—for the sake of brevity—INCODEL.  In- 
codel first concerned itself with combating pollution in the lower 
reaches of the river. The efforts devoted to this during the years of 
World War II were quite fruitful and inspired the hope that tlie States 
of the Delaware Valley might succeed in implementing a joint pro- 
gram for developing the resources of the upper basin. 

The Incodel plan was presented in 1950. It called for broad inter- 
state cooperation in the construction of a network of water supply 
reservoirs to make possible increased diversion of water from the 
basin to such areas of shortage as New York City and the northern 
metropolitan area of New Jersey. It also prov ided for a substantial 
measure of streamflow regulation, thus creating important benefits for 
Pennsylvania, Delaware and southern New Jersey. 

The Incodel blueprint was en and debated. It won the 
acceptance of New York, New Jersey and Delaware. Pennsylvania 
demurred, however, and New York City felt that it could not brook 
further delay. Quite understandably, its representatives appeared 
before the Supreme Court and asked for permission to develop addi- 
tional water supply unilaterally by tapping the tributaries of the Dela- 
ware in New York State. Permission was granted, and = certain 
aspects of the Incodel plan inevitably became a dead letter. 

All this, of course, adds up to the simple and lamentable fact that 
we have not vet really turned the first corner in producing an inte- 
grated program for the development of the resources of Delaware. 
We have not agreed upon a plan for utilizing the river as a source of 
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water supply. The problem of streamflow regulation is as serious 
as ever, and will become more serious every year. 

And there is a new factor in the equation—the threat of rising 
waters. Historically, the Delaware has been a passive stream. Th: at, 
no doubt, explains why the Army engineers concluded in their survey 
of the 1930's that major flood control works were not essential. 

Our more recent experience, however, has dramatized the Dela- 
ware’s rather considerable potential for destruction, and it would be 
difficult to regard any plan for development of the basin as complete 
unless it contained provisions for effective safeguards against flood 
damage. 

Prior and subsequent to the major flood of August 1955, much of 
the discussion concerning the Delaware turned on proposals for the 
construction of a dam and reservoir at Wallpack Bend on the main 
stem of the river near Bushkill, Pa. These proposals have been un- 
der consideration by Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The leaders of 
both States have manifested a deep interest in the project. 

Although certain incidental flood benefits would be involved, the 
principal benefit to be derived from the facilities would be more ade- 
quate streamflow regulation. This would contribute to pollution 
abatement in the lower river , Which in turn would reduce the threat 
of contamination of unde “rground water resources. Streamflow regu- 
lation also would increase the volume of fresh water for public and 
industrial use. 

While urging action in Washington on such traditional issues of 
Federal concern as navigation and flood control, we also have re- 
quested Federal participation in the planning and construction of the 
dam and reservoir at W allpack Bend because we feel that the National 
Government has an interest in the effective regulation of streamflow 
ona principal interstate waterway. 

In support of this thesis, I might note that the Congress has au- 
thorized the dredging of the Delaware Channel to a depth of 40 feet 
between Philadelphia and Trenton. Without streamflow regulation 
to increase the volume of fresh water during periods of low flow, 
however, it is possible that valuable underground water resources 
would be imperiled by salt water intrusion. 

Such is the general background of the problem in the Delaware 
Basin. We are confronted with a prodigious task in the utilization 
of natural resources. We are under the strongest motivation—in- 
deed, the strongest compulsion—to take up this task without delay and 
to bring it to completion with the greatest possible disptach. 

We are determined, however, that in doing so we shall proceed in 
an orderly manner, operating within the framework of an integrated, 
multiple-purpose pl: in. All aspects of river basin development are 
so closely interrelated that they must be treated as parts of a single 
package. 

It is very well to say that a dam should be built here or that a 
reservoir should be built there. What is so frequently overlooked is 
that piecemeal improvements are an invitation to waste al con- 
fusion. They inevitably diminish the potential value of a river sys- 
tem. Certainly these dams and reservoirs should be built. Many of 
them, in fact, should be under construction now. But they should be 
undertaken only with reference to a comprehensive plan. 
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And, returning to my original point, this is why I so strongly urge 
that the survey of the Delaware by the Army engineers be expedited. 
It is the obvious prerequisite for comprehensive planning in the Dela- 
ware Basin. It should be the forerunner of any decisions by the 
States on such crucial problems as flood control, water supply, and 
streamflow regulation. 

The Corps of Engineers already has held public hearings in prepa- 
ration for its inquiry. The district engineer in Philadelphia is now 
recruiting a staff for these investigations. It is possible, I am told, 
that the work can be completed in a 3-year period if sufficient funds 
are forthcoming during that time. 

Unfortunately, the amount allotted for the study in the Federal 
budget. for the next fiscal period falls far short of what is required. 
I am advised that the study will cost an estimated $1 million. The 
budget provides for an expenditure of only $100,000 in the fiseal year 
1957. 

With no more than this, the Army engineers cannot possibly begin 
providing answers next year to the questions that are so pressing in 
the States of the Delaware Valley. 

If I may be permitted to offer a specific suggestion as to the alloca 
— the most desirable arrangement would be an appropriation of 

$500.000 for the vear 1957, $400,000 for the year 1958, and $100,000 
for the year 1959, when presumably the survey aia be completed. 

Should some such arrangement be approved, it would mean that 
the conclusions of the Corps of Engineers would be forthcoming 
soon enough for us to consider them fully in charting our course of 
action. We would be spared the painful necessity of taking certain 
nondeferable decisions without benefit of the engineers’ findings and 
recommendations—decisions that might have been quite different if 
their report had been available earlier. 

In asking the subcommittee to support the appropriation necessary 
to complete the survey in 3 years, Tam naturally concerned with pro 
moting the welfare of the people in the Delaware Valley. T sin- 
cerely feel, however, that the request not only is modest but also is 
practical and reasonable. 

I might also say that by asking for the increase of this appropri- 
ation, I am not precluding setting forth our attitude on the deepen- 
ing of the Delaware. We are certainly highly favorable to the $6 
million appropriation for the deepening of the Delaware, and the 
$1 million suggested appropriation for the Mantua anchorage, but 
we certainly would appreciate your serious consideration of this 
request that the amount for the study by the Army engineers of the 
Delaware Basin be increased from $100,000 to $500,000 so that we 
could complete the entire project in 3 years. 

I want to assure you, I am grateful to you for hearing this appeal, 
and am confident that you will give it full and fair consideration. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Razavt. Thank you, Governor. 

Congressman Thompson, I understand you have a number of people 
here today. Do you want to introduce all the people you have here 
and put their names in the record ? 

Mr. THompson. Well, Congressman Walter was to testify after 
finished. Mr. Shad is here from Phil: adelphia. The snowstorm “* 
made it impossible for the Congressmen to get here as yet this morning. 
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So, except for the other Congresmen, Mr. Chairman, who are not 
vet here, I know of no other requests for time. 

I see Senators Martin and Duff. Do you have time, sir? 

Senator Marri. IT do not know, Mr. Chairman, whether we have 
any time or not. What I had hoped was that Senator Duff and I 
would have the opportunity later to file a statement. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be glad to listen to you here. Do you want to 
file a stateement ? 

Senator Martin. I donot have it with me. 

Mr. Rapavr. Do you want to send it in? 

Senator Marrin. I would just like to make a very brief oral state- 
ment, which would take less than a minute. 

Mr. Rasaur. Would you like to yield to the Senator? 

Mr. Tromeson. I would be delighted to yield. 

Mr. Rasavr. All right. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD MARTIN 


Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate this, because 
I have a meeting of another committee going on right now, where it 
is very important that I be present. 

Mr. Shad has been designated to make the extended statement rela- 
tive to this project. I want to say that I am not only greatly inter- 
ested in this project, but all the other projects out over the United 
States which make the United States a stronger nation from the 
standpoint of defense and also economically. 

We do not have railroads and roads enough to carry the enormous 
amount of heavy transportation which is necessary to carry in this 
country. That means that we have got to take care of our rivers and 
our harbors, and things of that kind. 

Now, not that he is present, but, for example, in flood control, Con- 
gressman Walters has done such a magnificent job in the eastern part 
of our State, particularly relating to the Lehigh Valley; and what I 
think we will all have to do is to join forces, and not look out just for 
a particular section of the country, but for the whole Nation. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, the opportunity of filing a statement, 
which will relate to this project known as the Delaware River Valley 
project. 

Mr. Rasaur. Allright. Thank you very much. 

The statement will be filed with the clerk and be placed in the record, 
without objection. 

Senator Martin. All right. Thank vou very much, Mr. Chairman. 

(Senator Martin’s remarks are as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I deeply appreciate the privilege 
of submitting this statement in support of the funds recommended by the Bureau 
of the Budget for the improvement of the Delaware River. 

I join with the representatives of the Delaware port area in strongly urging 
that you approve appropriations adequate to initiate work on the Delaware 
River improvements that have been authorized by Congress. 

In my opinion no river and harbor project that has come before Congress in 
many years is more important than the development of the Delaware River. 

lis importance as an international waterway, giving access to the markets of 
the world, needs no lengthy discussion. It is second only to New York in total 
waterborne commerce. It is first in the Nation in the handling of import 
tonnage. 
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In the last 10 years cargo tonnage in the Delaware River has increased 115 
percent. 

It serves one of the heaviest concentrations of population, production, and 
wealth in the world. In recent years waterfront industrial expansion along 
the Delaware River has reached proportions unequaled anywhere in the United 
States. 

The Delaware River is one of our great national assets. Its development to 
the highest degree of usefulness, efficiency, and safety is essential to the economic 
progress and welfare of the whole Nation. 

It has been well established by the testimony of maritime, industrial, and 
commercial interests, and concurred in by the Corps of Engineers, that improved 
navigation, adequate to accommodate modern, deep-draft cargo vessels, will 
generate a high level of industrial and commercial expansion. 

It has been well established that many industries are ready to make large 
capital investments in plant facilities provided they are assured of channel 
depths adequate to provide water transportation of raw materials and other 
commodities in large volume at low cost. 

The transportation needs of the United States have become so great that it 
is necessary to take full advantage of every possible waterway. The prosperity 
of many industries depends upon the movement of raw materials in large volume 
at low cost. Our rivers have become so much More important because we do not 
have the rail capacity or the highway capacity to transport the enormous amount 
of petroleum, ore, coal, grain, and other bulk commodities required by our 
expanding industry. Our rivers and other natural waterways provide the most 
economical roadway for the movement of such goods, 

I am hopeful that your committee will agree that the further development of 
the Delaware River is essential to the economic welfare of the United States 
and that it has great value from the standpoint of national defense. 

I am hopeful that vour committee will recognize the urgency of the compre 
hensive study of the water resources of the Delaware Valley. I am in complete 
agreement with the testimony presented by qualified witnesses that the allo- 
cation of $100,000 proposed for fiscal 1957 is inadequate to initiate a study of 
such magnitude. We believe this item should be increased to $500,000 in order 
to have the study completed within a 3-year period. 

The loss of nearly 100 lives and property damage of more than $100 million 
resulting from floods in the upper Delaware Valley last August point with 
tragic emphasis to the need for expediting the survey which will include not 
only flood control but also water conservation, hydroelectric power, irrigation, 
navigation, stream pollution, and other problems concerned with our water 
resources, 

In support of the proposed navigation improvements T should like to point out 
that every dollar invested hy the Federal Government in the improvement of 
the Delaware River has paid big dividends. 

In asking your committee to approve the S86 million allocated for the first 
step in the authorized navigation project in the upper Delaware River we are 
asking for a capital investment that will be highly profitable. 

A 40-foot channel from Philadelphia to Trenton will contribute to the economic 
and defensive strength of our Nation. It will pay rich dividends in increased 
customs receipts and higher income-tax payments. It will add to the tax reve- 
nues of manv States, counties. and municipalities. It will create new emplovy- 
ment and new payrolls by attracting new industries that will benefit from low- 
cost water transportation. 

The appropriation we ask is to start the reconstruction of the Delair railroad 
bridge which will remove an extreme hazard to navigation. 

In the interest of safety we ask also that you approve the funds necessary 
for the completion of the Mantua Creek anchorage which is urgently needed 
to provide for the increasing ship traffic in the Delaware River. 


Mr. THomrson. Senator, do you have a statement vou wish to make? 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES H. DUFF 


Senator Durr. Mr. Chairman, I would also like to file a statement. 
T also have a committee meeting and, with vour indulgence, IT would 
like to make a brief statement and file the other. 
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IT read Mr. Harry G. Schad’s statement, and I completely concur 
in everything that he has to say. 

There is just one phase of this that I would like to mention verbally. 

The question has been raised a number of times about a further 
contribution by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to this enter- 
prise, in view of the considerable amount of money that the Govern- 
ment has been asked for. But I would like to point out to the com- 
mittee that the condition of the Delaware River between the city 
and the bay is dependent in considerable amount upon the silt which 
comes down from the Schuylkill in the hard-coal mining regions, 
which has been dumped into the bay and has been gradually filling 
up the channel. 

At the time Senator Martin was Governor, there was undertaken 
the plans for the cleaning up of the Schuylkill River to prevent the 
silting of the bay by the water from the Schuylkill. And during the 
time I was Governor, that plan was completed. 

The Commonwealth spent $29 million for the purpose of taking the 
silt out of the Schuylkill which, unless it had been taken out of the 
Schuylkill, was gr adually finding its way into the channel, and that 
would have been all the cost that the Government would have been 
obliged to pay if the Commonwealth had not done it. 

That agreement was made between the Commonwealth and the Gov- 
ernment through the Army engineers. That was the consideration 
that the Commonwealth was giving for its contribution to cleaning 
up this situation. 

So we have already made that $29 million contribution, and some- 
thing that is done is not appreciated as much as something which is 
going to be done. But, nevertheless, this whole business would not 
have been feasible without the $29 million that the Commonwealth 
has spent. 

I would like to file a statement. 

Mr. Ranavr. Do you have it here ? 

Senator Durr. No,sir. This is Mr. Schad’s statement, which I have 
read, and with which I wholly agree. 

I will, with your indulgence, file a statement outlining briefly 
further reasons why I strongly favor this whole enterprise. 

Mr. Ranavr. Without objection, the statement will be placed 
the record. 

Senator Durr. Thank you. 

(Senator Duff’s remarks are as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I wholeheartedly approve 
and join in the statement of Harry G. Schad, chairman of the Joint Executive 
Committee for the Improvement and Development of the Philadelphia Port Area 
as filed with your subcommittee. 

It is almost impossible to overestimate the necessity for these improvements, 
as well as the significant importance of their being promptly put underway. 

It is sincerely hoped that the funds necessary for a complete review and study 
of the whole Delaware problem will be sufficiently adequate to begin a compre- 
hensive survey rather than to provide inadequate piecemeal funds that will 
unduly defer the full understanding and projection of the whole enterprise 
involved. 

I am aware that the Bureau of the Budget has recommended $100,000 for the 
preliminary work, but in the opinion of those who have a comprehensive view 
of the whole picture, this sum would be grossly inadequate and it would require 
a half million of the ultimate million dollars to give the kind of a picture neces- 
sary for a projection of the supreme importance of this one. 
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It concerns not only the cleaning of the lower channel and the deepening of 
the upper channel between Philadelphia and Trenton but as well a study of the 
water resources of the whole Delaware Valley and with particular reference to 
avoiding the disastrous flooding which the upper valley suffered during the 
past summer. In the northeastern area of Pennsylvania alone last summer, 
Pennsylvania suffered one of the most disastrous floods in its history and this 
fact alone would seem to justify a sum adequate to determine what is necessary 
to prevent a reoccurrence of such disasters and for the further purpose of 
developing an overall comprehensive plan for the Delaware River. 

In considering the appropriation for deepening the channel from Philadelphia 
to Trenton, it is pertinent to bear in mind that the lower channel from Phila- 
delphia to the bay is one of the most highly developed industrial Complexes in 
all America. The only factor that prevents a similar industrial development 
between Philadelphia and Trenton is the present shallowness of the channel 
between those points. 

I respectfully and earnestly urge the approval of the $6 million allocation 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget to begin the work on the deepening 
of the channel between Philadelphia and Trenton. 

In this connection it seems to me fair to bear in mind that the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania has already in recent years made a tremendous contribution 
to this area. In the last 10 years the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has spent 
of its own funds in excess of $29 million in cleaning the silt from the Schuylkill, 
which flows into the Delaware at Vhiladelphia. Had this sum not been spent 
by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, all of the millions of tons of silt that 
were taken out of the tributary of the Delaware would eventually continue to 
have done what it previously had done, namely, to find its way into the channel 
of the Delaware River and would have necessitated at least the whole of that 
sum for the mere purpose of taking that silt out of the river by the Federal 
Government. 

As a consensus, it seems fair to say that taxpayers of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania have already spent of public funds $29 million that otherwise 
would have been necessary to be spent by the people of all the United States in 
this project. The Commonwealth, therefore, feels that it is particularly quali- 
fied to urge this improvement by reason of the enormous extent it has given of 
its interest, both of its necessity and its importance by the contribution of the 
aforesaid $29 million. 

Deepening the Delaware River to 35 feet will provide facilities that will 
produce a like industrial development between Philadelphia and Trenton. The 
investment by the Government necessary to provide this deepening will produce 
revenues equal to any similar expenditure by the Government anywhere in 
America. 

In addition to the place location of this improvement, it is also favored with 
one of the greatest labor markets in America. Consequently the deepening of 
the Delaware between Philadelphia and Trenton will offer absolutely unrivaled 
facilities for industrial development anywhere in America. 

I know of no other improvement anywhere in America which would yield sueh 
spectacular taxes to the Government as the improvement of the upper Delaware 
River. Customs receipts alone bring $52 million a year into the United States 
Treasury out of the Delaware Valley. Since 1939 the Federal Government has 
spent a little more than $100 million on the improvement of the Delaware River 
Channel but since 1900 the Federal Government has collected $1,500 million in 
customs receipts alone. 

Therefore, I am hopeful that in this session of the Congress this tremendously 
important project will receive the attention it deserves because there is not a 
single investment in the Nation which could result in such an immense and 
immediate return in the way of taxes as would the improvement of the Delaware 
Valley. 

In closing I am wholeheartedly in favor of the $1,060,000 allocation as recom- 
mended in the budget for completion of the authorized construction of the 
Mantua Creek anchorage in the Delaware River, Pa., and N. J., and I also want 
to lend my support to the Bureau of the Budget recommendations for the Bear 
Creek Reservoir flood-control works in Allentown and Bethlehem and Dyberry 
Reservoir and the Prompton Reservoir. 

These projects alone will be of immense benefit now but I want to stress once 
more the necessity of adequate funds for the overall comprehensive survey which 
surely will develop the need for an additional flood-control program in this 
mighty valley. 
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Mr. THompson. I will be glad to yield to Mr. Walter. 
_ Mr. Waurer. I appreciate this, Mr. Chairman. My subcommittee 
1S meeting now. 


Mr. Ragavur. All right. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANCIS E. WALTER 


Mr. Waurer. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this 
subcommittee on behalf of two items in this appropriations bill, one 
of which, the Lehigh Valley flood-control project, I am sure you will 
look at with favor, because, after all, the d: amage done in this recent 
flood represents about 60 percent of the cost of the entire project. 

And this is not an isolated case. This is typical of the sort of 
damage which has been visited on us in the Lehigh Valley periodi- 
cally, sometimes 2 or 3 times a year. Asa matter of fact, our people 
are now sitting up there with their fingers crossed because of the 7 
inches of snow which I came through on yesterday to get here to this 
hearing. 

I have a number of pictures here, some of which I sent to some of 
you members this summer, I sent my distinguished friend from New 
York, Mr. Taber, a picture right after the flood. 

It shows very graphically what happens to this important area 
when we have high water. 

On the one side of this picture is the Central Railroad, or at least the 
place where it ordinarily is. It is not visible at all; it is entirely 
covered. 

On the south side of the river is the Lehigh Valley Railroad and 
the Bethlehem Steel plant, the Lehigh Valley Railroad also being 
entirely under water, with the result that every means of rail trans- 
portation from the Atlantic seaboard to the coal regions is out en- 
tirely, and all of the companies along the seaboard that depend on 
coal for their fuel, if they have no reserves, just shut down. 

[ remember back during the war at about the time the legislation 
which I had the Congress approve, as you will recall, was under 
consideration, the launching of one of our battleships was delayed 
because the high water got into the yards of the Bethlehem Steel 
plant, making it impossible to move the turrets. 

Now, as all of you know, the armor for all of our combat vessels 
comes from that plant, and it is a very serious thing when the launch- 
ing of a battleship is delayed for that reason. 

In addition to that, considerable d: amage is done in the gun factory, 
which, unfortunately, lies close to the river. The entire plant is along 
the Lehigh River. 

Mr. Rasavutr. Was that in the flood area, too, the gun factory ? 

Mr. Waurer. Yes, sir: the entire plant, as you can see—I have 
had these pictures taken from different angles, but this picture, with 
the light, is a picture of the gun factory, showing the water covering 
it completely. That is the yard: and this is another picture of the 
same place, showing the complete flooding of the very important part 
of that operation. 

It is impossible, because of the buildings and the city, the fact 
that the city is so close, to move any part of the factory away from 
the river. 

Now, that is as to the Bear Creek project. 
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In addition to the damage done at Bethlehem, which, gentlemen, 
in this last flood was $8 million, this project cost $123 million, $8 
to Bethlehem Steel alone. 

There is the damage all the way down that very thickly populated 
area. There is a population in our valley of over 500,000 people. 
Each of the cities—Allentown, Bethlehem, and Easton 
tiguous, was flooded in all of the manufacturing activities. 

“You made an appropriation to start the work on the supplemental, 
and Tam very happy to be able to report to you that the Army engi 
neers are proceeding eds, and I am sure contracts will be 
let for the impounding dam, which T am sure will solve this problem. 

In that connection, it is very significant for me to point out to you 
that the city of Bethlehem some years ago constructed a dam for the 
purpose of impounding water for a water supply. The existence of 
this dam kept the crest of this last flood down over 7 feet, according 
to the Army engineers. So that, with the city of Bethichem’s im 
pounding water supply dam and the dam which the Army engineers 
contemplate constructing, that will bring to an end this serious menace 
to the activities engaged in, not only in this community but along the 
entire Atlantic seaboard. 

That is 1; now, 2, gentlemen, I want to direct your attention to an 
item for a survey of the Delaware River. I think the amount is 
$100,000. T have every reason to believe that the engineers recom- 
mended to the Bureau of the Budget an amount far in excess of the 
$100,000. I think that it ought to be $350,000. 

This will enable the Army engineers to make a comprehensive study 
of the entire Delaware V alley, from the city of Easton up to above 
Toe k’s Island, with the idea of constructing 3 dams which will serve 
~ 2 purposes, 

As all of you know, the shortage of water has become quite critical. 
[t isa very serious thing in the tri-State area, that is, New York, New 
Jersey, and Pennsylvania, that millions of tons of water flow into the 
ocean every day, and by the construction of these 8 dams, more than 
the flood control problem will be dealt with. 

sut the principal problem, as I see it, without minimizing the ques 
tion of flood control, is the problem of an adequate water supply: and 
the third purpose it will serve will be to prevent the flowing into the 
lower reaches of the river of tons of earth which we spend many 
millions of dollars to remove each year; in order to keep the channel 
up to the Philadelphia Navy Yard open, dredging operations are 
necessary continuously. 

If this series of dams is completed, in 15 years’ time the cost of one 
of the dams will be paid through the amount saved from the dredging 
to the Philadelphia Navy Y ard. 

If the channel is to be deepened up to Trenton, then, of course, that 
is an additional reason why this work should be done expeditiously. 

I have been informed by the Governors of both Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey that they are very much in favor of this particular matter, 
and it seems to me that we might well afford to increase the amount in 
the budget from $100,000 to about $500,000, because that is the amount 
which the engineers requested, and it will enable them to complete the 
entire survey. 

It is not a large amount, but, gentlemen, IT would like to call your 
attention to the fact that back in the depression days when those of 


-being con- 
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us who were charged with the responsibility of trying to do somthing 
for our communities were looking for projects, we devised a WPA 
project, because in my community we have many young engineers, 
we have three engineering schools, as you know—the best, I might 
add modestly—and we were interested in finding projects for these 
young people who were graduated without any opportunity to do 
anything whatsoever. 

And they completed practically all of the preliminary work which 
has to be done in connection with a project of this magnitude, and it 
seems to me that we would be spending money very w isely if we would 
add the $500,000 so that the studies made then, as WPA projects, 
could be completed. 

I appreciate this very much, gentlemen. 

I will leave these pictures with you. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK THOMPSON, JR. 


Mr. TuHomrson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
might say that I agree wholeheartedly with Mr. Walter's testimony. 
AIL of us from this. area feel that the Delaware and the rivers which 
flow into it are of great interest and of great value to the whole area ; 
and we, too, are thoroughly in favor of the survey, of the anchorage 
project, and of the deepening. Our interest, of course, extends to the 
Lehigh project, which we endorse. 


STATEMENT OF SENATORS SMITH AND CASE 


I might say that through an inadvertence, the Senators from New 
Jersey, § Senators Smith and Case, were not invited here this morning, 
or did not know of it. Both requested the committee for the right to 
submit statements, and to appear in person later, if necessary. 

Mr. Rapsavt. Without objection, we will accept the statements from 
the Senators. 

(The joint statements of Senators Smith and Case of New Jersey 
is as follows:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
Mareh 23, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to you with regard to appropriations for 
the deepening of the Delaware River Channel, a matter that we understand is 
now before your committee. We request that our views contained herein be made 
a part of the record of the hearings on the appropriations for this project. 

For some years now many of us in New Jersey and neighboring Pennsylvania 
have been urging the administration and the Congress to approve the expenditure 
of certain funds for the deepening of the Delaware River Channel up to Trenton, 
N. J. 

This year, the President recommended in his budget message the appropria- 
tion of $6 million to initiate deepening the river from Philadelphia to Trenton 
to a depth of 35 feet. 

The rapid increase in population and industrialization of this entire area 
makes this project of great importance. The deepening of the river to Trenton 
will make it possible for greater expansion of industry and will result in greater 
prosperity for many of our citizens. 

The appropriation of this money will make it possible for this long-delayed 
project to be initiated. 
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We feel that this project is in the best interests of our national security and 
of our national prosperity, and that Federal assistance is entirely justified 
In conclusion we urge your committee to approve the President's request for 
Federal aid to this vitally needed project. 
Always cordially yours, 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
CLIFFORD P. CASE. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK THOMPSON, JR. 


Mr. THompson. I might say also, 1 am authorized by the senior 
Senator from New Jersey to say that he concurs in my support of the 
Delaware projects. 

I come here today specifically in support of the appropriation for 
the deepening of the Delaware River to Trenton, N. J. 

Last year the committee heard a great many witnesses on this sub 
ject, perhaps too many, so that I do not consider it necessary to con 
sume your valuable time in a statement which would be repetitious. 

On the occasion of his visit to the House the other day, the brilliant 
and articulate Prime Minister of Ireland, talking about the desire of 
the Irish people for independence, said at one point that, “Hope had 
grown gray hairs, and that hope had mourning on it. 

Mr. Chairman, this was so last year for the 10 million residents of 
the Delaware Valley area when this project was rejected by this great 
committee and by the House. Our hopes had mourning on it. Many 
of us feel our case was not presented in the best possible manner at 
that time, so we are here again with the plea that the $6 million 
requested in the budget be recommended to the Congress. 

Now you will hear witnesses describe in detail the need for a deeper 
Delaware to keep pace with the phenomenal development of the Dela 
ware Valley. You will be told that several huge industries, includ- 
ing the National Gypsum Co., are moving into the area, and need 
better access to the sea. 

The dozens of industries already in the area need access, too, and I 
refer the commitee to the built-up chart on the wall there, which 
shows the industries in this area. 

You can see that from Trenton all the way to the Delaware Bay, 
there is a heavy concentration, and I can say to you that that concen- 
tration is growing more each month. 

Mr. Taser. What is that big black thing up at the top / 

Mr. Tuompson. That says the Delaware River port, it is the north 
ern reaches of the river, where the tide stops affecting the river, above 
Trenton. 

Mr. Taper. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson. You will be told that authoritative studies have 
been made, showing that the prospective tonnage from a deeper chan- 
nel in the year 1975 is estimated at 143 million tons. 

Now, this tonnage means $850 million total value added by the port, 
and perhaps most important, 53,000 job equivalents. 

If the deepening comes to pass, the port collections in 1975 will 
be in excess of $61 million, a terrific gain from that source alone to 
the Federal Government. 

This will mean another $21 million a year to the Government in 
income-tax collections, so that you can see the great financial benefits 
to be gained. 
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Gentlemen, I think this is a thoroughly sound project. T respect- 
fully refer you to the numerous Army Kngineer Corps studies of the 
project. Without exception, they have recommended it as feasible 
and, indeed, necessary to the expansion of the area. 

Last year, I appeared before you and al for money sufficient 
to dredge the Delaware to a depth of 40 feet from Philadelphia to 
Newbold Island. 

In opposition to this request, it was said that this would amount to 
a private bill; that it would benefit only the great United States Steel 
Co., which has built a huge plant at Morrisville, N. J., right across 
the river from Trenton. 

In order to eliminate the argument, I am now requesting that the 
authorization be made for a 35-foot channel. In this way it cannot be 
said by any stretch of the _ ugination that it is private legislation. 

I can assure you that the area does need a 35-foot channel; that it 
is needed by the whole bettie community. 

I would like to say, too, that the people in the area are overwhelm- 
ingly in accord. In answer to my questionnaire which dealt with 
the deepening issue, the response was 630 in favor to only 39 against. 

The Congress has always considered most carefully projects ‘which 
would aid industrial and economic development of areas of the United 
States. It has been done in instances too numerous to enumerate here. 
We did this only a few days ago in connection with the upper Colorado 
area. 

In justice to the millions of people in the Delaware River Valley, 
it should be done here, and without further delay. There can be no 
sound argument against the economic value of the project to the 
United States. There can be no sound argument against the project 
as an industrial improvement. 

We do not have plants in this area which have moved from other 
industrial areas. We have plants which are entirely new, plants 
needed to keep pace with the industrial development of the entire 
United States. 

Only recently, it has been announced that two of the great steel 
companies are expanding their existing facilities in other areas; Gary, 
Ind., is one of them. We commend that expansion, and we empha- 
size that we are not taking jobs from others. 

Quite the opposite, as a matter of fact, by our increased produc- 
tiveness we are guaranteeing continuous work for men in other areas 
working on products needing the materials which we manufacture in 
the Delaware Valley. 

The value of our production to the Nation’s Defense Establishment 
is so apparent that it hardly need be mentioned here. 

Mr. Chairman, subsequently you will hear 1 or 2 opponents to this 
development. TI have respected and encouraged their right to speak 
their mind, but I cannot agree with their conclusions. You will 
hear that we do not have facilities for handling larger vessels. This 
is not so. Naturally, we will have to build more, but we are prepared 
to do so. 

I have never heard of facilities for ships being constructed where 
channels do not exist. 

You will hear that the Delaware is not suitable for navigation of 
big ships. This is not so, either, and I can testify on the basis of 
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8 years of active service in the Navy, and of command of a large ship 
which I, myself, took up from Philadelphia to the port of Trenton 
in 1948. 

You will hear that no comparable river has such a deep channel. 
Well, that might be so, but we cannot stand still forever. We know 
our needs. 

You will hear other arguments, but I ask you to believe me when 
I say we not only need this improvement, that people want it. We 
are asking for our place in the sun. 

For many years we have manufactured and contributed greatly 
to the economic growth of this great Nation. We have contr ributed 
our taxes and we have encouraged others to improve themselves. 
We come before you asking economic justice, and, in a sense, our due. 

I think that you will hear from the other witnesses evidence which 
will satisfy you beyond any question of the need for the development 
in the area 

At this moment, Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield a few minutes 
to the distinguished former mayor of the city of Philadelphia, Mr. 
Joseph Clark. 

Mr. Crark. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I would like to file of 
record, and I will be brief, if I may, to save time. 

Mr. Rapavr. All right. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH CLARK, JR. 


Mr. Ciarx. My interest here is as the representative of the city 
of Philadelphia on the Delaware River Basin Survey Commission, 
serving by appointment of the present mayor, Hon. Richardson 
Dilworth, but I think I can also speak for Governor Leader and the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which encouraged the formation 
of that survey commission when I was the mayor, and in which I then 
participated. 

I would like to endorse the statements which have been made here 
by Governor Meyner, Congressman Walter, Mr. Schad, and Congress- 
man Thompson, with respect to all the projects which are before 
your committee for the improvement of the Delaware River Basin. 

My particular interest, however, is in this survey of the Corps 
of Engineers for which $1 million will be needed over a 3-year period. 

It seems to me to be of the greatest possible importance that that 
survey get underway promptly. We have a very able member of 
the Corps of Engineers, Lieutenant Colonel Lee, who is in charge 
of that survey, supported by Col. George Clark, who is the district 
engineer, and we on the survey commission have had many talks 
with them with respect to the extent of their investigation and survey. 

They are strongly of the view, although, of course, they cannot 
appear before this committee because of the regulations of the Bureau 
of the Budget, and that sort of thing, but in order to get this survey 
going so it can be meaningful and can be coordinated with the work 
of our survey commission—our survey commission is the creature of 
the four governors and mayors of New York and Philadelphia—they 
need $500,000 for the first year to get this show on the road. 

A total contribution, appropriation, of $100,000 for the first year 
will only serve to delay the matter and make it impossible for the 
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engineers to get going in time to have the results of their survey avail- 
able at the end of the 3-year period, which is of the greatest impor- 
tance, not only for the work of our commission, but for the construc- 
tion of the Wallpack Bend Reservoir which Congressman Walter 
spoke about, and for the whole multiple-purpose development of the 
Delaware Basin, a very difficult and complex matter, Mr. Chairman, 
because we are dealing with everything from flood control way up 
there above Stroudsburg, where those disastrous floods cost a hundred 
lives and $100 million of property damage this August, down to the 
tidal—well, down below Wilmington, where we have important 
oyster beds which the State of Delaware is interested in, and which 
is very much affected by what happens upstream. 

Now, we cannot get an intelligent plan for the multiple-purpose 
development of the Delaware Basin until we get the engineers’ report, 
and we cannot get the engineers’ report if we do not give them enough 
money to go ahead with. 

Therefore, I would strongly urge your committee to somehow, some 
way, change this method by which this $1 million is being appropriated 
so that half of it, or $500,000, be available for 1957. I suggest it is 
penny wise and pound foolish to do it the other way around, and 
everybody in the basin is waiting for the project, and I hope you will 
be able to find the money in the 1957 budget for that $500,000. 

Thank you very much for your attention. 

Mr. Razavut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Chairman, our distinguished colleague, Hugh 
Scott, will testify next. 

I would like to say this: that rather than to have all of the Members 
of Congress who were interested in this project come and testify, 
and all the Members of the Senate, we have decided to cut it down in 
this way, and we would like the committee to understand that there 
is complete unanimity in the delegations of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, 
and Delaware on the subject. 

Mr. Ragpavr. All right, Congressman, our colleague, Mr. Scott. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. 


Mr. Scorr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity, and I will 
be very brief. 

I would like first to endorse what has been said by former Mayor 
Clark and by the others who have testified. 

I would like to call your attention particularly to the statement 
and the additional matter to be offered by Mr. Harry Schad, which 
is, 1 think, the best and most concise statement which has been of- 
fered to this committee in any of its hearings. 

My colleague, Mr. Thompson, has mentioned reference to no com- 
nip river having had such a deep channel in the past. I would 
ike to point out that no comparable river serves as great an industrial 
complex, in terms of total imports and exports and of industries served 
and population affected, as does this stretch of the Delaware River. 

Now, the $6 million appropriation will not itself result in any 
real improvement in the controlling depth above Philadephia. It is 
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to be used for the removal of an obsolete railroad bridge, for the 
stripping of certain rock areas and dredging and inc ‘idental work, 
and some engineering and design, and some supervision and admin- 
istration. 

The essential work will not occur in this first appropriation. Mean- 
while, the Delaware River Port Authority is constructing a $90 mil- 
lion high- level span, a bridge which is intended to allow “unhindered 
vessel passage through Philadelphia Harbor and up to Trenton. 

The matter of the industries involved and affected will be covered 
by other witnesses. I would like to say, as the committee recalls, 
the W hite House last year approved a somewhat more extensive and 
expensive project than this. That encountered some opposition. 

This proposal, it is felt, ought not, in reason, to encounter the same 
opposition or, in fact, any opposition, and of this moment we have 
not heard of any substantial opposition to it. 

I would like again to emphasize that this is the unanimous desire 
of all Senators and Representatives in the tri-State area, and while I 
am from Philadelphia, testifying as one member from that city, L 
would like also to ie able to say that Representative Green, and the 
other 5, in fact the 5 members from Philadelphia besides myself, are 
all equally interested as I am in the approval of this appropriation. 
Mr. Thompson and I have worked many long months in close co- 
oper ation together , in an effort to present to you at this time a con- 
cise presentation of the urgent needs of this area from the standpoint 
of national defense, from the standpoint of the promotion of industry, 
from the standpoint of providing additional harbor facilities for a 
greater and growing section of the country. 

And finally, in support of the proposed survey, I would like to 
point out that, whether we like it or not, we now find ourselves to be 
inthe hurricane area. The east coast of the United States is apparent- 
ly, as far as one can foresee, condemned to endure some future Hur- 
ricane Carols and Hurricane Hazels, and this raises a tremendous 
problem of flood control, with which you gentlemen are much more 
familiar than I am. 

But this engineering survey may save lives; it may save tremendous 
sums of money in the ‘future dev elopment of this area of the countr Y> 
if the survey is had at this time rather than to be permitted to be de- 
layed until after further catastrophes and further casualties. 

‘Thank you. 

Mr. Rapavut. Thank you, Mr. Scott. 

We will next hear from Dr. Fenton. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN IVOR D. FENTON 


Mr. Fenton. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
importance of furnishing adequate funds for the review and study 
proposed by the Corps of E ngineers for the Delaware River water 
resources, with particular reference to adequate flood control, cannot 
be overemphasized since the disastrous floods of last fall which took 
a terrific toll of life and property. Such a thing must not occur again 
if it is within the province of human hands to prevent it. 
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I have firsthand knowledge of this disaster for when it struck I 
immediately left for home to help in any manner possible to relieve 
the suffering, for this storm struck a vital blow at Tamaqua, Pa., only 
a distance of 11 miles from my home community. 

The Borough of Tamaqua has a population of 11,508 people, and is 
situated in a valley near the headwaters of the Little Schuylkill 
River at a point where the Wabash Creek enters the Little Schuyl- 
kill River from the west and the Panther Creek enters the Little 
Schuylkill from the east. This Little Schuylkill is one of the tribu- 
taries of the Delaware River Basin. 

Many details can be eliminated here for the officials of the Borough 
of Tamaqua, at a public hearing before the Corps of Engineers in 
Philadelphia on January 27 last submitted a report and recommenda- 
tions for flood control in the Tamaqua area. 

The Wabash Creek flows under the residential and business section 
of Tamaqua for a distance of 3,500 feet, and it can be pointed out that 
the foundation walls of many homes and business places form the 
walls of the Wabash tunnel. 

The Panther Creek drainage area is 51% miles long and 1 mile wide. 
This stream is not covered within the Tamaqua Borough limits. 

Tamaqua Borough has been subjected to periodic floods for a period 
of over a 100 years. The flood of 1850 cost the lives of 62 persons and 
laid waste the entire lower area of the town. 

On July 23, 1916, floodwaters resulted in a loss of property dam- 
age amounting to $80,600. 

On August 24, 1933, 6.43 inches of rainfall resulted in Tamaqua 
being cut off from highway travel and rail transportation. 

In the November 1950 period, flooding resulted in over $30,000 loss 
to business property and stock. 

In the terrible flood disaster of last August, the estimated property 
damaged at Tamaqua amounted to almost $2 million. The flood 
caused an estimated loss to municipal facilities alone of $241,734.10. 
The Tamaqua Chamber of Commerce estimated that the total prop- 
erty damage as a result of this flood amounted to $184 million. 

Borough officials have properly pointed out in the public hearings 
at Philadelphia that it is apparent that a successful solution to the 
flood-control problems affecting the Borough of Tamaqua requires 
that considerable work be done in an area which embraces not only 
the borough but the entire watershed of both the Little Schuylkill 
and the Wabash Creek. 

Since the Borough of Tamaqua is located in a distressed economic 
area and is in no position to finance any of these projects, due to the 
excessive cost thereof, and also due to the fact that the municipal 
revenues have fallen off because of unemployment and decreased tax 
revenue, I wholeheartedly agree with the borough officials that Fed- 
eral funds must be made available and that the project is properly 
one to be performed with Federal Government assistance. 

Therefore, gentlemen, I cannot overemphasize the importance of 
supplying the necessary funds to the Corps of Engineers to make 
this complete water survey of the so-called Delaware River project, 
for it is vital to the life and property of the area involved. 

If an increase in the amount of funds recommended for fiscal 1957 
is necessary to expedite the solution to this flood problem, then I say 
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let us appropriate these funds at once. The sooner this study is com 
pleted, so much closer will we be to eliminating these floods that only 
as recently as last fall resulted in the loss of ne: arly 100 lives and prop- 
erty damage upward of $100 million along the Delaware River and 
its tributaries. 

A recurrence of this catastrophe is unthinkable when it hes within 
our hands to help prevent it. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, I urge you with the utmost sincerity at my command to 
expedite favorable action. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you. 

Mr. Schad, you may proceed next. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY G. SCHAD 


Mr. Scnap. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Harry G. Schad, and, in the interest of conserving the time ‘of this 
committee, I am making this statement on behalf of the 35 organiza- 
tions which we have listed at the back of the statement which is in 
front of you. 

In brief, to cover the Delaware River projects which are in this 
current budget which you are considering, we ask approval of the 
budget. allocation of $1,060,000 to complete the authorized construc- 
tion of the Mantua Creek anchorage in the Delaware River. Since 
authorization, in 1945, Delaware River cargo tonnage has increased 
118 percent, and use of the Mantua Creek anchorage is at the satura 
tion point at the present time. 

Next we urge approval of the budget allocation of $6 million to 
initiate promptly the construction of the authorized navigation project 
in the Delaware River between Philadelphia, Pa., and Trenton, N. J. 
This project carr ies a benefit cost ratio of 1.93 to 1. 

This first year’s appropriation will provide no increase in con- 
trolling depth of the channel. It will permit the start of reconstruc- 
tion of the Delair railroad br idge, which presently is a serious hazard 
to existing navigation. <Actu: ul dredging will be limited to exposing 
the rock area in the vicinity of the Delair Bridge for subsequent 
removal, 

Future appropriations will be necessary before there is any real 
improvement in the controlling 25-foot depth above Philadelphia. 
We ask the committee’s ¢ ontinuing interest in accomplishing the early 
completion of this needed improvement through substantial future 
appropri: utions. 

The present channel, along with the Delair Bridge, is an economic 
impediment to those industries which utilize the upper Delaware 
River. Even so, this area is experiencing a dynamic expansion, as 
the map which has been put up in front of vou well illustrates. 

The National Gypsum Co., whose representative will testify follow- 
ing me, is building a multimillion dollar plant in Burlington Town- 
ship, N. J., to which it will transport by water large volumes of raw 
materials. 

On the Pennsylvania side of the river is the Fairless Works 
the United States Steel Co. As part of a nationwide steel industry 
expansion program, the plant capacity at Fairless is in the process of 
being doubled. 
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The Meenan Oil Co., of Levittown, Pa., whose representative will 
testify later, want the authorized channel constructed as quickly as 
possible because Meenan Oil Co. would like to bring fully loaded 
tankers directly to its dock. 

Pine Chemical Co. is building a new plant in Fieldsboro which 
will be supplied raw material by water. 

According to the official tonnage records of the Corps of Engineers 
for the 1952-54 period, traffic on the upper Delaware River has in- 
creased by 41 percent to a total of nearly 10 million tons. This in- 
creased traffic, along with the new industrial expansion, is evidence of 
industry’s faith that the Federal Government will promptly con- 
struct this congressionally authorized navigation project. 

The Army Corps of Engineers and also qualified consultants in- 
dependently made detailed studies as to the effect of the deeper channel 
on water salinity, bank erosion, and flooding hazards. These studies 
point out that salinity will be no problem; and that the deeper channel 
will contribute to a small extent in alleviating flooding conditions. 
These are two areas of possible bank erosion, which are provided for 
in the authorized project. 

This great waterway improvement is another step in the continued 
building of national strength through better commerce and _ better 
defense preparedness. As an illustration of the Delaware Valley’s 
defense characteristics and contributions, I should like to cite the 
present building of a Forrestal-class superaircraft carrier on the Dela- 
ware River. This channel improvement will foster a tremendous 
growth and industrial development. 

Fgures based on expert investigation of the industrial growth to be 
anticipated reveal that the new channel will create directly 50,000 
employment opportunities within the next 20 years. 

Fnally, we would like to urge that the budget allocation for a com- 
presensive study of flood conditions and water resources of the Dela- 
ware Valley be increased from $100,000 now in the budget, to $500,000. 
This important project will be covered in detail by Governor Meyner 
of New Jersey and our congressional representation. 

Mr. Chairman. I would like to ask that this statement be filed in 
the record, and that consideration be given to our presentations to the 
committee at last year’s extensive hearings. 

I am authorized to say that this statement has the full agreement 
of the 35 organizations in the Delaware Valley which are listed and 
attached hereto. 

Then, sir, with your permission, I would like to present to the com- 
mittee. through the reporter, three detailed statements in support of 
these Delaware River projects, for inclusion in the record. 

Mr. Rasavr. Are there any pictures in them ? 

Mr. Scuap. No, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. How voluminous are they ? 

Mr. Scuap. They are not very extensive. 

Mr. Rarnavr. Without objection, they will be placed in the record. 
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(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Harry G. ScHAD, CHAIRMAN, JOINT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FOR 
THE IMPROVEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE PHILADELPHIA PoRT AREA, ON 
Monpbay, MArRcH 19, 1956 


IN SUPPORT OF THE FUNDS RECOMMENDED BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET FOR THE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL FUNCTIONS, CONSTRUCTION OF NAVIGATION PROJECTS 
MANTUA CREEK ANCHORAGE IN THE DELAWARE RIVER, PENNSYLVANIA AND NEW 
JERSEY 


As chairman of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and De- 
velopment of the Philadelphia Port Area, I am testifying in support of the 
$1,060,000 allocation as recommended in the budget of the United States Gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, such allocation to be expended 
by the Corps of Engineers in order to complete the authorized construction 
of the Mantua Creek anchorage in the Delaware River, Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey. 

The Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and Development of 
the Philadelphia Port Area is composed of the following 18 member organizations ; 

Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association 

Board of Harbor Commissioners, Wilmington, Del. 
Bureau of Port Operations, City of Philadelphia 
Chamber of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia 
City Business Club of Philadelphia 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 
Commercial Museum of Philadelphia 

Foreign Traders’ Association of Philadelphia 
Lumbermen’s Exchange of the City of Philadelphia 
Northeast Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 
Philadelphia Bourse 

Philadelphia Marine Trade Association 
Philadelphia Maritime Exchange 

Philadelphia Port Bureau 

Pilots’ Association for the Bay and River Delaware 
Port of Philadelphia Maritime Society 

South Jersey Port Commission 

Vessel Owners’ and Captains’ Association 

The purpose of this committee is to combine the port thinking of its member 
organizations and to project that joint opinion so as to promote concerted action 
in matters affecting the Delaware River in its relationship to shipping. The 
committee began functioning in 1SS8, and, during the succeeding 68 years 
it has promoted every major improvement of the Delaware River involving chan- 
nels, turning basins, and anchorages. 

An anchorage is a parking lot for ships, and unless the anchorages are suffi- 
cient in number, properly spaced, and adequately maintained, vessels in distress, 
weatherbound, awaiting tide, awaiting berth, or under quarantine inspection 
must of necessity anchor in the channel. The minimum anchorage dimensions 
are determined by the number of ships to be anchored, the length and araft 
of these ships, the length of the anchor cable, the swing of the ships through 
a full circle of 360°, and a margin of safety to provide for anchor drag and 
for safe clearance between adjacent ships while at anchor. These anchorage 
areas must be completely clear of the main ship channel. 

Mantua Creek anchorage is being constructed and maintained under the 
act of July 3, 1930, House Document 304, 71st Congress, 2d session and under 
the act of March 2, 1945, House Document 340, 77th Congress, Ist session. The 
latest condition survey report of the Philadelphia district engineer shows that 
Mantua Creek anchorage has a minimum depth of 27 feet over 80 percent of 
the project width. This 1,060,000 is required to complete construction of the 
ancohrage to its authorized depth of 37 feet, width 1,400 feet, and length 11,600 
feet. Since the present dimensions were authorized in 1945, ship arrivals 
and clearances in the Delaware River have increased by 97 percent and cargo 
tonnage has increased 118 percent. This increase demonstrates the necessity 
of completing the anchorage area as soon as possible in order to provide for 
safety of lives and shipping, as well as to provide the required utility and flexibility 
to the present waterway for optimum commercial benefits. 

The Mantua Creek anchorage is subjected to usage which is at the saturation 
point and, therefore, the appropriation is urgently needed and requested. 
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IN SUPPORT OF FUNDS FOR THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL FUNCTIONS, SPECIAL 
STUDIES—DELAWARE RIVER WATER RESOURCES REVIEW 


As chairman of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and De- 
velopment of the Philadelphia Port Area, I am testifying in support of an 
allocation of funds for expenditure by the Corps of Engineers during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957, for work in connection with a comprehensive study 
of the water resources of the Delaware Valley covering water supply, flood con- 
trol, navigation, irrigation, hydroelectric power, salinity control, and pollution 
control. 

The Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and Development of the 
Philadelphia Port Area is composed of the following 18 member organizations: 

Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association 

Board of Harbor Commissioners, Wilmington, Del. 
Sureau of Port Operations, City of Philadelphia 

Chamber of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia 

City Business Club of Philadelphia 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 

Commercial Museum of Philadelphia 

Foreign Traders’ Association of Philadelphia 

Lumbermen’s Exchange of the City of Philadelphia 

Northeast Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 

Philadelphia Bourse 

Philadelphia Marine Trade Association 

Philadelphia Maritime Exchange 

Philadelphia Port Bureau 

Pilots’ Association for the Bay and River Delaware 

Port of Philadelphia Maritime Society 

South Jersey Port Commission 

Vessel Owners & Captains’ Association 

The purpose of this committee is to combine the port thinking of its member 
organizations and to project that joint opinion so as to promote concerted action 
in matters affecting the Delaware River in its relationship to shipping. The 
committee began functioning in 1888, and, during the succeeding 68 years, it has 
promoted every major improvement of the Delaware River involving channels, 
turning basins, and anchorages. <A study of the list of member organizations 
of the joint executive committee shows that a substantial segment of the Dela- 
ware River Valley from the States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware 
is represented by the committee. 

The joint executive committee is vitally concerned with this recommended 
study of the Delaware River water resources. A subject of such magnitude has 
very definite bearing on and is highly important to the overall economy and the 
future well-being of all segments of the Delaware Valley region. This is truly 
a regional problem, embracing four States—New York, Pennsylvania, New Jer- 
sey, and Delaware—and therefrom stems the need for having a coordinated 
study made by the Corps of Engineers. 

There are many millions of people involved in the relatively compact area 
which will be covered by this study. There are hundreds of thousands of homes 
in small villages, medium-sized towns, and large cities. The industrial core of 
the area embraces 87 percent of the United States industry complex as defined 
by the Census Bureau. In more specific terms, the Delaware Valley is the fore- 
most oil-refining center in the world; it contains the greatest combine of fresh- 
water port cities in the country, handling second to the greatest volume of total 
cargo tonnage in the Nation, and it is the No. 3 steel-producing center in the 
United States, and rapidly expanding into a second Ruhr Valley. Further de- 
lineation would make this testimony unduly long. The illustrations are cited 
simply to provide a quick mental picture of the density and importance of the 
Delaware Valley—not just a self-contained unit but as an integral part of the 
United States economy. 

In defense considerations the Delaware Valley is outstanding with its vast 
industrial complex and with such installations as the United States naval base 
at Philadelphia, the Frankford Arsenal, several well-equipped shipyards, and 
numerous other armed services installations. During World War II the port 
of Philadelphia handled an estimated 15 to 20 percent of all goods shipped in 
and out of the United States. 

The sums required for this Delaware River review and study will be ex- 
pended in what is considered to be the most highly developed area on the east 
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coast. Dr. George S. Benton, formerly assistaut professor of meteorology at the 
University of Chicago and presently associate professor of civil engineering at 
Johns Hopkins University, in an article appearing in Johns Hopkins magazine 
October 1955, wrote “* * * that if you live anywhere on the east coast of the 
United States you now live in hurricane country.” Dr. Benton goes on to state 
that hurricane paths have been changing in recent years and apparently meteor 
ologists, while recognizing the change, do not know the reason for it. We 
in the Delaware Valley, however, do know that the August 1955 hurricane and 
resultant flood caused the loss of nearly 100 lives and property damage upward 
of $100 million. 

There is no comprehensive plan available for avoiding a recurrence of this 
catastrophe. The original 308 report on the Delaware Valley, prepared by the 
Corps of Engineers in 19384, was written within the limitations of the then exist- 
ing areas of Federal interest. Specifically in response to House Document 308, 
69th Congress, 1st session, the report examined the Delaware River—since it 
was a navigable stream—to determine the possibilities of the development of 
hydroelectric power and flood control thereon. You will find in reviewing this 
report (H. Doc. 179, 73d Cong., 2d sess.) that the district engineer also con 
sidered municipal and industrial water supply within his report although this 
seems to have been beyond the authorized scope. The report did recommend 
the formation of an interstate agency to coordinate, supervise, or control any 
future major water supply and power developments within the Delaware 
watershed. 

Incodel (the Interstate Commission on the Delaware River Basin) did act in 
that respect. It performed major efforts in the war years on pollution abate- 
ment. It then devoted its attention to water conservation and submitted its 
report in 1950. However, this report has the serious limitation that it was 
written from the point of view of what the several States could do for water 
conservation and water supply and failed to consider flood control and other 
subjects. 

Later reviews of either the 308 report or of the Incodel report have similarly 
suffered from the lack of comprehensiveness found in the original documents. 
All other reports on the Delaware are of considerably lesser scope than these two. 

Our flood experiences last fall brought home to us that it is urgent that the 
Corps of Engineers be given promptly sufficient survey funds for a good long 
look at the Delaware Basin for flood control. We are concerned about threats 
to both the Stroudsburgs and other damaged centers on small tributaries, as well 
as the Eastons and similar communities on the main stem of the Delaware. We 
feel that both must be fully considered. 

Flood control on the small tributaries can usually be obtained by relatively 
low-cost structures built for that single purpose. Of course, occasionally a small 
tributary will present adequate water and a proper site for multipurpose devel- 
opment, but this is rare. The important fact here is that flood-control surveys 
and reports for the protection of towns like Stroudsburg can be prepared inde- 
pendently of other reports and investigations. However, flood control on the 
main stream of the Delaware has been repeatedly demonstrated to be not 
economically justifiable by itself. Nevertheless, some expenditure for flood con- 
trol on the main stream is justified. New Jersey and Pennsylvania have recently 
gone on record as favoring the construction of the Wallpack Bend Dam near 
Bushkill, Pa., using their own moneys for construction. Even more recently 
they have requested Federal participation in the construction of the dam. Hence 
it is clear that the States are now ready to enter into agreements with the 
Federal Government for a multipurpose (water conservation and flood control) 
system of structures on the main stream of the Delaware. This is very encour 
aging, for it means that the Federal Government should be able to contribute that 
portion of the costs of a total project which is properly of Federal interest, and 
the States will immediately obligate their part of the costs. 

It is evident, therefore, that a comprehensive report on the whole Delaware 
Basin is an urgent requirement: urgently needed for humanitarian reasons 
because main stream flood control is needed; urgently needed for political 
purposes because the States are now ready to enter into a partnership agree- 
ment with the Federal Government. 

Recognizing this situation, the Chief of Engineers has recommended to the 
President, and the President to the Congress, that a comprehensive report on 
the Delaware be prepared by the Corps of Engineers, the report to inelude all 
aspects of water resources and to include the numerous interests of all Federal, 
State, and local agencies, and civic organizations. TI understand that the Phila- 





40 


detphia Engineer District is currently recruiting a significant staff for the 
preparation of this report. I have been told that the report will‘cost in the 
order of $1 million. We heartily concur that such a report is needed for the 
Delaware Basin and that the Corps of Engineers is the agency to make it. I 
am impressed with the fact that our local Army engineers have recognized the 
urgent need for the report and have said that they probably can complete it 
in about 3 years. 

But they cannot meet this need unless funds are made available in the right 
amounts over each of the next 3 fiscal years. The budget for fiscal year 1957 
includes an item of $100,000 to continue work in connection with the compre- 
hensive De'aware River report. The work presently underway consists largely 
of organizing and planning for the study which will cost approximately $1 
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million. 
Logically, the bulk of the fieldwork required in such a study should be accom- 4 
plished at the outset. This is the information that is studied, correlated, and : 


upon which rests the main structure of the report itself; mature conclusions 
cannot be developed without benefit of detailed information concerning the prob- 
lem area. The required information consists of hydrologic data, also costly 
topographic and cultural surveys, subsurface exploration and geologic in- 
vestigation. 

The considerable geographic extent of the area to be studied and its com- 
plexity, both natural and manmade, are such that the proposed fiscal year 1957 
allocation of $100,000 will not finance an adequate start. It should be increased 
to $500,000 in order that progress toward completion of the study will not be 
hindered by the lack of field information. 

If this recommended allocation of $500,000 for fiscal vear 1957 is made, the 
appropriations for fiscal year 1958 and fiscal year 1959 should be approximately 
$400,000 and $100,000, respectively. The fiscal year 1958 recommended amount 
will complete the fieldwork and finance the concurrent studies and correlations. 
The relatively small amount recommended for fiscal year 1959 is all that will 
be required under this $500,000-$400,000-$100,000 program to finance the final 
formulation of plans and the drafting of a report. 

On the very practical side of the question of allocating $500,000 for the com- 
prehensive water resources study, it appears entirely proper to consider the loss 
to the Federal Government in reduced income taxes as a result of flood damage. 
During the August 1955 flood upward of $100 million in property damage was 
sustained. This $100 million was deductible from income taxes. In order to 
be extremely conservative, and estimating a low tax rate of only 20 percent, 
the Federal Government has sustained a loss of $20 million in tax returns, 40 
times the amount of the requested appropriation of $500,000. 

This presentation, of course, does not attempt to put a price on loss of life 
because we feel that such loss is not subject to economic measurement. 

In view of the facts recited and in view of the urgency of having this study 
made with all possible dispatch, the Joint Executive Committee for the Im- 
provement and Development of the Philadelphia Port Area urges that an allo- 
cation of $500,000 be provided for the Delaware River water resources review 
to be expended during fiscal 1957. 


IN SUPPORT OF THE SUM OF $6 MILLION WHICH HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED BY THE 
BUREAU OF THE RUDGET FOR THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, CIVIL FUNCTIONS, CON- 
STRUCTION OF NAVIGATION PROJECTS, DELAWARE RIVER FROM PHILADELPHIA, PA., TO 
TRENTON, N. J. 


As chairman of the Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and 
Development of the Philadelphia Port Area, I am testifying in support of the 
$6 million allocation as recommended in the budget of the United States 
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, such allocation to be 
expended by the Corps of Engineers in order to initiate construction of the 
authorized navigation project in the Delaware River between Philadelphia, Pa., 
and Trenton, N. J. The project will ultimately cost approximately $100 million 
and will require 4 or more years to complete—depending upon the size of the 
appropriations in successive years. The benefit-cost ratio is 1:98 to 1. 

The Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement and Development of the 
Philadelphia Port Area is composed of the following 18 member organizations: 

Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association 
Bureau of Port Operations, City of Philadelphia 
Board of Harbor Commissioners, Wilmington, Del. 
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Chamber of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia 
‘City Business Club of Philadelphia 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 

Commercial Museum of Philadelphia 

Foreign Traders’ Association of Philadelphia 
Lumbermen’s Exchange of the City of Philadelphia 
Northeast Philade!phia Chamber of Commerce 
Philadelphia Bourse 

Philadelphia Marine Trade Association 
Philadelphia Maritime Exchange 

Philadelphia Port Bureau 

Pilots’ Association for the Bay and River Delaware 
Port of Philadelphia Maritime Society 

South Jersey Port Commission 

Vessel Owners’ and Captains’ Association 

The purpose of this committee is to combine the port thinking of its member 
organizations and to project that joint opinion so as to promote concerted action 
in matters affecting the Delaware River in its relationship to shipping. The 
committee is a purely voluntary civie organization which began functioning 
in 1888, and, during the succeeding 68 years, has promoted every major improve- 
meut of the Delaware River involving channels, turning basins, and anchorages. 
The Federal Government, through the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
and the United States Coast Guard, is responsible for the development, main- 
tenance, and safety of the Nation’s harbors and waterways. Within the Phila- 
delphia port area the joint executive committee works very closely with these two 
arms of the Federal administration. 

A study of the list of member organizations of the joint executive committee 
shows that a substantial segment of the Delaware River Valley is represented 
by this committee in port affairs. At the present time this committee is desirous 
of obtaining the first year’s appropriation toward accomplishment of a naviga- 
tion project which was authorized in 1954 and which is vitally needed by industry 
and commerce to replace the present obsolescent waterway between Philadelphia, 

’a., and Trenton, N. J. 

The Chief of Army Engineers, in recommending this improvement in the 
Delaware River has pointed out that “Improvement of navigation facilities on 
the Delaware River by the United States has, over the years, been one of the 
primary factors in the industrial and economic growth of the region. * * * The 
present impetus of the national-defense pregram, the accelerated demands of 
defense and civilian needs, and the strategic location of the Trenton-Philadel- 
phia-Camden area, with respect to sources of materials and labor and the mar- 
kets for processed goods, together with the definite possibility of increasing the 
national wealth in this highly industrialized area, now combine to require fur- 
ther modernization of the waterway. Private enterprise has already invested 
its resources in an unprecedented industrial expansion in the region to the 
benefit of the defense program and the future normal peacetime economy. Im- 
proved navigation on the Delaware River to permit use of larger and more 
efficient vessels is a necessity that follows from judicious planning and fore- 
sight. It will add some 60 miles of deep water harbor capabilities which will, 
in itself, be a large increase in the size of the low-cost transportation area in 
this great and rapidly expanding commercial district. The benefits are such 
as to warrant the construction of this project.” 

In essence, the improvement to navigation which has been authorized by 
Congress, provides for extension of the deepwater channel from Philadelphia to 
Trenton and for removing the extreme hazard to navigation which presently 
exists by reason of the obsolete Delair railroad bridge, which bridge is to be 
reconstructed to provide for safe passage of vessel traffic. The $6 million which 
have been recommended would be applied during this first year’s work approxi- 
mately in the following manner : 


Delair Bridge substructure, by contract____~- wae J 1 <i rare 
Dredging, including stripping of rock areas, by contract____-___~- _. 8,560, 000 
Engineering and design__-_-_- Bg ia sk eee 740, 000 
SUP TISION OI ROMIMIOCPOIOR. jo a. ss i a Sei ei Skank 400, 000 


Ge teed Bl eee OR eieedsie ee dd e Ge 6, 000, 000 


It should be noted that this first year’s appropriation will provide no increase 
in controlling depth in the channel between Philadelphia and Trenton. The dredg- 
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ing operation to be performed at this time is of a very limited extent and would 
be confined to a small area in the vicinity of the Delair Bridge in order to strip 
the area and expose rock for the bridge substructure. The dollars assigned to 
dredging and rock removal are less than 5 percent of the total amount needed 
to perform the complete dredging and rock removal operation. It will be 
several years before there is any real improvement in the controlling 25-feot 
depth above Philadelphia. 

However, the dollars to be expended for the start of reconstruction of the 
Delair Bridge will make possible a real start toward eliminating one of the 
worst hazards to navigation on the river. The present bridge, which swings open 
on a pivot to allow passage of ocean-going vessels, was erected in 1897. It has 
a clearance through the west draw (opening) of 124 feet and a clearance through 
the east draw of 122 feet. Vessels using the Delaware River have a beam (width) 
of up to 116 feet. It is impossible for the larger vessels to pass through the 
Delair Bridge and it is a navigational miracle to maneuver one of the smaller 
ships through the opening. Accurate positioning of a ship is not always possible 
because the approach channel must be entered after a turn from the previous 
reach. The current, which sets at an angle of 45 degrees on the west cribbing 
of the bridge, plus the prevailing winds, has a moderate effect upon the naviga- 
tion of a loaded ship going through the bridge and a very great effect upon a 
vessel in ballast. Assistance by tugs is not practical because of the inadequate 
width of the draw and the channel. A number of ships have collided with the 
bridge over the years with resultant property damage but as yet there has been 
no loss of life. It is vital in the interests of safety of lives and for the ex- 
peditious movement of ships transiting the present channel to make a prompt 
beginning on the remodeling of the Delair Bridge in accordance with the pro- 
vision’s contained in the authorized project. The bridge reconstruction job will be 
such as to offer ships a clearance of 400 feet and the total construction period 
will be 3 to 4 years, involving a cost of approximately $10 million—a portion 
of which will be borne by the Pennsylvania Railroad through an agreement with 
the Federal Government. 

The present inadequate channel, along with the outmoded Delair Bridge, is 
an economic impediment to those industries above Philadelphia which utilize the 
Delaware River. Even so, this area north of Philadelphia has been in the process 
of a dynamic expansion. The National Gypsum Co. is building a multimillion 
dollar plant in Burlington Township, N. J., where it will manufacture building 
products for this area of the country. The company selected the Delaware River 
site because of the need for transporting large volumes of raw materials by water 
and because studies indicated that the Delaware River Valley represents one 
of the faster growing areas on the Atlantic seaboard. National Gypsum is build- 
ing three new large ships of the latest design for transporting crude gypsum 
from Halifax, Nova Scotia, to Burlington, N. J., and other coastal plants—ships 
which require a modern, safe, deepwater channel. It is estimated that this 
plant will consume 350,000 tons of raw material per year. 

Over on the Pennsylvania side of the river is the huge Fairless Works of 
the United States Steel Co. The company originally invested $500 million to 
build a steel plant which would turn out 2,200,000 tons of steel per year. As 
part of a nationwide steel industry expansion program, the plant capacity at 
Fairless is in the process of being doubled. In satisfying the expanding economy 
of the Delaware Valley and the Nation, it is entirely feasible that the next 10 to 
15 years will find the Fairless plant expanded to an annual capacity of 10 
million tons, making it the largest steel plant in the world. It takes from 8 to 4 
tons of raw material to make 1 ton of finished steel—raw material of a nature 
which is well adapted to water transport. Below Fairless is Air Reduction Sales 
Co.'s multimillion dollar plant at Riverton, N. J. Air Reduction has announced 
that it will construct an addition to its plant and install sufficient equipment to 
enable it to increase production capacity by 25 percent in order to keep pace with 
the growing demands of the steel industry and others in Delaware Valley. 

The Meenan Oil Company of Levittown, Pa., is very anxious to see the author- 
ized channel constructed as quickly as possible. Levittown is a brand new 16,000 
home self-sustaining community—further evidence of this dynamic growth with- 
in the Delaware Valley. Meenan Oil Co. would like to bring fully loaded tankers 
directly to its Tullytown dock (adjacent to Levittown) at a considerable dollar 
saving as compared to the present necessity of unloading these tankers down- 
stream and barging the oil to Tullytown. The authorized channel improvement 
will permit direct ocean cargo shipment of some 75,000 tons per year to Tully- 
town. And then there is the Pine Chemical Co. at Fieldsboro, N. J. Pine 
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Chemical is building a new plant in Fieldsboro which will be supplied 10,000 to 
12,000 tons of raw material by water from the southern portion of the United 
States. Even though the initial raw material movement into this new plant 
will be of limited degree, Pine Chemical is looking forward within the next few 
years to a 400 to 500 percent increase in volume and states that “a deeper channel 
would open up new fields and new sources of supply so that we could receive 
cargoes from deep water ships. * * * It would be a great asset to have such 
facilities available.” 

Industry has thus expressed its faith that the Federal Government will fulfill 
its obligation to construct this congressionally-authorized navigation project- 
a project urgently required by evidence of our expanding economy. And industry 
lias likewise guaranteed a favorable increase in the 1:93 to 1 benefit-cost ratio 
which did “not take into account the unpredictable but probable establishment of 
new industries.” 

When new industries locate and when present industries expand, and the 
above companies are cited as examples, there must, of necessity, be an accom 
panying increase in vessel traffic. Official tonnage records of the Corps of 
Engineers indicate a 41 percent increase in cargo tonnage from the year 1952 
to the year 1954 (latest year available) for the Delaware River between Phila- 
delphia and Trenton. The tonnage for 1952 was 6,949,933; the figure for 1954 
Was 9,828,355 tons. This is a substantial gain and it will continue, even though 
official records show that the port of New York, for instance, suffered a decline 
in cargo tonnage during the same period and even though these same records 
point out that Baltimore, for example, also suffered a decline during the same 
period of time. While these other two well-established ports had a decrease in 
tonnage, we find from the records that the well-established port area between 
Philadelphia and the sea had an increase in tonnage of approximately 10 percent 
during the 1952-54 period—further proof that the entire Delaware Valley area 
is in a state of industrial expansion. However, the tonnage on the lower Dela 
ware River from Philadelphia to the sea is approximately six times greater than 
the volume which moves between Philadelphia and Trenton, and the lesser 
volume on the upper portion of the river is the direct result of the obsolete 
waterway which is serving that portion of the Delaware Valley. 

The open region between Philadelphia and Trenton is one of the more natural 
areas in this section of the country for further industrial development. There 
is an ample supply of fresh water; there are available land areas for expanding 
industries; a good labor supply; excellent markets; a comprehensive system 
of land transportation; and a location ideally situated for the receipt of domestic 
and foreign raw materials. Such a combination forms one of the few remaining 
industrial frontiers in the eastern United States. In order to accommodate the 
increasing highway traffic and the increasing river traffic in this area, the 
Delaware River Port Authority (corporate instrumentality of Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey) is hastening plans to replace the present Tacony-Palmyra Bridge, 
spanning the Delaware River between Pennsylvania and New Jersey, with a new 
$50 million structure. 

And then downstream in Philadelphia Harbor, the Delaware River Port Au- 
thority is constructing a $90 million high-level span—a bridge which will allow 
unhindered vessel passage through Philadelphia Harbor and on up to Trenton, 
N. J. Private enterprise, including the railroads, continues to spend huge sums 
in the Philadelphia Harbor area for handling waterborne commerce and to meet 
the growing needs of the port for the expeditious and economical movement of 
water cargo. As an example, the Reading Railroad has recently announced a 
new $1 million improvement program designed to keep its Port Richmond piers 
in step with the rapid industrial and commercial expansion of Delaware Valley. 
The Pennsylvania Railroad has announced the addition of a new ore unloading 
machine at its Greenwich Point ore dock in order to handle the increasing ton- 
nage of ore which is passing through this pier for the Delaware Valley area and 
also for interior steel-making plants. Two new cranes have been added at 
municipal pier 82 south, and there have been new railroad apron tracks supplied 
to other piers in the area in order to speed ship loading and unloading. The 
Federal Reserve Bank has issued statistics showing that manufacturing in- 
dustries in the Philadelphia metropolitan region plan to spend $228 million for 
plant expansion and modernization of equipment during 1956, 

These Philadelphia Harbor developments are cited to show the expanse of the 
economic growth within Delaware Valley and to show the close relationship of 
the individual segments in the valley. It is more informative to view the entire 
economic picture than just the Philadelphia to Trenton segment. If the Phila- 
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delphia to Trenton segment is growing and if the Philadelphia to the sea segment 
is growing, then, from the Government’s viewpoint, the investment for improved 
navigation is well protected and will pay out in a shorter period of time. 

Not only does it appear proper to view the commercial status and progress 
of the Delaware Valley in 1 piece, it also appears proper to view the naviga- 
tion facilities in 1 piece. At one time, many years ago, the division of the 
Delaware: River into two parts was logical and convenient. One part was 
Philadelphia to Trenton, which was mostly nonindustrial, and the other part 
was Philadelphia to the sea, which was mostly industrial. Now, however, 
expanding industry has changed this split character of the Delaware Valley 
and it is no longer proper to split the Delaware River. The entire river to 
Trenton serves the entire valley to Trenton—now an expanding industrial 


valley and in urgent need of a uniform channel to serve its uniform industrial 
requirement of low-cost water transportation. 


It is for the reasons cited in this testimony that the Joint Executive Com- 
mittee for the Improvement and Development of the Philadelphia Port. Area 
recommends and requests congressional approval of the $6 million proposed 
by the Bureau of the Budget to make a start, even though of limited nature, 
toward accomplishment of a modern, safe, industrial waterway in the Dela- 
ware River between Philadelphia and Trenton. 

The growth of America, its industrial supremacy, the high-living standards 
of its people, and its unrivaled transportation system add up to national 
strength. That strength is due largely to harbor and channel development. 
This great waterway improvement is another step in the continued building 
of national strength through better commerce and better defense prepared- 
ness in the form of a permanent asset. 


Mr. Scuap. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to give the rest of the time 
allotted to me by the committee, to Mr. William M. North, vice presi- 
dent of the National Gypsum Co., who would like to talk about his 
interest in the upper river channel. 

Mr. Rasaut. We will hear him at this time. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M. NORTH 


Mr. Norrn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I represent the National 
Gypsum Co., a company with 37 plants throughout the United States. 

We are primarily in the building industry. At the present time 
we are engaged upon a $95 million expansion program in order to 
meet the terrific demands of housing in the United States. acai 

As part of that program we have, we are building a multimillion 
dollar plant on the upper Delaware. It is up near Burlington, 
N. J. 

I have filed a statement regarding our position of why we built on 
the upper Delaware, within the last year. The statement is before 
you gentlemen, and I would like to ask that it be received for the 
record. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. 

Mr. Norru. Orally, I would like to emphasize 1 or 2 points. 

In order to service that plant, we must bring in approximately 
350,000 tons of gypsum each year. It comes under deep-draft vessels. 

At the present time, the depth of the upper reaches of the Dela- 
ware is insufficient to furnish the plant without unloading and trans- 
shipping. If this type of ship cannot get in there, we will lose 
approximately one-third of the total cargo space in all the ships that 
goin to that plant, furnishing it with 350,000 tons. 

Econmically, of course, that is a penalty. 
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You may ask, Why did we place the plant on the upper reaches 
of the Delaware? I would like to say this: that in placing that, we 
made a.very careful economic examination of that area, as well as we 
have in the rest of the United States, and we find that that area has 
a terrific potential. Within a 100 miles of that spot there are 21 
million people. Within 300 miles there is practically a third of the 
population of the entire United States. 

Gentlemen, in our opinion it is not a local issue. It is an issue 
affecting from 21 million to 50 million people. 

Weare placing that plant there in the face of the fact that Congress 
had previously, I believe in 1950, authorized a channel of 40 feet up 
the Delaware, 35 feet at Trenton. All it takes now is implementation 
of that statement of policy. 

I would like to further say, in the light of the tremendous growth 
that we foresee in the Delaware Valley, from Phil: adelphia right on up 
and on into the northern New Jersey and New York area, there i is every 
reason to believe that the area will natur: ally grow. It is one of the 
greatest areas yet remaining to be developed industrially. 

It seems quite natural to us that the river must be, in the interests 
not only of industry, but in the interest of national defense and of the 
population involved, improved so that it may be fully utilized. 

Gentlemen, the National Gypsum Co., in building a plant which 
will be in full production this summer, had faith in the future. It 
had faith in the fact that when all the facts are in, you gentlemen 
will also recommend that the appropriations be made to increase the 
value of the river through the dredging and the deepening of the 
channel. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Rapsavt. Thank you very much. 

(Mr. North’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M. NortHu 


In support of the sum of $6 million which has been recommended by the Bureau 
of the Budget for the United States Corps of Engineers, civil functions, 
construction of navigation projects—Delaware River from Philadelphia, Pa., 
to Trenton, N. J. 


As vice president of National Gypsum Co., I am testifying in support of a $6 
million allocation recommended in the budget of the United States for the fiscal 
year beginning next July 1. The money would be used by the Corps of Engineers 
to initiate construction of the authorized navigation project in the Delaware 
River between Philadelphia and Trenton. 

You are fully acquainted with the projected total costs of about $100 million, 
the requirement of 4 or more years to complete, depending upon the size of the 
appropriations in successive years, and the excellent benefit ratio, which we 
understand, is 1.93 to 1. 

National Gypsum Co. supports this legislation because the project is vital to: 

1. (a) National Gypsum Co. 

(b) Other industries along the Delaware from Philadelphia to Trenton, 
and would benefit : 

2. (a) Some 5 million inhabitants of the Delaware, New Jersey, Pennsyl- 
vania area, and 

(b) The entire United States. 

Therefore National Gypsum Co. recommends and resp ctfully requests con- 
gressional approval of the $6 million proposed by the Bureau of the Budget to 
make a start toward the accomplishment of a modern, safe, industrial waterway 
in the Delaware River. 
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THE PROJECT IS VITAL TO NATIONAL GYPSUM 


Founded 30 years ago, National Gypsum Co, today is one of the largest manu- 
facturers of building materials in America. We operate 37 plants in the United 
States from coast to coast and make some 250 building products. 

Because of the rapidly expanding American economy, the stepped-up birth 
rate and our confidence in the future of this country, National Gypsum is now 
engaged in a 5-year, $95 million expansion program. 


NEW PLANT ON THE DELAWARE 


One project in this program is a multimillion-dollar gypsum-products plant 
on the Delaware River north of Philadelphia and adjacent to Burlington, N. J. 
We will employ several hundred persons in this plant that will turn some 3503000 
tons of gypsum rock into enough building products like wallboard, lath, plaster, 
and sheathing to build 50,000 homes a year. 


SHIPS FROM NOVA SCOTIA 


The raw material for this plant—gypsum rock—must be imported from Canada 
by ship. The first of three new ships constructed to handle the transportation 
of gypsum rock from our vast deposits near Halifax, Nova Scotia, to our various 
seaboard plants, including the new Burlington plant, arrived at New York City 
today. These are 15,000-ton deadweight vessels with a 380-foot draft. Our 
studies indicated that this size ship is the most practical for use at our present 
installations, 

These ships, loaded to their maximum 30-foot draft, can be readily accommo- 
dated at our docks at New York City, Baltimore, Savannah, and New Orleans. 

Since the present Delaware River Channel is only 25 feet in depth, it will be 
seen that we stand to lose a considerable sum of money if we cannot fully load 
our ships. One-third of our carrying capacity is lost due to the depth of the 
present Channel in the Delaware as Compared with other major waterways and 
harbors. 

In selecting the site near Burlington, we realized that full utilization of these 
ships could not be made at this time but we felt that the Congress would recognize 
the advantages of a deeper channel in the Delaware for the benefit of all con- 
cerned, and implement this previously approved project with appropriations of 
funds. With this confidence we went ahead. 


BUILDING BOOM ALONG THE DELAWARE 


Believing that prospects for deepening the Delaware were bright we felt that 
the entire area would soon be one of the fastest growing areas in the United 
States, 

Our studies revealed that: 

(a) The entire upper Delaware area would blossom into a thriving industrial 
complex. We felt that this would mean a steadily increasing demand for the 
materials for industrial structures we make. 

(b) The new industries would mean more workers and more homes and thus 
a greater demand for the residential building materials we make. 

(c) The new industrial, residential burgeoning would mean more commercial 
buildings and a corresponding need for the building materials for these buildings 
that we make. 

So it will be seen that while we have an immediate and pressing need for a 
deeper channel because of the draft of our new ships, we have a long-range stake 
in the area because of this new plant in the very heart of this potentially 
great area. 


THE PROJECT IS VITAL TO OTHER INDUSTRIES ALONG TILE DELAWARE FROM 
PHILADELPHIA TO TRENTON 


As the Chief of Army Engineers, in recommending this improvement, pointed 
out: “Improvement of navigation facilities on the Delaware River by the United 
States Governminent has over the years been one of the primary factors in the 
industrial and economic growth of the region.” As the Chief went on to point 
out, private enterprise has already invested its resources in an unprecedented 
industrial expansion in the region. 


NBT Na Bet 


wien 





baton sable 


3 
4 








47 


Other companies have expressed a vita] interest in this project. The project 
would add some 60 miles of deepwater harbor capabilities in one of the last 
remaining industrial frontiers in the Eastern United States. The prospects of 
new business and industry locating in the area are bright, to say the least. 

It is not just one or two industries interested in this project. It is not of 
benefit to just a few. It is a project of major basic importance to a host of 
industries who, like ourselves, have faith in the inexorable growth of the region 
by improvement of the Delaware River Channel as approved by Congress 

Of importance, too, is the tremendous value of these industries, present and 
potential, to the defense of the United States. The Delaware River is a national 
highway contributing to the defense and it should be improved for its full 
utilization. 

Entirely apart from defense, affecting all the peoples of the United States, the 
economic impact of this new expansion would be felt in the entire Delaware 
Pennsylvania, and New Jersey area. Merchants, homebuilders, bankers, shop 
keepers, supermarket Operators, auto dealers, appliance dealers, ete., would 
benefit. New jobs, new opportunities, a higher standard of living would be the 
result of the opening of this area to American industry. 


LIMITLESS POTENTIAL 


It has been estimated that there are now some 350,000 persons in the Phila 
delphia area employed in the export-import trades and manufacture. Because 
of the shallow channel, only 22 of the 265 piers and wharves between Trenton 
and the sea are above Philadelphia. Conservative estimates place the increase 
in persons employed in this export-import trade and manufacture at somewhere 
close to 400,000. That’s like putting down a city the size of Rochester, N. Y 
made up of just people who make their living from the sea-—-right in the Dela 
ware River Valley. It has been estimated that commerce in the area would be 
tripled by the deeper channel. That kind of buying power in any area is bound 
to be tremendous. 

Add to this all the countless new workers in the new industries and you can see 
that the impact would, indeed, quite easily affect the entire Eastern States area. 


CONCLUSION 
In conclusion National Gypsum Co, recommends and respectfully requests con 
gressional approval of the $6 million appropriation proposed by the Budget 
Bureau to make a start toward a safe industrial waterway in the Delaware 
River, a project vital to the citizens of the United States as well as the citizens 
and industry of the Delaware Valley. 
Mr. Rapavur. Is Congressman Byrne here? We will have your state 
ment at this time. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JAMES A. BYRNE 


Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appre 
clate the opportunity of appear ing before you to petition | your support 
of an adequate appropriation for the Delaware River Channel project. 

As you gentlemen are well aware, initial action on this legislation 
took place in 1939, when Congress authorized the deepening of the 
Delaware River Channel to a de »pth of 40 feet. Up tothe present time, 
however, the only portion of the Delaware River which has been 
dredged to 40 feet is that from the Philadelphia Navy Yard to the 
sea, “Lat me point out that there is only a mile and a half of Phila- 
delphia’s waterfront that is served by this deepened channel; the re 
maining 9 miles of waterfront are suited only for shallow-draft vessels 
because the channel at no place has a depth of more than 28 feet. 
Thus, the anticipated development of Philadelphia as one of the great 
est ports, if not the greatest port, on the east coast has been seriously 
impeded. While it is true that even now Philadelphia exceeds New 
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York in import tonnage, the true potential of the port has not even been 
touched. Philadelphia has proven itself in the maritime field with less 
than 2 miles of waterfront accessible to oceangoing vessels; how much 
greater development will come to the port when it achieves its full 40- 
foot channel from Trenton to the sea can only be surmised. 

The district in Philadelphia which*l represent borders on the Dela- 
ware River from South Street to Frankford Creek. This area is highly 
industrialized but its further growth is stymied until an adequate wa- 
terway from Philadelphia to Trenton is a reality. Such development 
will mean more than prestige and monetary return to Philadelphia. 
It will have far-reaching consequences which will affect the people of 
the whole country. Consider its strategic value as a bulwark of our 
national security program. The tidal reach of the Delaware River at 
no point between Delaware City and Trenton is closer to the shore than 
40 miles. ‘Thus, it enjoys a nominal and natural security in the event 
of hostile action against our country. It provides a natural fortress 
for the loading of supplies and the embarkation of personnel. Our 
military and naval installations including the Philadelphia Naval 
Base at the lower end of the Delaware and the Frankford Arsenal 
toward the upper end will be less accessible to enemy attack. Further- 
more, the Delaware Valley is centrally located within the “northeast 
industrial quadrant”—the vital heart of the Nation’s productive ca- 
pacity. 

One of the most important results of the channel project will be an 
increase in employment. Many of my constituents in the Third Dis- 
trict reside along or near the waterfront and a great number of them 
nuke their livelihood in the shipping industry. At the present time, 
there are a great number of seamen in this area who cannot get em- 
ployment. With the increase in foreign and domestic trade which is 
sure to follow the deepening of the channel, these men will have much 
better opportunities to be employed. 

Funds for the Delaware River project were appropriated in the 
83d Congress, but their allotment was held up following the budget 
message of the President in January 1955. The President stipulated 
at that time that primary consideration should be given to river and 
harbor projects supported in part by local interests. He expressed 
his approval of the Delaware River project on the basis of part Fed- 
eral funds, part local contrbutions. Such a proposition is not in 
keeping with the historical policy toward river and harbor projects. 
Why should it be directed toward this channel project ? 

Along with my colleagues from the Delaware River area, I have 
introduced legislation appropriating $25 million for the initial steps 
in deepening the upper channel of the Delaware River to 40 feet. I 
request your careful and favorable consideration of this or similar 
legislation. 

Mr. Tirompeson. Mr. Chairman, that concludes the Delaware River 
testimony. Many, many thanks. 

Mr. Rapaur. I have a letter from Maurice K. Goddard, who has 
been delegated by Governor George M. Leader of Pennsylvania to 
express the views of the Commonwealth on the Delaware River proj- 
ects, and his letter and additional material will be placed in the record 
at this point. 
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(The letter and material follow :) 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AND WATERS, 
' Harrisburg, March’ 19,°1956. 
Hon, CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: I am Maurice K. Goddard, secretary of the Penn- 
sylvania Department of Forests and Waters. It is the responsibility of my de 
partment to carry out the Commonwealth’s activities in regards to flood control 
and related water-resource projects and to coordinate the State’s efforts with the 
Corps of Engineers in constructive Federal flood-control works. I have been 
delegated by Hon. George M. Leader, Governor of Pennsylvania, to represent 
the Commonwealth at your hearings dealing with appropriatiens to the Corps 
of Engineers for water-resource activities for the State of Pennsylvania. How- 
ever, because of the number of witnesses seheduled to appear before your com- 
mittee, Mr. Huston has asked that. our-remarks be presented in this manner. 
Mr. Huston has also assured me that our comments will be included in the 
committee’s record. 

In expressing the Commonwealth’s views as to the need for Federal appropria- 
tions for improvements for flood control and allied purposes in Pennsylvania, 
I would first like to direct your attention to the attached statements that I pre- 
sented to the Corps of Engineers at public hearings conducted at Stroudsburg on 
January 13, Philadelphia on January 27, and Scranton on February 6. 

My statements emphasize the needs for the early construction of five flood- 
control projects on the headwaters of the Delaware River. These projects are 
impounding reservoirs on the Lehigh River at Bear Creek, on the Lackawaxen 
River at Prompton, and on Dyeberry Creek at Dyeberry. The Congress has 
also authorized extensive channel improvements at Bethlehem and at Allentown. 
The Commonwealth feels that the funds recommended in the 1957 budget are 
adequate for the initiation of these projects. Preliminary figures by the Corps 
of Engineers indicate that if these projects were a reality when Diane struck 
the area, it would have resulted in at least a $20 million reduction in the damages 
inflicted by the storm of August 18 and 19, 1955. I am sure that you will agree 
that we must push for the early completion of these five projects for there is 
no doubt of their justification. 

While we agree that the 1957 funds for the 5 Pennsylvania flood control 
projects for the Delaware Basin are adequate, we cannot agree that the alloca- 
tion of $100,000 to initiate the comprehensive report on the Delaware River 
Basin is sufficient. Mr. Harry G. Schad, chairman, Joint Executive Committee 
for the Improvement and Development of the Philadelphia Port Area, presented 
before the subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations an excellent paper 
on this topic. I do not believe it necessary for me to repeat his comments, but 
I do want to emphasize that the hurricane and resultant flood caused the 
loss of nearly 100 lives and property damage of over $100 million in the 
basin, It is to be remembered that the lower Delaware Basin is one of the 
most highly developed industrial areas in America, with a port handling the 
second largest volume of total cargo tonnage in the Nation. 

The States of New Jersey, Delaware, New York, and Pennsylvania are all 
vitally concerned about the Delaware River Basin and we cannot wait years 
for the completion of this study. An allocation of $100,000 is only about one- 
tenth of the total amount needed to finish the review. In view of this fact, and 
because of the importance of the basin to the economy of the United States, it 
is requested that an allocation of $500,000 be provided for the Corps of Engineers 
to conduct its comprehensive water resources review of the Delaware River 
Basin. 

In expressing the Commonwealth's views as to the need for adopting further 
inmpovement for flood control in the Susquehanna River Basin, I first wish to 
urge that the funds recommended by the Stillwater Reservoir and Kettle Creek 
Reservoir be approved. The department of forests and waters, at its own 
expense, has just completed 1 of the 4 reservoirs recommended by the corps 
for the West Branch of the Susquehanna River. This reservoir proved its value 
during the recent floods of March 8 and 9, 1956, but completion of the reservoir 
at Kettle Creek, Curwensville, and Blanchard are essential for adequate control 
of the West Branch. The funds earmarked for local protection works at 
Swoyersville and Forty-Fort are essential to complete the project. 
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The Commonwealth is concerned about the failure of the Federal Government h 
to allocate funds for the authorized projects on the Juniata River. The Juniata t 
is one of the major tributaries of the Susquehanna, but to date no Federal I 
projects have been initiated in the basin. Jt is recommended that planning and u 
design money be authorized by the local protection project at Tyrone and for the 
Rayvstown Reservoir, 1 

In the Allegheny and Monongahela River Basins the March S to 9 flood indi- n 
cates the needs for the local protection funds recommended for Bradford, John- c 
sonburg, and Reynoldsville. Planning and design funds are needed for the I 
Allegheny Reservoir and for local protection projects on Turtle Creek, Brook 1 
Ville, Washington, and DuBois, a 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania feels that the funds requested for the 1 
study and planning, flood protection projects, and dredging of the Delaware River i 
channel and anchorage is very modest and entirely justified. It is to be re r 
membered that this department has been extremely active and has spent large ‘ 
stms on flood control and related water resource projects. T believe it is perti- | 
nent to note that in recent years the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania expended 
S32 million on the Schuylkill River cleanup project, a coordinated program in 
which, in addition to the Commonwealth's expenditure, private industry ex- . 
pended something over $10 million and the Federal Government, through Army , 
engineer dredging of the lower Schuylkill, expended $7,105,000, It may also be : 
of interest to you that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is at present expend- 
ing some $15 million on a flood-control reservoir on the First Fork of the Sinne- 


mahoning Creek, a tributary of the West Branch of the Susquehanna River. 
In the past 6 years the Commonwealth expended $2,660,000 for a flood-control 
reservoir on Little Pine Creek, another tributary of the West Branch of the 
Susquehanna, and $610,000 on the Shawnee flood-control project on a tributary 
of the Raystown Branch of the Juniata River. In addition to these projects the 
Commonwealth has spent $4,100,000 in channel improvement and other loeal 
flood protection projects in 235 locations throughout Pennsylvania during the 
last 7 years. These and other projects have been or are being constructed by 
the Commonwealth without any Federal participation. Also the Commonwealth 
and local governing bodies have contributed $3,700,000 toward the construction 
of Federal-local flood protection projects in the State. Our department of 
forests and waters is just finishing its Juniata River flood-control study at a 
cost to the Commonwealth of well over $40,000. 

The legislature, following hurricane. Diane, appropriated to the Council of 
Civil Defense $12 million for disaster relief in the areas affected by the hurricane 
of August 1955. Ten million of this fund have been earmarked for channel 
enlargement, rectification, realinement, and slope paving. These State funds 
will be extremely helpful in alleviating flood damage, but will not be wholly 
effective unless the Corps of Engineers complete the major structures already 
nuthorized. For example, our dredging operation of the Lackawanna River 
between Blakley and Dickson City will be much more effective after the con- 
struction of the Stillwater Reservoir. I believe it is safe to say that Pennsyl- 
vania has expended more of its own funds for flood-control activities than any 
other State in the Nation. This attitude of State participation and aid justifies 
more Federal recognition and greater Federal participation in our water re- 
source and flood-control activities. 

In view of the necessity for an accelerated flood-control and water resources 
program for the Commonwelath of Pennsylvania, T recomend that the sums in 
the President’s budget be approved and that the allocation of $100,000 for the 
comprehensive study of the Delaware River Basin be increased to $500,000. 
Unless such an accelerated program is adopted, many communities will be 
subject to disastrous floods with the attendant toll of human suffering and 
property damage. 

Sincerely yours, 
Maurice K, Gopparp, 


A STATEMENT PRESENTED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
UNITED STATES ARMY, STROUDSBURG, Pa,, JANUARY 13, 1956, BY MAURICE K. 
GODDARD, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AND WATERS 


Iam Maurice K. Goddard, secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of Forests 
and Waters. I have been delegated by the Honorable George M. Leader, Governor 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, to represent the Commonwealth at this 
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hearing. I want you to know that Governor Leader attaches great importance 
to the hearings which the Corps of HMngineers is conducting on the Delaware 
River Basin and, except for prior commitments, | know he would be with 
us today. 

As representatives of the Commonwealth, Francis A. Pitkin, director of the 
Bureau of Community Development of the Pennsylvania Department of Com- 
merce, and [ prepared a joint statement which was presented before the Sub 
committee on Water Resources and Power of the United States House of 
Representatives. This meeting was held at Pocono Manor on September 21, 
1955. The statement which refers to the same subject being discussed today 
is detailed and lengthy and time will not permit its complete review at this 
meeting. However, I am requesting of Colonel Clark that the statement be 
made a part of the minutes of this hearing. 

In this region which was all but torn apart by flood destruction less than 
5 months ago, I know that the immediate concern of people of this area is 
flood control. In other words, What can be done to prevent a repetition of a 
like catastrophe? 

Several years have gone by since the Congress authorized the construction 
of five flood-control projects in the area covered by this hearing. These projects 
were headwater impounding reservoirs on the Lehigh River at Bear Creek, 
on the Lackawaxen River at Prompton, and on Dyberry Creek at Dyberry. 
The Congress also authorized extensive channel improvements at Bethlehem 
and at Allentown. ‘To date the Congress has not seen fit to make appropriations 
to complete any of these projects. The corps has stated that if these projects 
were a reality when Diane struck the area, it would have resulted in at least a 
$20 million reduction in the damages inflicted by the storm of August 18-19, 
1955. Lam sure that you will agree that we must push for the early completion 
of these projects for there is no doubt of their justification. 

I do not intend to review the emergency work performed by the Common- 
wealth through its departments of highways, health, forests, and waters, civil 
defense, and other agencies whose main objective was to place these disaster 
communities back on their feet as soon as possible. I believe that the affected 
areas will agree that real work has been accomplished in a very short period 
of time. I do want to mention that we are also making real headway on needed 
permanent flood-protective projects. Surveys for two major projects—Hawley 
and Stroudsburg, have been completed. We expect very shortly to employ 
engineers to draw up detailed plans and specifications for these improvements. 
Surveys at Weissport on the Lehigh River are also now in progress. I believe 
it is safe to say that, with the completion of the impounding reservoirs in the 
headwaters on the Lackawaxen and local protective works at Hawley, this 
region will be protected from flood damage from any flows which might rea 
sonably be expected to occur in the future. We are not in a position to say 
at this time the degree of protection which may be afforded the Stroudsburg 
region against a flood approaching a magnitude of the August 1955 disaster. 

Destruction from hurricane storins was something that did not particularly 
concern the Northeastern States until recently. Many meteorologists now be 
lieve that the Atlantic hurricane path has detinitely shifted and that the eastern 
coast may expect more and more storms of hurricane force in the future. One 
«eminent scientist suggests that the path of these hurricanes may be controlled 
in some degree through cloud seeding. We have little to lose and everything 
to gain by carrying on research in this important field. 

The hurricane flood in August 1955 gave little time for warning of impending 
disaster. It was something new to cope with and, under the circumstances, I 
helieve that the State and local civil-defense organizations and the Federal- 
State Flood Forecasting Service did a good job. sused upon experience gained 
in the recent emergency [ know that this service can and will be improved. In 
this respect, a program to educate people to heed warnings will be important. 
The full cooperation of local authorities must be obtained. 

There is a real need for flood-plan zoning in Pennsylvania. We know that 
physical flood-control measures such as impounding reservoirs, diking, and 
channel improvements can never completely solve the flood problem. ‘There are 
steps which can be taken. The Commonwealth, by enabling legislation, has 
gvranted to all its civil subdivisions the right to exercise zoning powers. Regret- 
tably, few of them have used this power to prevent residential and industrial 
development in areas subject to flood hazard. We know that to move existing 
homes and industrial establishments and people out of a flood plain is generally 
impractical. However, it is both practical and economical to restrict new de- 
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velopment upon lands in flood areas. It is our duty te preserve the lives, health, 
and property of persons even going so far as to restraining them if mecessary 
from exposing themselves to injury or inconvenienee breught about by their 
own negligence. However, we must remember that, since the zoning privilege 
has been granted only to the civil subdivisions, it is the duty of local authorities 
alone to exercise these powers. 

I am sure that all of us who are concerned with the flood-control problem are 
well aware of the inadequacies of our knowledge in this-field of water-resources 
development and control, and we are also aware of the limitations imposed on 
us by economics, governmental policies, topography, and already established 
land uses. Nonetheless, working within these inadequacies and limitations it 
seems that some broad statements can be made as to the type of program which 
should be undertaken. Might we suggest the following: 

1. Every possible effort should be made to improve our land-use practices so 
as to control our runoff at the source to the maximum degree possible. This will 
certainly involve a continuation of the conservation education program being 
carried on by many agencies; the extension of soil-conservation districts into 
the portions of the basin not at present covered; a strengthening of the program 
of existing soil-conservation districts; a full utilization of the possibilities of 
Public Law 566 (the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act) ; further 
extension of the tree-farm program ; and particularly important in my opinion is 
the organization of local watershed agencies similar to the Brandywine Valley 
Association. All of these activities and perhaps many others of a similar nature 
are important elements in a comprehensive attack on our. water problems. How- 
ever, important as they may be, we all recognize their limitations if we but re- 
view our experience of last August when devastating floodwaters came down 
the Brodhead and Bushkill Creeks out of areas of above-average forest cover. 
We must recognize that improved land use is not the whole answer. This leads 
me to my next point. 

2. Wherever feasible we must plan and construct flood-control reservoirs 
and other protective works on the tributary streams in the basin. Typical 
of these are the previously mentioned projects which you of the Corps of Engi- 
neers have already studied and which the Congress, on your recommendation, 
has approved. Other possibilities of this type certainly exist in the Delaware 
Basin and should be the subject of your careful study. In this connection I 
might call to your attention a study just completed by my department of the 
Juniata River Basin in the Susquehanna River watershed in which, after 
careful study, we developed recommendations involving the proposed construc- 
tion of 9 reservoirs supplemented by local protection works at a total estimated 
cost of something over $32 million. While this is outside of the Delaware River 
Basin, it seems to me that it is typical of the kind of study that should be given 
to every subbasin in the area with which you are concerned. Again, important 
us are these flood-control structures on the tributary streams, we all recognize 
that it would be impossible to solve the whole problem in this way. The multi- 
plicity of structures required, the unavailability of suitable reservoir sites in some 
strategie locations, the high cost per unit of storage in some areas, and the 
impossibility of disturbing existing land uses imposes very definite limitations on 
this type of activity. 

3. Supplementing these more localized activities it seems clear that we need 
main-stream structures to assist in controlling our streamflows. The studies 
you have made in the past, as well as those made by the interstate commission 
on the Delaware River Basin, and the several groups which have studied Phila- 
delphia’s water-supply problems give a tremendous amount of information om 
the possibilities of main-stream development. At the top of the list is the 
Wallpack Bend Dam and Reservoir and certainly every consideration should 
be given to the supplementary potentials at Belvidere, Tocks Island, and the other: 
sites referred to in the original 308 Report. As you well know, the Wallpack 
Bend project is of immediate interest to both Pennsylvania and New Jersey 
and we urge that the restudy of this project be given a high priority in your 
scheduling of the various elements in your comprehensive survey. In this con- 
nection I am happy to submit for your use the report on Wallpack Bend Dam 
and Reservoir prepared for the Pennsylvania Department of Forests and Wa- 
ters by Albright & Friel, Inc., as of September 1, 1955. As you know, our pri- 
mary interest in this project has been for water supply and low-water augmen- 
tation as a means of meeting: the needs of both Pennsylvania and New Jersey. 
However, the tragic experiences of August 1955 have given added reason for the 
immediate construction of Wallpack Bend Dam in view of the flood-control 
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effects of this proposed structure. As is clearly revealed in the Albright & Friel 
report, the use of Wallpack Bend Reservoir as a water-storage project does not 
eliminate its flood-control benefits. With the drawdown that could be normally 
expected in the middle of August, this project, had it been a reality when 
Diane hit the area, would have reduced the flood crest immediately below the 
dam between 4 and 5 feet and the benefit at Trenton would have been approxi- 
mately 3 feet. A reduction in flood crest of this magnitude would have elim 
inated much of the $17 million damage in Bucks County as well as a con 
siderable portion of the main-stream damage further upstream. 

The 1954 amended decree of the United States Supreme Court and recipro 
eal legislation already enacted by both Pennsylvania and New Jersey now makes 
it legally possible for Pennsylvania to construct this project with New Jersey 
participating up to 30 percent in both cost and water. However, the flood ex 
perience of August 1955 so clearly reveals the flood-control benefits of this project 
that Federal participation is certainly warranted. Therefore, we would ex 
pect that in the very near future a proposal involving the joint construction 
and operation of this project by the State of New Jersey, the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania, and the Federal Government will be formulated and aggres- 
sively supported. It would seem appropriate that this study include as one of 
its first phases a review of this multiple-purpose project with special emphasis 
on the possibilities of Federal participation under a broader interpretation of the 
values involved. Certainly we would all be subject to criticism if there was any 
unnecessary delay in advancing a project which is so clearly in the public 
interest. While we are in complete agreement as to the need for a compre- 
hensive plan for the whole basin, it is obvious that this well-studied Wallpack 
Bend project will form an important part on any such plan. Accordingly, there 
is no reason to delay action on this project until the completion of your basin 
study, which we understand will involve a period of 2 or 3 years. 

We in Pennsylvania are most pleased to know that the review survey of 
the Corps of Engineers is not to be confined to flood control but will include 
all aspects in a water-management program. There is real need for the develop- 
ment and execution of a Delaware River Basin program for the effective con- 
trol and utilization of water for municipal and industrial water supply: irriza- 
tion; drainage; pollution and salinity control; navigation; recreation; hydro- 
electric power and allied purposes. With this broad approach to our water- 
resources problems, we can be assured of real accomplishments. 





A STATEMENT PRESENTED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
UNITED STATES ARMY, PHILADELPHIA, PA., JANUARY 27, 1956, BY MAURICE K. 
GopDARD, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AND WATERS 


I am Maurice K. Goddard, secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of For 
rests and Waters. I have been delegated by Hon. George M. Leader, Governor of 
Pennsylvania, to represent the Commonwealth at this hearing. 

Two weeks ago at the Stroudsburg hearing of the Corps of Engineers, I pre- 
sented a statement which expressed the Commonwealth’s views as to the proper 
attack to our water problems in the upper Delaware River Basin. This state- 
ment also made suggestions as to an approach to a comprehensive water manage- 
ment program for the entire Delware River Basin. I know that the Corps of 
Engineers understand that the latter aspects of my Stroudsburg statement are 
just as applicable to the lower Delaware River Basin and should need no 
repetition at the hearing today. Consequently, I will confine my remarks to 
two projects which have a direct relation to the lower Delaware River Basin. 

During the past 40 years there have been numerous independent surveys and 
reports prepared on the utilization of the waters of the Delaware River. When- 
ever a source of water supply for southeastern Pennsylvania and the metro- 
politan areas of northern New Jersey was considered these reports invariably 
mentioned the desirability of a reservoir and dam on the Delaware River in the 
vicinity of Wallpack Bend near Bushkill, Pa. The report of the Corps of Engi- 
neers contained in House Document No. 179 (the “308” report) also recognized 
the importance of impounding reservoirs to take care of the water supply needs 
of this area. However, based upon flood experience up to that time, the Corps 
of Engineers saw no justification for storage reservoirs in the interest of flood 
control. They had records of all major floods along the Delaware River dating 
back to Revolutionary days when they made their study. However, they could 





04 


not anticipate that a flood would occur within only a few years which would pour 
a peak discharge pass Trenton which would exceed by 34,000 cubic feet per 
second greatest flow ever recorded in medern history. Neither could they fore- 
tell the phenomenal growth which was to take place along the lower Delaware 
River in only a short period of time. 

As you know, the Commonwealth's primary interest in the Wallpack.. Bend 
project has been for water supply and low flow augmentation as a means of meet- 
ing the needs of both Pennsylvania and New Jersey. However, the tragic ex- 
periences of August 1955, have given added reason for the immediate construc- 
tion of this project in view of its flood control effects. The flood control benefits 
of the Wallpack Bend project are clearly revealed in the Albright and Friel report 
made to my Department on September 1, 1955. Under the circumstances we feel 
that the Federal Government has every reason to join the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey by participating in the construction 
and future operation of this project. 

Another important project which relates directly to this area is the widening 
and deepening of the Delware River channel between Philadelphia and Trenton 
to 40 feet. As most of you know last week the President asked Congress in his 
1957 budget to approve $6 million to begin the work of deepening this channel to 
35 feet. We are, of course, pleased that a start is being made on this navigation 
project. However, we do believe that there is every justification for maintain- 
ing a channel of 40-foot depth for the entire length of the Delaware River from 
Trenton to the bay. Otherwise, we are actually retarding the development of this 
new but already great industrial region above Philadelphia which we have been so 
anxious to see prosper. 

I believe we would all be subject to criticism if there was unnecessary delay in 
advancing the Wallpack Bend project which is so clearly in the public interest. 
We hope that this project is given high priority in the scheduling of your studies 
and that a special report on your findings will be available far in advance of the 
completion of your basinwide study. We regret the turn of events on the 
navigation project. We do know that deepening the channel to 35 feet is better 
than no deepening at all. Possible latter sessions of Congress will see the need 
for a 40-foot channel to the head of navigation. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the Corps of Engineers to permit me to take 
part in the hearings they have conducted. Let me assure the Corps of Engi- 
neers that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is vitally interested in the work 
assigned to them and will always be ready to cooperate to the fullest extent. 


A STATEMENT PRESENTED AT THE PusLIc HEARING OF THE CoRPS OF KXNGINEERS, 
UNITED Srates ArMY, ScRANTON, Pa., Fresruary 6, 1956, py Maurice K. 
GopDpDARD, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AND WATERS 


I am Maurice K. Goddard, secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of 
Forests and Waters. I have been delegated by Hon. George M. Leader, Governor 
of Pennsylvania, to represent the Commonwealth at this hearing. I want you 
to know that Governor Leader attaches great importance to the hearing the 
Corps of Engineers is conducting today and, except for illness and prior com- 
mitments, he would be with us. 

In expressing the Commonwealth's views as to the need for adopting further 
improvement for flood control and allied purposes in the Susquehanna River 
Basin, I will first express our opinions as they relate to the area particularly 
affected by the hurricane floods in August 1955. This flood, for the most part, 
was confined to the Lackawanna Valley. 

In many watersheds in Pennsylvania, you will often find that there has been 
one outstanding flood in its recorded history which overshadows all others in 
magnitude and destructiveness. This can hardly be said of the Lackawanna 
Basin. In the space of only 28 years, this region has experienced 5 disastrous 
floods, namely—in October 1927, in March 1936, in March 1940, in May 1942, 
and the last in August 1955. This fact is particularly noteworthy in that these 
floods occured in a great mining region where a substantial portion of the 
normal surface runoff always finds its way into underground workings. In 
other words, in snite of the fact that coal onerations are acting as their own 
flood control agents, we still have frequent big floods in this region. 

A few weeks ago we received the good news that the President in his 1957 
budget requested planning and construction funds for the construction of Still- 





A AB 


AR cAatt de eccceagtie 


ka Ol an 


A eeu a bees nay ian re a3 


Can aR aretha Ss 





Jd 


water Dam and Reservoir on the Lackawanna River above Forest City. This 
project, when completed, will substantially reduce the average annual flood 
damage in the Lackawanna Valley, but will give only localized benefits from 
the big flash floods such as this region experienced in May 1942 and in August 
1955. 

Stillwater Reservoir will control an area of 37 square miles which is 22 
percent of the total area drained above Scranton, decreasing in its control 
effectiveness as we move downstream. Unless a storm is particularly tailored 
to measure, Stillwater Dam, as important as it is, will play only a minor roll 
in the control of a flood along the lower reaches of the river. 

Since Stillwater Dam by itself can never completely solve the flood problem 
on the Lackawanna River, it is obvious that more reservoirs or local protective 
works must be furnished to many of its built-up communities if we expect this 
important region to survive. 

I know that over the years and prior to August 1955, the Corps of Engineers 
has studied the possibilities of furnishing local protective works to Carbondale, 
Olyphant, Moosic, Duryea, Scranton and to sections of Scranton along Strafford 
Meadow Brook and Roaring Brook. The corps found that none of these projects 
could be economically justified. I am sure that, with the tragic exverience of 
August 1955 as an added background, the Federal Government will now see 
the need for participation in these local projects which are so much in the 
general public interest. 

Since the August 1955 flood much of the Commonwealth's activities in this 
region have been confined to emergency cleanup work to place the affected areas 
back on their feet as soon as possible. At the same time I believe we have already 
made red] headway in planning for permanent protective works. In this region 
a total of 30 projects have been approved by the Commonwealth, at an estimated 
expenditure of $273,425. Many of the stream-clearance projects have been com- 
pleted or are under construction. Construction was started January 28 on the 
Olyphant project. This project consists of dredging the Lackawanna River and 
building levees and drainage structures along 18,000 feet of channel between 
Blakley and Dickson City. Roaring Brook surveys have been completed, and the 
data will soon be in the hands of designing engineers. Investigations are now 
going on along Spring Brook at Moosic and on Browns and Wadhams Creeks at 
Plymouth. Preliminary studies are proceeding satisfactorily in several other 
areas. 

Besides flood control, the Lackawanna Valley has had for many years one 
other pressing water problem. That is, just what can be done to prevent water 
from entering underground workings in the anthracite coal mines? The problem 
has become more and more acute until, at the present time, 42 tons of water 
must be pumped for every ton of coal mined. One item of overhead alone, water 
pumpage, costs the anthracite inductry $8,500,000 annually. As most of us know, 
the Federal Government and the Commonwealth enacted laws in 1955, making 
$8,500,000 available by each party, to combat the mine-drainage problem. The 
work, for the most part, will consist of the construction of ditches and flumes, 
backfilling stripping pits, improvements to streambeds, and the construction of 
underground drainage tunnels, dams, and gangways. I am pleased to inform 
you that this project, which means so much to the economy of this region, is 
now getting underway. 

We were extremely fortunate that our last disastrous flood in the Susquehanna 
River watershed was confined to such a small area. Experiences of the past two 
decades keep us continuously alert as to the dire need for flood protection in this 
major drainage basin. Both the Federal and State governments have come a long 
ways since the St. Patrick’s Day flood in 1936. Major projects to furnish local 
protection for Wilkes-Barre, Kingston, Edwardsville, Hanover Township, Plym- 
outh, York, Williamsport, Sunbury, Sayre, Athens, and Barnesboro have been 
completed. The department of forests and waters has completed a total of 191 
stream-clearance projects in the Susquehanna watershed. The Commonwealth 
has also constructed Shawnee and Little Pine flood-control recreation dams and 
reservoirs ut a total eost of $3,500,000. 

You will be interested to know that First Fork Dam, on First Fork Sinne 
mahoning Creek, has been completed by the general State authority and turned 
over to the department of forests and waters for operation. To calibrate and 
test gate operation, closure was made on January 30. This $12 million project, 
designed to hold back 24,700 million gallons of floodwaters, was paid for 
entirely by the Commonwealth. This reservoir,« together ‘with reservoirs on 
North Bald Eagle Creek at Blanchard on West Branch Susquehanna River at 
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Curwensville, and on Kettle Creek near its mouth, constitute a comprehensive 
plan of the Corps of Engineers to bring relief from the frequent and extensive 
flood damages suffered by communities along the river. I know, of course, that 
the Kettle Creek, Curwensville, and Blanchard projects were authorized by the 
Congress in 1954. I know also that the Kettle Creek project is now given top 
priority by the corps. We are requesting that construction funds be made avail- 
able in the fiscal year 1957 for at least this second important reservoir in the 
overall flood control plan for the West Branch of the Susquehanna River. 

In the Juniata River Basin we have made slow progress to date in our battle 
with floods. Two months ago the Pennsylvania Department of Forests and 
Waters completed a flood-control study of the Juniata River Basin. Compre- 
hensive investigations developed recommendations involving the proposed con- 
struction of 9 reservoirs supplemented by local protection works at Everett, 
Tyrone, Huntingdon, and Smithfield Township at a total estimated cost of some- 
thing over $32 million. Copies of the report have been furnished to the Corps 
of Engineers. It is my understanding that the Corps is now making a restudy of 
the flood-control requirements for this watershed. I am hoping that the Corps 
will carefully review the Commonwealth’s recommendations and that before too 
long a satisfactory plan may be developed. In the meantime, there can be no 
reason to defer action on the Tyrone project which, upon the recommendation 
of the Corps of Engineers, was authorized by the Congress more than a decade 
ago. 

As we all know, watersheds recognize no State boundaries. Floodwater 
originating in New York ultimately reaches Pennsylvania to cause havec unless 
steps are taken to retard it en route. For this reason we are most interested 
in the flood-control reservoir plan of the Corps of Engineers in the Susquehanna 
River Basin in New York. The Congress has authorized the construction of 
9 flood-control reservoirs in this area, 4 of which already have been completed. 
I know that the State of New York is very competent of expressing itself as to 
the benefits it has already derived and the further benetfis it will obtain after 
the completion of the entire system. Pennsylvania also has a major interest. 
We already know what part Whitney Point and East Sidney Reservoirs have 
played in rounding off the flood crests as these waters enter Pennsylvania. All 
tive reservoirs authorized by the Congress but yet to be constructed are designed 
to furnish flood protection along the entire North Branch. We join with New 
York in our desire to see that these five projects are constructed as soon as 
possible. 

Yes, it is true that we have come a long way in the past two decades toward 
alleviating our flood problems. However, we still have a long way to go. 

My following remarks are particularly addressed to all people living in the 
Susquehanna region. Where it can be justified, the Federal and State Govern- 
ments will strive to obtain physical control works for the flood protection of its 
communities. However, we know that physical control measures never com- 
pletely solve the flood problems of a watershed. There are, however, steps which 
ean be taken to minimize future losses and these measures invariably require 
considerable aid from the communities themselves. 

The Commonwealth, by enabling legislation, has granted to all its civil sub- 
divisions the right to exercise flood plain zoning powers. Regrettably, few of 
them have used this power to prevent residential and industrial development 
in areas subject to flood hazard. We know that to move existing homes and 
industrial establishments and people out of a flood plain is generally impractical. 
However, it is both practical and economical to restrict new development upon 
lands in flood areas. It is our duty to preserve the lives, health, and property of 
persons even going so far as to restraining them if necessary from exposing 
themselves to injury or inconvenience brought about by their own negligence. 
You must remember that, since the zoning privilege has been granted to the civil 
subdivisions, it is the duty of your local authorities alone to exercise these 
powers. In this connection I desire to particularly commend the city of Scran- 
ton. The Scranton Redevelopment Authority is now taking about 22 acres of 
land in the Petersburg area and in the flood plain of Roaring Creek out of future 
use for industrial and residential purposes and will redevelop this land for public 
park and playground uses. The action is a precedent which I hope will be con- 
sidered by other localities faced with the same kind of flood problem. 

The hurricane flood in August 1955 gave little time for warning of impending 
disaster. It was something new to cope with and, under the circumstances, 
I believe that the State and local civil-defense organizations and the Federal- 
State flood-forecasting service did a good job. Based upon experience gained 
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in the recent emergency I know that this service can and will be improved. 
Again I want to stress that the full cooperation of local authorities must be 
obtained for the effective operation of a flood-warning service. 

I have firm belief that we should use every effort to improve our land-use 
practices in order to control as much of our runoff as possible in the headwater 
areas. By this I mean that we should strengthen existing soil-conservation 
districts and aid in the establishment of districts in areas not at present covered. 
We should make full use of the provisions provided in Public Law 566 (the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act); further extension of the 
“tree farm” program; and particularly important in my opinion is the organiza- 
tion of local watershed agencies. All of these measures to become effective 
will need the enthusiastic support of local interests. I know, of course, that 
these measures can never play a major role in flood control but I believe that 
these activities are important elements in a comprehensive attack on our overall 
water problems. 

We cannot adequately prevent floods and flood damage to our developed 
areas without recourse to flood-control structures such as impounding reser- 
voirs, flood walls, levees, improved channels or a combination of these structures. 
You will recall that I have referred specifically to 10 federally authorized proj- 
ects in the Susquehanna River Basin. Unforunately, congressional action has 
not been too favorable for Pennsylvania and at the present rate of allocation of 
funds we will have to wait decades before these projects, and others just as 
important, can be constructed and placed in operation. 

Let me review for a moment, the Federal appropriations made in 1956 which 
relate directly to water activities. Of the total appropriation of $401,173,000 
made for rivers and harbors, only $2,401,000 were for projects of direct in- 
terest to Pennsylvania. In other words, Pennsylvania’s share of the total ap- 
propriation was only six-tenths of 1 percent of the total. Or if we look at the 
total Federal appropriation for all water functions, which was almost a billion 
dollars for the fiscal year 1956, Pennsylvania’s share shrinks even further—to 
less than one-fourth of 1 percent. If we compare these two percentages with the 
proportion of Federal revenue which has its origin in Pennsylvania, which is 
variously estimated at from 7 to 9 percent, we see that for every dollar of Fed- 
eral money to be spent in Pennsylvania from these appropriations for 1956, 
slightly over $33 of Pennsylvania money will go elsewhere in the Nation for flood 
control and water resource development. 

While it is true that the President has recommended approximately $1414 
million in the 1957 budget for flood control and navigation for Pennsylvania, 
it should be remembered that this amount has not yet been approved. Should 
Congress approve the total appropriation requested, it is still far less than our 
share of Federal funds for these essential projects. In short, the Common- 
wealth needs and is obviously entitled to larger Federal appropriations for 
water use, control, and development than it has ever received or appears likely 
to receive unless the present policy of the Congress is changed. 

I again wish to emphasize that the Commonwealth has been extremely active 
in flood-control work, even going so far_as.to build with its own funds the huge 
reservoir on the First Fork Sinnemahoning Creek. The legislature, following 
Hurricane Diane, appropriated to the Council of Civil Defense $12 million for 
disaster relief in the areas affected by the hurricane of August 1955. Ten 
million of this fund have been earmarked for channel enlargement, rectification, 
realinement and slope paving. These State funds will be extremely helpful in 
alleviating flood damage, but will not be wholly effective unless the Corps of 
‘Engineers complete the major structures already authorized. For example, our 
dredging operation of the Lackawanna River between Blakley and Dickson City 
will be much more effective after the construction of the Stillwater Reservoir. 
I believe it is safe to say that Pennsylvania has expended more of its own funds 
for flood-control activities than any other State in the Nation. This attitude 
of State participation and aid justifies more Federal recognition and greater 
Federal participation in our flood-control activities. 

It is obvious that the Federal and State Governments are most interested in 
the flood problem and will do all they can justify to alleviate these conditions. 
I want you to know, however, that our concern goes much further. We are 
interested in all water use which might have a bearing on the welfare of our 
people. We desire to see the effective conservation and control and the full 
utilization of our water resources as they relate to municipal and industrial 
water supply, irrigation, recreation, and allied uses. We are also always con- 
cerned with pollution and drainage problems that may arise. 
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All basie hydrologic discharge data on the flood of August 1955 have already 
been furnished to the Corps of Engineers by the Pennsylvania Department of 
Forests and Waters and its cooperating agency, the United States Geological 
Survey. <A preliminary report on this flood is now in the process of publication 
by the United States Geological Survey and we have had assurance that this 
report will be available within the next few days. 

We in Pennsylvania are most pleased to know that the review survey of the 
Corps of Engineers is not to be confined to flood control but that it will also 
include all aspects in a water-management program. We will follow the studies 
being conducted by the corps with great interest and will always be ready to 
cooperate to the fullest extent. 


Marcu 19, 1956. 
EpGewATER StiTaTION PROBLEM 
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HON. FRANK C. OSMERS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

HON. JOSEPH F. REGAN, MAYOR OF THE BOROUGH OF EDGEWATER, 
N. J. 
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JOSEPH E. McLEAN, COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FOR THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

WILLIAM E. JOSEPH, CHAIRMAN, EDGEWATER INDUSTRIAL COM- 
MITTEE, EDGEWATER, N. J.,. AND PLANT MANAGER, BARRETT 
DIVISION, ALLIED CHEMICAL & DYE CORP. 

LEON LEIGHTON, VICE PRESIDENT, NEW YORK, SUSQUEHANNA & 
WESTERN RAILROAD CO. 





Mr. Focarry. Congressman Osmers, do you have your group with 
you 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK C. OSMERS, JR. 


Mr. Osmers. I am Congressman Osmers, of the 9th District of 
New Jersey, and I am here to speak in favor of a $200,000 appropri- 
ation for a review study of siltation in the Hudson River along the 
waterfront at Edgewater, N. J. 

I have with me here Mayor Joseph F. Regan, of Edgewater; Mr. 
Holubowicz, of the New York Port Authority; Commissioner Mc- 
Lean; Mr. William Joseph, chairman of the Edgewater Industrial 
Association and manager of the Barrett division of the Allied Chemi- 
cal & Dye Corp.: and Mr. Leon Leighton, vice president and general 
manager of the Susquehanna Railroad Co., which serves the area. 

I am going to be very brief. The waterfront involved is 2 or 3 
miles south of the George Washington Bridge, at Edgewater, where 
a number of important industries are located. 

During World War IT, the Federal Government, due to the German 
submarine menace, dumped silt, muck and other waste materials into 
the Hudson River north of the George Washington Bridge instead 
of the ocean. Apparently that changed the contour of the bottom of 
the river and caused siltation along the New Jersey riverfront to a 
very, very increased degree. We have now come to a point there 
where the continuation of some of the industry there has become 
doubtful because the cost of dredging and maintaining water depths— 
for the most part these industries are all based upon waterborne com- 
merce. Many of them may have to consider relocating. 
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I might point out that the Federal Government owns a $3 million 
naval, medical, and dental supply depot in Edgewater, whose sale 
will be very materially affected if we don’t find a solution to this 
problem. It will be offered for sale shortly by GSA. 

The Ford Motor Co. has moved out of its assembly plant there. 
That plant is now vacant and for sale. It is vital to the economy 
and to the people in this area to have this problem solved. 

The Army engineers state that a survey costing $200,000 must be 
made of the entire contour of the river bottom. The engineers claim 
that only in that way can they find the answers to the problem of 
siltation along the Edgewater industrial waterfront. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mayor Regan, of Edgewater, 
if he would say a few words on the subject. 

Mr. Focarry. Go right ahead, Mayor. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR JOSEPH F. REGAN 


Mr. Recan. My name is Joseph F. Regan. I am the mayor of the 
borough of Edgewater. 

We represent, roughly, 4,000 people. We represent the richest 
little industrial town, probably, in the State of New Jersey, per 
capita. 

[ am here mainly to plead for the solving and the appropriating 
of $200,000 to make a survey of the Hudson River Channel south of 
the George Washington Bridge, Mr. Chairman. 

Specifically, in 1942 the town had ratables which amounted to $30 
million. Today, we do not say that the only contributing factor 
has been the shallow-water condition which has been developing dur- 
ing the past 10 or 15 years, but it has been a contributing factor 
we no longer have deep water along our waterfront, and our ratables 
today are $23 million. 

Recently, the Armed Services Committee turned over to the Gen 
eral Services Administration a naval depot at Edgewater which is 
estimated to be valued at $3 million. That depot is supposed to go 
up for public sale within 2 or 3 months. 

Ford Motor Co. is vacant. The plant is worth $5.5 million to $6 
million. 

The problem of maintaining values in the area hinges a great deal 
on deep water. 

The point that the borough of Edgewater would like to make spe- 
cifically is this: That last year it appeared before the Public Works 
Committee, presented its argument. The Public Works Committee 
voted to have the Corps of Engineers conduct a survey, and thought 
that the figure of $200,000 should be spent to pin down what the 
cause of siltation along the Edgewater waterfront and Weehawken 
Channel was. 

We feel that from 1942 to 1945—and this is one of our main con- 
tentions—the Government dropped 23 million cubic yards of silt 
in the hole that is just north of the George Washington Bridge on 
the New York side. And, as you see, from. 1939, the depth there was 
150 feet, and in 1950 it was 50 feet. 

The currents and flow of the water, we contend, ride into the New 
York side, and whip up a stirring motion which eventually picks 
up this silt and filth and sludge and drives it into the Edgewater 
shore. 
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We think that morally, security was the reason for the dumping 
during those years, during the war years, we can appreciate. But 
we think it should be determined, once and for all, that the Federal 
Government morally undertook a specific responsibility by dumping 
the silt there, and we think that we in the vicinity of Edgewater, 
North Bergen, and Weehawken are at least in a position to appeal 
to the Federal Government, if they put the silt there, to consider 
making a study to see that if it is specifically the main reason for 
shoaling up in siltation along the Edgewater waterfront. 

I want to thank the committee for your time, and I hope you will 
give this matter some serious consideration. 

Mr. Foearry. Thank you, Mayor. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Holubowicz, of the Port of New York Authority. 


STATEMENT OF R. P. HOLUBOWICZ 


Mr. Hotvrnowrcz. I would like to put up another display here, if 
I may. 


My name is R. P. Holubowicz, and I again am appearing for the 


Port of New York Authority in the place of Roger H. Gilman. 

The Port of New York Authority was brought into the picture in 
1954 by the then mayor of Edgewater, Mr. Milton T. Lasher. Mr. 
Lasher pointed out to us the problems that Mayor Regan has just 
mentioned to you, so we, as a public agency, stepped in to look at the 
situation, and we studied the economic problems that were involved. 

Our studies show that abnormal shoaling was occurring, not only 
at Edgewater, but along other sections of the Hudson River water- 
fronts, as well, necessitating heavy expenditures by New York and 
New Jersey for dredging operations in some instances that has re- 
sulted in abandonment of plants by property owners because of 
availability of waterfront facilities. 

As a result of our study, we cooperated with New Jersey interests, 
especially those in Edgewater, to present before the Public Works 
Committee of the House the evidence which we had pulled together, 
and they concurred by passing a resolution authorizing the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers to conduct this study. 

I would like to review this for you, if I may. The siltation problem, 
as I said before, does not only occur in the Edgewater waterfront. 
The other portions of the waterfronts that are affected are the trans- 
atlantic piers where the Queen Mary, the United States, the other 
large vessels, dock, and an area which is in the northern par of 
Hoboken, and specifically in the area where the Bethlehem Shipyard 
has their drydocks and repair facilities. 

The greatest siltation, as you see on this outlined map, is the most 
severe in these three areas. It occurs in other places along the water- 
front, but nothing to the extent that it happens here. 

In this area of Edgewater, it is 17 feet a year, so every time the 
facilities or the plant owners dredge out their slips, 6 months later 
they have to go out and go in and take out 8, 9, feet, and 6 months later 
again they have to take out 8 or 9 feet. 

Now, this case to the plant owners in this area runs up, we estimate, 
more than a hundred fifty thousand dollars a year. 

The transatlantic piers, the Cunard Line, the United States Line, 
the French Line, the accommodation of all the lines that use the 
transatlantic piers, have to dredge out their area up to 10 feet a year, 
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and their costs run to the neighborhood of one-half million dollars a 
year for maintenance and dredging alone. 

The problem at northern Hoboken is a little more severe. They 
have 12 feet, and the cost of dredging there is approximately the same. 

Now, these three areas are burdens on the local industry. 

I would like to point out, too, that our studies show that the United 
States Corps of Army Engineers has to pay or it costs the United 
States Corps of Army Engineers $200,000 annually just to maintain 
an authorized United States Federal project channel along the Edge- 
water waterfront. This, added to the cost for local industries, 
amounts to almost a million dollars a year. And our statement and 
our position here is that the importance of the Hudson River Channel, 
taken as a whole, is sufficient to warrant a study by the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers, which is estimated to cost $200,000. 

Until a complete. review and study has been conducted, there will 
be no answer as to what is causing siltation and what can be done to 
solve the problem of shoaling in the Hudson River. Such a study 
would necessarily include a thorough analysis of the velocity and 
direction of the Hudson River tidal currents, a determination of the 
source of the shoaling material, and the pattern of sedimentation. 

It is also possible that the construction of a model of the channel 
might be required to assist in the study. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers has estimated that 
a comprehensive review study, including the preparation of a model, 
would cost about $200,000. I respectfully submit that this expendi- 
ture is amply justified by the large investment by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, as well as by the w aterfront property owners, in deepening 
and maintaining the Hudson River Channel and the ship berths at 
the adjacent w aterfront facilities. 

It is further justified by the vital importance of this channel to the 
welfare and economy of the New York-New Jersey port, as well as 
to the Nation, in peace and war. 

Certainly these interests warrant a comprehensive review study to 
determine possible means to relieve this siltation problem. 

I should like to submit this, Mr. Chairman, if I may, Mr. Gilman’s 
statement, and also letters of support from the various industries and 
interests along New Jersey. I have letters and resolutions from the 
Board of Chosen Freeholders of Bergen County, the Bergen County 
Chamber of Commerce, Bethlehem Steel Co. shipbuilding division. 

Mr. Focarry. Without objection, they will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENTS AND EXHIBITS PRESENTED BEFORE THE PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE OF 
THE APPROPRIATIONS COM MITTEE OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN SUPPORT OF 
THE REQUEST FOR AN APPROPRIATION TO UNDERTAKE A REVIEW STUDY OF THE 
HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL PROJECT, MARCH 19, 1956 


LIST OF STATEMENTS AS THEY APPEAR 


Hon. Joseph F. Regan, mayor, borough of Edgewater, N. J. 

Mr. Roger H. Gilman, director of port development, the Port of New York 
Authority 

Resolution of the Board of Chosen Freeholders of Bergen County 
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Mr. William L. Seubert, executive vice president, Bergen County Chamber of 
Commerce 

Mr. George Brown, manager, Bethlehem Steel Co. shipbuilding division, Hoboken 
yard 

Mr. William F. Giesen, general manager and counsel, Maritime Association of 
the Port of New York 

Mr. Donald W. Smith, vice president, Seatrain Lines, Ine. 

Mr. W. E. Joseph, Edgewater plant manager, Barrett division, Allied Chemical 
& Dye Corp. 

Mr. Leon Leighton, vice president, New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad 
Co. 

Mr. Ralph Vilas, president, Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 


STATEMENT OF TESTIMONY To BE S$UBMITTED ON BuHALF OF BOROUGH OF EDGEWATER 
AT SILTATION HuvaArRine ON M. RcH 19. 1956 


On July 8, 1955, the officials of the Borough of Edgewater with representatives 
of the Port of New York-New Jersey Authority, Edgewater Industrial Committee, 
Manufacturers Association, New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad, and 
yarious representatives of labor appeared before the Public Works Committee 
of the House of Representatives, in support of a petition to authorize a review 
study of the Hudson River Channel project. The appeal and petition had the 
support and sanction of the Honorable Frank C. Osmers, Congressman, Ninth 
Congressional District, New Jersey. 

On July 29, 1955, the Public Works Committee granted our petition and passed 
the following resolution : 


“RESOLUTION PASSED ON JULY 29, 1955 


“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is 
hereby, requested to review the reports on the Hudson River Channel, contained in 
House Document No. 309, 72d Congress, Ist session, and other pertinent reports, 
with a view to determining what improvements are necessary and feasible to 
lessen shoaling in the pier slips on both sides of the Hudson River and in the 
Federal channel at and in the vicinity of Edgewater, N. J.” 

During the early part of March 1956 the Borough of Edgewater was advised by 
Mr. Roger H. Gilman, port director, New York-New Jersey Port of Authority, 
that the 1956-57 budget did not provide for the necessary funds to permit the 
United States Corps of Engineers to undertake the survey as set forth in the 
resolution passed by the Public Work Committee on July 29, 1955. 

Our purpose today is to appeal to your committee and request that you review 
our petition and make the necessary funds available for this survey in the 
1956-57 budget. 

Attached find statement submitted before the Public Work Committee on 
Julv 8, 1955. 

The borough has approximately 3 miles of riverfront, the downstream two- 
thirds of which is occupied by industrial developments dependent in various 
degrees upon vessel, lighter, and barge traffic. 

The Edgewater industries are served by a federally maintained secondary 
river channel, known as the Weehawken-Edgewater Channel, which lies along 
the New Jersey side of the river. The main river channel favors the New York 
side and for navigation purposes is distinct from the New Jersey Channel, The 
latter is maintained 30 feet deep by 750 feet wide by the Federal Government 
through the Army engineers. 

The riverfront industries maintain connecting channels between the Wee- 
hawken-Fdgewater Channel and their docks or berths. They also maintain 
mooring basins at the docks for accommedation of vessels at wharfside. These 
channels and mooring basins are dredged and maintained at the expense of the 
individual owners. 

The borough states that the rapid rate at which river silt is being deposited 
along its riverfront has impeded and restricted navigation and maintenance 
dredging of the private channels and mooring basins has become a frequently 
recurring expense to the industries. . 

The Rorouch of Fdgewater, Bergen County, N. J., is located on the west shore 
of the Hudson River opposite the portion of New York City that lies between 
4th Street and 164th Street. The portion of Edgewater lying opposite the section 
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of New York City between Y4ath Street and L5oth Street has heavy industry along 
this entire shoreline. 

Some of these industries are finding it increasingly difficult and very expensive 
to operate as they should because of the high dredging costs caused by the rapid 
accumulation of silt, which quickly fills in area dredged. Those that operate 
oceangoing ships have to dredge at least twice a year even though they may 
dock 2 or} ships a week. 

The mud at the low-water line Clearly shows that it has extended quite some 
distance into the river. This became evident shortly after the large quantities 
of dredged materials were dumped into the THludson River under the George 
Washington Bridge during the period from 1942 to 1945 when it could not be 
tuken out to sea. Even though that dumping has stopped for several years 
the low-water shoreline off Edgewater is still extending easterly out into the 
river, showing that the westerly side of the Hudson River is filling in steadily 

Observations from time to time in the heavy industrial area at low water show 
that the existing mudbank seems to include, at the extreme easterly edges, mate 
rials resembling sludge. These extreme edges are continually getting farther 
out into the river, additional materials apparently being deposited there each 
high tide. 

The area of Edgewater opposite the portion of New York City between 135th 
Street and 164th Street does not include any heavy industry as yet and here the 
existing mud line can more readily be seen at low tide. Observations at various 
points from time to time in this area have shown that the edge of the low water 
mud line is stendily getting farther east out into the river, showing that here, too, 
the area is filling up. At one pier that formerly docked excursion steamers 
summer and winter, the slips at each side have filled up so that now at low water 
there is no water showing, only mud. 

To depict further the reasons for its concern, the borough has pointed out that 
silt is deposited at varying rates which appear excessive: that the maintenance 
of private channels and mooring basins exceeds $200,000 per annum: that river 
front industries complain of business lost because they are unable to maintain 
uninterrupted barge and vessel movements and to expand such tratlic either in 
volume and sizes of vessels: and the industrial character of the borough may 
be realized by the fact that the assessed valuation of riverfront industry is over 
87.4 percent of the borough ratables. The borough government realizes that if 
Kdgewater is to prosper and expand, or even to hold what it has, it must remain 
attractive to industries requiring harborside facilities. High channel mainte 
nance costs and handicapped vessel movements could become distinctly detri 
mental. 

The New York riverfront with direct access to the main river channel is not 
used commercially above 72d Street (opposite Weehawken), except for piers 
between 129th and 135th Streets and between 156th and 153d Streets (both oppe 
site Edgewater). The river channel along this frontage is used for through 
transit of vessels and as anchorage for haval vessels. Other vessels may anchor 
with special permission of the harbor supervisor. Only on the New Jersey side 
of the river is there opportunity for waterfront industries. 

Pleasure-craft moorings moved 20 to 30 feet offshore to get enough water at low 
tide. 

Deepwater terminal almost impossible under present conditions. Fills 


ith 
from 1 to2 feet each vear. Barge terminals are costlier. 
At one point over $1,000 yards were dredged after 314 months This repre 
sents depth of 10 feet of silt over dredged area 
National Sugar Co. property has filled in from a depth of over 30 feet to oa 


depth of about 4 or 5 feet at high water. To get depth of 30 feet now would re 
quire approximately 200,000 yards of dredging. This dredging item has already 
turned away one prospective purchaser of a large piece of this waterfront. be 
cause of the cost, between $130,000 and $140,000. This piece of waterfront, about 
1,800 feet, is far less desirable with the filled-in slips and docking space than it 
Was when ships could dock there. Also has a great effect on Edgewater ratables 

Aluminum Company of America, to maintain sufficient depth to supply river 
water for condenser service, and cooling, from 1940 to 1947, dredged each vear. 
total of 77.200 yards at cost of $51,000. Years ago this filling-in conditions did 
not exist as it does now. Cost Ford Motor Co., in 1944-45, $102,924.44 for dredg 
ing. One of the reasons for Ford moving was the very high cost of keeping thei: 
slips open, even for barges. Their export shipments cannot be loaded directly 
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on ships because of the excessive cost of dredging. Ford plant shuts down 
July 15 with resultant effects on Edgewater ratables. 

Another industry that used to have a lot of ships dock at their piers, Archer 
Daniels Midland Co., has closed down and the plant is for sale. The cost of 
dredging, even for barges, had a large influence on the shutdown. It is such 
that it must be done each year under present conditions. This plant is much 
less desirable for a prospective purchaser because of fast filling of slips and 
therefore Edgewater’s ratables are again affected. 

At National Sugar fire on June 1, 1954, the long piers and warehouses were 
destroyed with great loss. The depth of water prevented New York City fire- 
boats from getting close enough to the river side of the fire to operate in their 
most efficient manner. Fire had to be fought mostly from land. Had there been 
sufficient water for this equipment to operate as it should, the fire possibly would 
not have caused so much damage. 


STATEMENT BY RoGer H. GinMAN, Drrecror oF Port DEVELOPMENT, THE PoRT OF 
New YorK AUTHORITY IN SUPPORT OF AN APPROPRIATION FOR A REVIEW StTupy 
OF THE Hupson RIveR CHANNEL PROJECT BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC WORKS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED STATES 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES 


My name is Roger H. Gilman. I am director of port development of the Port 
of New York Authority, 111 Fighth Avenue, New York, N. Y. The Port of 
New York Authority is an agency of the States of New Jersey and New York, 
created by port treaty in 1921 for the development and operation of transporta- 
tion and terminal facilities within the New Jersey-New York Port District and 
for the protection and promotion of commerce moving through the port of New 
York. One of the specific responsibilities assigned to the port authority by the 
two States is the presentation to Federal authorities of the need for improve- 
ment of channels within the port district. The port district comprises the 
portions of northern New Jersey and New York State within a radius of about 
25 miles of the Statue of Liberty. 

In February 1954, Mayor Milton T. Lasher of Edgewater, N. J., requested the 
port authority for advice and assistance on the serious siltation problem that 
was hampering the full use and development of the Edgewater waterfront. 
The port authority thereupon conducted a preliminary study of the condition 
existing along the Edgewater waterfront. Our study showed that abnormal 
shoaling was occurring not only in the Edgewater area but along other sections 
of the Hudson River waterfront as well, necessitating heavy expenditures by 
New Jersey and New York waterfront industries for maintenance dredging 
alongside their pronverties. In some instances, this condition has resulted in the 
abandonment of plans by property owners for a greater use of their waterfront 
facilities. 

Our study plainly indicated that a comprehensive review study of the Hudson 
River Channel project should be undertaken by the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers in order to determine the cause of siltation and shoaling and to 
develop a plan which would alleviate the serious problem existing in certain 
sections on both sides of the Hudson River within the port district. We believe 
that remedial action is essential for the continued welfare and prosperity of the 
waterfront communities on both sides of the Hudson River. 

In view of this situation, the board of commissioners of the Port of New York 
Authority, on August 5, 1954, adopted a resolution authorizing the presentation 
before Congress and the proper Federal agencies of evidence to support the need 
for a comprehensive review study by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

In August 1954, Congressman Frank C. Osmers of the Ninth Congressional 
District in New Jersey, within whose district Edgewater lies, submitted a peti- 
tion to the Public Works Committee, requesting authority for the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers 0 conduct such a review study of the Hudson River 
Channel project. 

A public hearing on the petition was held by the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors of the House Committee on Public Works on July 8, 1955. This sub- 
committee devoted 2 hours to hearing the testimony in support of Congressman 
Osmers’ petition. As a result of this hearing the subcommittee recommended 
and the Committee on Public Works concurred in a resolution that was passed 
on July 29, 1955. This resolution reads as follows: 
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“RESOLUTION PASSED ON JULY 28, 1955 


“Resolved by the Commitice on Public Works of the House of Represcntatives, 
United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is 
hereby, requested to review the reports on the Hudson River Channel, contained 
in House Document No. 309, 72d Congress, Ist session, and other pertinent re 
ports, with a view to determining what improvements are necessary and feasible 
to lessen shoaling in the pier slips on both sides of the Hudson River and in the 
Federal channel at and in the vicinity of Edgewater, New Jersey.” 

I should like to review briefly the testimony presented to the Public Works 
Committee last July in order that you can determine for yourselves the need 
for an appropriation of $200,000 to carry out the Hudson River Channel review 
study. 

While the problem of abnormal siltation in the Hudson River Channel is high 
lighted by the condition existing along the Edgewater waterfront, similar condi 
tions plague many other portions of the waterfront in varying degrees of severity 
Exhibit No. 1 is an outline map of a segment of the Port of New York District. 
I have shown on this map the areas along the Hudson River Channel where 
the data and records which are available show the siltation conditions to be the 
worst. You will observe that the most severe condition exists along the Edge 
water waterfront where the rate of siltation amounted to as much as 17 feet a 
year in 1955, but where the conditions have become even worse since then. Other 
areas of serious siltation include the transatlantic piers in Manhattan where 
the rate amounts to as much as 12 feet a year and the waterfront of northern 
Hokoben, N. J., where the rate of siltation is approximately 8 to 10 feet a year. 
Other government and industrial representatives here today will describe to you 
in more detail the local shoaling conditions which give them such concern. 

In the Edgewater section the average annual cost to private property owners 
of maintaining depths alongside piers and terminals has been estimated at over 
$150,000 a year. A survey conducted last year by the Maritime Association of 
the Port of New York indicates that the cost to the tenants of the transatlantic 
piers on the Manhattan side amounts to some $500,000 a year. These figures 
represent the cost of maintaining only two sections of the Hudson River water- 
front. 

The concern of the port interests with this problem stems from the importance 
of the Hudson River Channel to the New York-New Jersey port. Exhibit No. 2 
illustrates in graphic form the relative importance of this channel to our port. 
This exhibit shows that the volume of foreign import and export general cargo 
tonnage handled at the piers and terminals located on the Hudson River Channe! 
consisted of almost 5 million short tons in the year 1953, which represents 37 
percent of the total foreign import and export general cargo tonnange handled 
in the entire port of New York. Similarly, the number of general cargo water 
front facilities located on both sides of the Hudson River Channel comprise 52 
percent of the total deep draft general cargo berths in the entire port of New 
York. Obviously, port and civic interests are seriously concerned with anything 
that threatens to disrupt or make more costly the conduct of commerce in this 
vital shipping area. 

Exhibit No. 8 which is a recent aerial photograph of the Hudson River area 
shows the intensity of present development of the waterfront along the Hudson 
River Channel. It is essential that the water approaches to such facilities be 
kept open in order to safeguard the investment they represent. 

In its preliminary study, the port authority found no conclusive or satisfactory 
explanation as to why the siltation takes place. The exact hydraulic character 
istics of the Hudson River Channel are unknown since no detailed records have 
been kept nor any studies made of the currents, flow of water, composition of silt, 
etc., in the Hudson River Channel. 

Until a complete review study has been conducted, there will be no answer as 
to what is causing siltation and what can be done to solve the problem of shoaling 
in the Hudson River. Sucha study would necessarily include a thorough analysis 
of the velocity and direction of the Hudson River tidal currents, a determination 
of the source of the shoaling material and the pattern of sedimentation. It is 
also possible that the construction of a model of the channel might be required 
to assist in the study. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers has estimated that a compre- 
hensive review study, including the preparation of a model, would cost about 
$200,000. I respectfully submit that this expenditure is amply justified by the 
large investment by the Federal Government as well as private waterfront prop- 
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erty owners in deeping and maintaining the Hudson River Channel and the 
ship berths at the adjacent waterfront facilities. It is further justified by the 
vital importance of this channel to the welfare and economy of the New York- 
New Jersey port, as well as to the Nation in peace and war. Certainly these 
interests Warrant a comprehensive review study to determine possible means to 
relieve this siltation problem. 


Boarp OF CHOSEN FPREETIOLDERS OF Bergen Country 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the siltation problem in the lower Hudson River and particularly 
along the industrial waterfront of the borough of Edgewater, the only deep water 
port in the county of Bergen, seriously jeopardizes the continued maintenance of 
adequate port facilities in that area, and; 

Whereas Congressman Frank C. Osmers. Jr., has sponsored and prosecuted 
action in the United States House of Representatives in order to seeure a Federal 
survey of the problem; and 

Whereas this action resulted in the Committee of Public Works of the House 
of Representatives requesting on July 29, 1955, that the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors review the reports on the Hudson River Channel contained 
in House Document 309, T2d Congress, Ist session, and other pertinent reports, 
with a view to determining what improvements are necessary and feasible to 
lessen shoaling in the pier slips on both sides of the Hudson River and in the 
Federal channel at and a long the borough of Edgewater, N. J.; and 

Whereas it has been reported that the United States Army Corps of Engi- 
neers estimates this review study will cost approximately $200,000 to complete : 
Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Bergen County Board of Chosen Freeholders join with the 
Port of New York Authority and the borough of Edgewater in respectively 
requesting that the Subcommittee on Public Works of the United States House 
of Representatives Committee on Appropriations include in the Federal appro- 
priations for the fiscal year 1956-57 an amount of $200,000 to enable the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers to carry out the proposed review study of a 
Hudson River Channel: and be it further 

Resolved, That the clerk of this board send certified copies of this resolution 
to Congressman Osmers and to all agencies and officials concerned therewith. 


BERGEN CouNTY CAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
HACKENSACK, N. J., Mareh 14, 1956. 
Mr. Rocrer A. GILMAN, 
Port of New York Authority, New York, N.Y. 

Dear Mr. GinMAN: We are advised by the several industries located in the 
borough of Edgewater, and which are situated on the west bank of the Hudson 
River, that the silt accumulation in the shipping channels and adjacent to the 
bulkheads, has greatly increased shipping costs to the aforementioned industries. 

The purpose of this letter is to advise that we are wholeheartedly in accord 
with the action of the governing body of the borough of Edgewater when they 
resolved to petition the House of Representatives of the Congress of the United 
States to undertake a survey review of the silt accumulation on the west bank 
of the Hudson River. 

In behalf of said industries, we respectfully urge that the Port of New York 
Authority make known to the House Appropriations Committee the desirability 
and necessity of undertaking a survey review of the silt accumulation referred 
to above, at the earliest possible date. 

Very truly vours, 
WILLIAM L. SEUBERT. 


Honoken, N. J., March 14, 1956. 
Mr. Rocer H. GILMAN, 
Director of Port Development, Port of Neiw York Authority, 
New York, N. Y. 
DEAR Mr. GILMAN: In connection with the silting problem along the Hudson 
River, we have experienced excessive shoaling at this location and are required 
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to dredge at least annually in order to maintain adequate drafts for both our 
own and Government-owned drydocks, and for ships of our customers. We have 
heaviest silting on the north side of the yard and at this location the silting rate 
averages 10 feet per year, 

The inconvenience and the expense of the required dredging is extremel) 
burdensome on our operations, and over the past few years the cost has been 
in excess of $100,000 annually. 

To us this matter is one of grave concern, and we have in the past been work 
ing With the maritime association toward an effective solution to this problem 
to no avail. During the present year we have been experimenting with a device 
at the Hoboken yard in an effort to alleviate the siltation, but to date have had 
only moderate success. We are very much interested in finding relief from 
excessive silting, and are whole heartedly in support of recommending that the 
United States Department of Public Works authorize the necessary surveys 
toward this goal. 

Very truly yours, 
BETHLEHEM STEEL Co., 
SHIPBUILDING DIVISION, 
HOBOKEN YARD, 
GEORGE BROWN, 
Manager 


Marcu 16, 1956 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, House Committce on Appropriations, 
Public Works Subcommittee, Washington, D. C.: 

Re appropriation for study of siltation problem at New York. On behalf of 
maritime interests at the port of New York we respectfully and urgently request 
your honorable committee to appropriate $200,000. For a review study of Hud 
son River Channel project in connection with siltation problem. As a result 
of tremendous annual costs to shipping interests at port of New York occasioned 
by silt, a review study was authorized by House Public Works Committee last 
July 29. Local Army engineers advise that a fund of $200,000 is required to 
carry out this review study. 

WILLIAM F. GIrESEN, 
General Manager and Counsel, 
The Maritime Association of the Port of New York, 
New York, N. Y. 


I. INTRODUCTION 


My name is Donald W. Smith. I am vice president of Seatrain Lines, Ine., a 
steamship company owning a ship terminal at Edgewater, N. J., and I am appear- 
ing today in behalf of the Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 

This association, as the name signifies, consists of most of the companies 
having plant facilities in Edgewater, N. J., but, what is not so evident, these 
companies are, almost without exception, owners of water front property An 
examination of a map of Edgewater will disclose that this community consists 
of a narrow strip of land approximately 3 miles long and less than a third of a 
mile wide, bounded on the east by the Hudson River and on the west by a steep 
cliff. The confines of this narrow strip are such that a large portion of the indus 
trial property in this borough fronts on the Hudson River. 

Geographically, Edgewater lies about 8 miles north of the Lincoln Tunnel 
and about 1 mile south of the George Washington Bridge. It is served by tracks 
of the New York Central Railroad’s West Shore division and by the New York, 
Susquehanna & Western Railroad. 

Over a period of many years the natural advantages of Edgewater: it’s close 
ness to the heart of the metropolitan area combined with its freedom from metro 
politan traffic congestion, its fine rail facilities, and its strategie waterfront loca 
tion, have attracted some of the top industries of our country to locate plants 
on this narrow strip of land. The roster of these companies includes National 
Sugar Refining Co.. Aluminum Company of America, Archer-Daniels Midland, 
Hills Brothers Coffee, Ford Motor Co., General Chemical Co., the Barrett divi- 
sion of Allied Chemical & Dye, Lever Bros. and Spencer Kellogg & Sons. It is 
doubtful if any other community of similar geographical proportions can boast 
such an impressive array of the cream of American industry. 
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Here in a borough with a population of 4,024 (1950 census) waterfront indus- 
try alone accounts for a total employment roll of 6,000 men and women and sup- 
ports an annual payroll in excess of $26 million, while waterfront industry alone 
pays over 90 percent of all the taxes collected in the borough. 

But what is happening to this once thriving industrial community? The 
National Sugar Refinery has been sold, the buildings demolished, and the present 
owners are trying to find a purchaser. Archer-Daniels Midland is closing out 
its Edgewater operations and is seeking a buyer for its land and facilities. The 
Ford Motor Co.’s great assembly line has been closed down, and that vast plant 
too will go on the market. The huge United States Navy medical supply depot 
has been shut down, with another piece of waterfront property soon to be thrown 
on the market. 

Ordinarily it would be expected that such property would be snatched up at 
once by other industries eager to find such beautifully situated waterfront loca- 
tions, but this is not the case. And the closing of these plants results in the 
remaining industries having to carry even a heavier share of the burden of sup- 
porting the community. 

Il. THE PROBLEM 


There is, in our opinion, one paramount factor which has effectively destroyed 
the value of this once extremely desirable land. That is the intolerable problem 
of maintaining usable depths of water along the piers and bulkheads of the river- 
front. Siltation along the New Jersey shore north of Weehawken (3 miles to 
the south) has always been somewhat heavier than in many other parts of the 
port of New York, but two conditions have arisen which have made the cost of 
removing silt deposits economically unsound for the full and proper use of the 
waterfront. 

First, the development within the last few years of ships of much deeper draft 
than was previously customary has required the dredging of deeper slips and 
channels. Whereas a few years ago 25 feet was considered deep for a vessel's 
draft, today drafts of 30 feet and up are common. 

Second, and much more important, is the condition which has developed since 
World War II, wherein siltation has increased enormously for reasons which, 
we believe, are attributable directly to certain war emergency measures which 
were taken between 1942 and 1945. In New York Harbor, regulations of the 
United States Corps of Engineers require that all mud, silt, and sand removed 
from docks, slips, and channels be either deposited ashore in such a way that 
they cannot slip back into the harbor, or carried out several miles to sea and 
dumped. The former method, while much cheaper, has rather limited applica- 
tion, principally because there are few locations where such dredging spoils can 
be conveniently deposited. Hence the second method is almost universally 
employed. This requires that pierowners or lessees must employ dredging com- 
panies to scoop up the mud, deposit it into special dump scows, tow it a distance 
(from Edgewater) of at least 25 miles, dump it, and then return the scows for the 
next load. This procedure is extremely costly, and when circumstances require 
that the operation be repeated as often as 2 and 38 times per annum, the expense 
becomes staggering. 

The reason which we advance for the increase in siltation since World War II 
is, we believe, both elementary and sound. As a result of the submarine menace 
commencing early in 1942, the War Department permitted dredging spoils to be 
dumped in the Hudson River, along the easterly shore at a point just north of the 
George Washington Bridge. During the next 3 years a grand total of over 20 
million cubic yards of material were so deposited in this location. Attached to 
this statement will be found a reproduction of the United States Coast and Geo- 
detie Survey chart’ of this portion of the river on which I have designated (A) 
the dumping area. An inspection of a similar chart prepared in 1939 shows that 
just north of the bridge there was then a channel depth of 135 feet of water, 
whereas today, as a result of the wartime dumping, this has been reduced by 
more than half. Furthermore, a huge underwater mound or promontory has 
been created in this location. 

A study of the enclosed chart will show that on the east bank just at the bridge 
the land forms a small but distinct point known as Fort Washington Point, pro- 
jecting into the river just below the dumping ground. It is this point of land 
which diverts the ebbtide current flow toward the west and causes the silt, which 


1Not printed. 
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is ulways present in the stream as it descends, to be directed against the New 
Jersey shore. I have indicated this directional flow by arrows on the chart. 

The dumping of this huge volume of silt, mud, and sand just above Fort Wash- 
ington Point has had a twofold effect. First, it has created a channel only one- 
half as deep as previously. When a given volume of water has to make its way 
through a channel only one-half as big as before, the result is an increase in veloc- 
ity. This leads to and aggravates the second effect. The higher velocity of the 
current flowing through this smaller channel naturally picks up and carries with 
it a much greater volume of silt, and the huge manmade mountain of material is 
thus gradually being eaten away by the ebbtide currents. As this current, super- 
charged with silt impinges on the Edgewater shore, the results are obvious—and 
catastrophic for the owners of waterfront property. It is this, we earnestly 
submit, which has caused today’s siltation problem at Edgewater. 


Ill. THE EFFECT 


Let us examine what effect this is having on industry, property values, and the 
community. 

1. The old National Sugar Refining property has become a drug on the market. 
The present owner has been unable to interest any buyer, because the waterfront 
no longer has any value in view of the maintenance problem. 

2. Archer-Daniels Midland has closed down its Edgewater plant, and, though 
its property has been on the market for months, there have been no takers. 

3. The Ford Motor Co. has closed down its huge Edgewater assembly line. 
The company originally located its plant at Edgewater with the intention of 
receiving from and delivering to deep-sea vessels at its own piers. The increase 
in the siltation caused that company to abandon its practice of handling to and 
from steamers at its own piers, and has doubtless been a factor in the decision 
to abandon its Edgewater location. They found that the rate of siltation 
increased by 30 percent between 1940 and 1944 and by the end of the war it 
had become so heavy that they discontinued all attempts to maintain deep berths. 

4. The United States Navy Medical Supply Depot has been closed and declared 
surplus for Navy needs. It is now in the hands of the Real Estate Division of 
the Department of Yards and Docks, and we predict that the lack of interest 
in this waterfront location will result in a heavy loss to the Government in 
trying to dispose of it. 

5. The Barret division and the General Chemical Co., both subsidiaries of 
Allied Chemical & Dye, have found that they can no longer bring deep-sea vessels 
to their piers with the raw materials they need. Instead, everything must be 
handled down the harbor into shallow-draft lighters which can then be brought 
into their Edgewater berths. The cost of this multiple handling is very 
burdensome. 

6. The Edgewater Oil Terminal finds that it can no longer afford to maintain 
depths of water suflicient to accommodate tankers at full draft, but must trans- 
ship part of their tanker cargos to barges down the bay before they can dock 
at their Edgewater terminal. Each such operation represents an expense of 
$1,200. On the basis of 100 tankers per annum, this amounts to $120,000 per 
year alone in addition to the cost of dredging. 

7. Seatrain Lines, Inc., the company which I represent, has found to its dismay 
that the new pier which it built at Edgewater at a cost of over $2 million after 
World War II, requires approximately 8 times as much dredging for bare 
maintenance purposes as did its prewar pier at Hoboken, N. J., only 5 miles down 
river. Instead of dredging at the rate of 15,000 cubie yards per year, Seatrain 
now must dredge at the rate of 120,000 cubie yards per year. The cost of this 
one item of terminal maintenance alone is enough to pay the rent on an equivalent 
pier in another location in the harbor where there is no dredging problem. 

8. The New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad Co., which serves all 
the industries in Edgewater, itself owns a substantial parcel of waterfront prop- 
erty for which it can neither find a purchaser nor a lessee. Furthermore, this 
railroad depends heavily on traffic originating or terminating with industries 
in Edgewater. The loss of any industry, without the substitution of another 
in its place, has had, and will have, a most serious effect on this vital trans- 
portation facility. 

Even with the restricted use of their facilities it has been necessary for water- 
front industries in Edgewater to spend an average of $150,000 per year just to 
keep abreast of the increasing influx of silt deposits, and this sum would be 
multiplied severalfold if each facility were to be kept dredged out to accommo- 
date the type of traffic for which it was originally designed. 
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IV. THE SOLUTION 


There are, in our opinion, several alternative methods of giving relief to this 
intolerable situation. However, before setting forth a suggestion that public 
funds be used for this purpose, IT wish to emphasize that, in our considered 
judgment, the problem that we face today has, in great measure. resulted from 
actions taken by our Federal Government as emergency measures during World 
War II. We feel that since the huge volume of silt was deposited north of the 
George Washington Bridge by reason of the public interest, it is only fair to 
ask that our Federal Government at least restore the conditions that prevailed 
prewar, or make some provisions that would tend to equalize siltation problems 
with those prevailing throughout the rest of the harbor. 

There are several ways in which this could be done. 

First: A direct subsidy to waterfront property owners. We do not advocate 
such a solution. Tt is open to abuse and criticism and would be difficult to appor- 
tion equitably among the various interested parties. 

Second: Have the United States Corps of Engineers undertake to do the 
dredging of the private berths. This, we feel, is subject to the same dangers and 
problems as the direct subsidy method. 

Third: Remove the entire mountain of silt which was dumped north of the 
George Washington Bridge in order to restore the width and depth of the channel 
to its former dimensions. We feel that the cost of this method would be out 
of all proportions to the cost of any of the other possible solutions. We have no 
exact data as to the cost to the Government of the operation of one of the Corps 
of Engineers dredges, but even using a highly conservative figure of 40 cents 
per cubic yard (the rate paid by private industry is now 72 cents per cubic 
vard) it can be seen that the cost of removing 15 to 20 million yards of material 
would run from 6 to 8 million dollars. 

Fourth: Permit property owners to keep their slips and berths clear by de- 
positing the silt into the river on the ebb tide. When necessary to maintain 
proper channel depths, the Corps of Engineers could then remove the material 
to sea in one of their hopper dredges. There is nothing novel about this plan. 
It is being used regularly in other ports of the United States. From my per- 
sonal knowledge T can point to Savannah, Ga., and New Orleans, La. At Savannah 
the pier owner deposits silt into the Savannah River on the ebb tide, and the Corps 
of Engineers, which has a dredge assigned full time to that port, undertakes to 
keep the main channel clear. At New Orleans, berths are cleared by pumping 
silt into the center of the Mississippi River. This method permits the use of 
hydraulic suction dredges, which are far less expensive than the slow and cum- 
bersome dipper dredge. The cost of maintaining and towing dumpscows is 
eliminated, and the cost per cubic vard is reduced to manageable proportions. 
In my opinion the Edgewater waterfront could be dredged hydraulically for not 
more than 15 cents per cubie yard as contrasted to the 72 cents per vard that 
is currently being quoted, provided the spoils could be deposited through pipe- 
lines into the main channel. 

It is this fourth method that we urged before the Committee on Public Works 
of the House of Representatives, as being a fair and sensible solution to the prob. 
lem, and one which would we believe, result in the lowest combined cost to in- 
dustry and Government. We believe that the cost to Government of removing 
silt so deposited in the channel would be substantially less than 80,000 ner 
annum—a low price indeed when compared to a cost of 6 to 8 million dollars 
to remove the silt from the wartime dumping ground. 

Fifth: We urge that funds be appropriated to provide for a careful review 
survey bv the Corps of Engineers, including the construction of a snitable 
model, with a view to determining what means, if any, could be adopted to pro- 
vide a permanent solution to the problem. Changes in channel loestion, con- 
struction of wing-walls or jetties, breakwaters or bulkheads, which might divert 
the stream of silt to a location where it would be less damaging—all these should 
come under investigation in such a review survey. Col. J. U. Allen of the Corps 
of Eneineers estimated in December of 1954 that such a study would cost about 
$200.000 but in view of limited appropriations, he was unable to recommend 
that it be undertaken. We believe it is a cheap price to pay for an opportunity 
to come to grips with the problem in an intelligent manner with a view to a 
long-range solution to the eventual benefit of all. 

After hearings held on July 8, 1955, before the Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors of the House Committe on Public Works, that committee, by resolution 
passed on July 29, 1955, approved the fifth recommendation set forth above and 
requested the Corps of Engineers to undertake such a study. It is to implement 
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this recommendation that we appear before you today and respectfully urge that 
the sum of $200,000 be appropriated and allocated to this end. 


STATEMENT BY W. BE. JOSEPI 


Congressman Cannon and members of the Subcommittee on Public Works of 
the House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations, | speak in several 
capacities: (1) L speak as chairman of the Edgewater Industrial Committee 
a group of citizens and business leaders serving voluntarily at the request of 
the Edgewater Borough mayor and council, (2) as Edgewater plant manager, 
Barrett division, Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., for both the Barrett division 
and General Chemical division of Allied Chemical. 

Allied Chemical has deep roots in Edgewater. On my office wall hang several 
pencil sketches and pictures of times gone by. One of them is a photo of the 
Barrett Co. employees in 1901.) The other two are drawings made, we believe, in 
the 1870’s. General Chemical came to Edgewater shortly after. 

The drawings point out the importance of the Hudson waterfront to our 
company—the dock and loaded boats are in the very center. 

At present almost 100 percent of General's raw materials and about 60 percent 
of Barrett’s raw materials arrive by water. About SO percent of General’s ship 
ments and about 40 percent of Barrett's are made by water. 

As far as records and memory go, Allied has dredged at Edgewater to main 
tain its dock facilities usable. 

However, the physical amount removed has increased greatly during the last 
13 years to the point where oceangoing vessels have stopped mooring here. In 
1951 we decided the dredging cost was so prohibitive that we now only skim the 
surface needed to bring in barges and lighters. Steamers dock in Weehawken and 
adjacent ports, transfer their loads to barges for transhipment to Edgewater 
The cost of this transfer I roughly estimaie at about four times the receiving 
cost direct ; but dredging for barges is becoming even more burdensome. Dredge 
now and 6 months later you are again in trouble. Moorings are now closely made 
to fit in with the tides. Only hist week T saw a flock of gulls on the large island 
of muck some several hundred feet offshore: 

I am not going to burden you with statistics: others will give you ample; 
but, gentlemen, increased freight costs are making it diflicult to compete fairly 
with other concerns, let alone with our other more favorably situated plants 
Along with other factors, the time may come when we will restrict operations in 
Mdgewater—a loss to our employees, our borough, and our company alike. The 
shutdown of a plant brings me to the major problem faced by the Edgewater 
Industrial Committee. Our group has just decided that the siltation of the 
Hudson River is our No. 1 priority Edgewater problem. Edgewater now 
has, or shortly will have, nine major industrial sites vacant. 

The removal of the Ford Motor Co. to Mahwah is the latest in the series. 

Removals and shutdowns are not too bad in themselves unless we cannot 
replace them promptly. Gentlemen, we are not; and the borough's prosperity 
and welfare are thereby seriously threatened. Industry already pays 90 percent 
of the borough’s taxes. 

In nearly all cases the expensive dredging item is nipping in the bud many 
otherwise legitimate inquiries about Edgewater properties. 

Where does the Federal Government come into the picture? Why are we 
appealing to you for help? 

Industry is not shirking its share of the Hudson River dredging costs. Rather, 
we believe the Iederal Government is largely responsible for the increased 
cubieal content of silt in the Hudson. During 1942-45 dredge scows from the 
entire lower Hudson River were ordered, because of the submarine hazard, to 
deposit 20 million cubic vards of silt at a spot on the east bank of the Hudson 
just north of the George Washington Bridge. 

We believe the effect of this deposition was to alter the direction and speed 
of the river currents. Net result: Rapid and large deposits of silt on the west 
bank of the Hudson in the Edgewater area. 

We understand the depth of the river at the point of deposit in 1945 was 
reduced from 135 to 50 feet 

Others have a proposal for your help. We joint that request : 

A prompt and thorough survey to accurately gauge the problem and _ its 
causes. 
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Thus, Congressmen, I want to make an honest, earnest, and frank appeal for 
your support—on behalf of my State, my county, my district, my borough, my 
company and my own plant—for myself and the men and women who work 
with me. 

Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF THE EDGEWATER INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE 


My name is William EF. Joseph. I am Edgewater plant manager of the Barrett 
division of Ailied Chemical & Dye Corp., and am chairman of the Edgewater 
Industrial Committee, a group of citizens appointed by the mayor of the borough 
of Edgewater for the purpose of attracting new industries to Edgewater. 

At the present time there are seven industrial sites in Edgewater which are 
available and suitable for industrial development. These properties, together 
with their 1955 assessed values, are listed below. 


a I a i oa et Reece $3, 878, 214 
IPT an RR RR tenis ren he aaeeES 1, 472, 144 
Spa ann OARS RN i St a ns eacevemnmnnaebrtan Cama , 246, 390 
oe es Ue ee a ee rs oe ae oe ee ere 63, 370 
ENO ne ah teins aimee ona se 194, 665 
SGacuehanns Malton —CORl Piel. - onsen ncn inne tenee (*) 

Oe ce eR I A a a a ee ee naa tall 549, 655 


1Included in Susquehanna Railroad assessment shown on exhibit A to statement of 
Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 

The Edgewater Industrial Committee is engaging in an intensive campaign 
to attract new industry to these sites. From my experience as plant manager 
of the Barrett division and from my conversations with persons interested in 
Edgewater industries, I can positively state that the presence of navigable deep- 
water facilities is a great drawing card for new industry. Conversely, the 
existence of this siltation problem at Edgewater exerts a blighting effect upon 
the ability to attract new industry to the area. 


STATEMENT OF THE NEw YorkK, SUSQUEHANNA & WESTERN RAILROAD 


My name is Leon Leighton. I am vice-president of the New York, Susquehanna 
& Western Railroad Co. (hereinafter called Susquehanna), and am appearing 
today in its behalf. 

Susquehanna’s interest in this problem arises from the fact that it is abso- 
lutely dependent for its continued existence and solvency upon the substantial 
traffic which it derives from the industries located at Edgewater, whose business 
has been adversely affected by this siltation. If there should be any appre- 
ciable diminution in the volume of business received by Susquehanna from 
Eilgewater, the railroad would again be forced into reorganization under para- 
graph 77 of the Bankruptcy Act, having emerged therefrom only 3 years ago 
after a proceeding lasting for 16 years. 

Susquehanna therefore respectfully urges the committee to authorize an ap- 
propriation of approximately $200,000 for the purpose of making a complete 
study of this siltation problem and the most effective method of remedying it. 

A. Susquehanna filed a petition for reorganization on June 1, 1937, and emerged 
from reorganization on May 25, 1953. 

The recapitalization was a drastic one. The only ones who escaped unscathed 
were the holders of terminal 5 percent bonds aggregating $2 million in principal 
amount. The preferred stock and the common stock, in the aggregate par value 
of $26 million, were completely wiped out. Holders of Midland first mortgage 
5 percent bonds, having claims aggregating $4.7 million, received 38 percent of 
their claim in new fixed interest bonds and 62 percent in new income bonds. 
Holders of first and refunding mortgage 5 percent bonds, having an aggregate 
claim of $5.1 million, received 24 percent of their claim in new fixed interest 
bonds, 22 percent in new income bonds, and 54 percent in new preferred stock. 
Holders of second mortgage 41% percent bonds and of general mortgage 5 percent 
bonds, having aggregate claims of $4 million, received 20 percent of their claims 
in new preferred stock and the balance in new common stock. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission estimated that the net income avail- 
able for interest and other corporate purposes would be between $600,000 and 
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$700,000. On the basis of such estimate, the reorganization plan provided for 
the following charges: 


ys ko ee PE Pe ee ee ee ee $209, 62: 
Additions and betterments and sinking fund___-------_---._--_______ 82, 000 
CORLUEIOIAE BENTTOIG GT: SIRGOTIIO TNs cccensice iene einem inicio eine 180, 000 


PGR Ce rr isda Shiri vinci ttnctcnmiienieminemis aa a 150, 000 


Total fixed and contingent interest and preferred dividend 
Ce eres Mee eee Ree ee ee eee tae ae ee 621, 623 


The actual earnings available for these charges were: 


pO ES Se eee a eee eS eae ee SS eae eee ae ae ee eee $678, 335 
a a ... 638, 953 
is BN castatas 529, 619 
| IS RG aE a Rie oh ete tine ne a8 es 319, 109 


It will thus be seen that in the last year, Susquehanna has earned only a 
fraction of the interest on the income bonds; that in 1953 and 1954 it earned 
only about one-third of the dividends on the preferred stock; and that at no 
time except 1952 earned any dividends on the common stock, both the preferred 
and the common stock having been issued in exchange for the claims of old 
bondholders. The decline in earnings in 1955 was attributable almost entirely 
to the removal of the Ford plant from Edgewater, which was Susquehanna’'s 
largest single customer. Unless this Ford plant is occupied soon, Susquehanna 
will continue unable to earn interest on its income bonds. 

The total freight revenues of Susquehanna were $4.9 million in 1955 and $5.1 
million in 1954. In both years 51 percent of the foregoing total was represented 
by traffic originating from industries located in Edgewater and moving to con- 
nections, or received from connections and delivered to industries at Edgewater. 
The adverse effect of the siltation will undoubtedly substantially reduce this 
traffic. It needs no mathematical demonstration to show that a loss of any 
substantial amount of this traffic would make Susquehanna’s financial condition 
even more precarious, and would seriously impair its ability to perform its 
obligation as a common carrier to the many communities in northern New 
Jersey which it presently serves. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LEON LEIGHTON, Vice Pesident. 





STATEMENT OF THE EDGEWATER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


My name is Ralph Vilas. I am vice president and general manager of Hill 
Bros. Coffee Co., and am president of the Edgewater Manufacturers Association. 

The Edgewater Manufacturers Association consists of the plant managers of 
the following industries located at Edgewater: Aluminum Company of America, 
Barrett division of Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., Edgewater Oil Terminals, Gen- 
eral Chemical division of Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., Hills Bros. Coffee Co., 
Lever Lros., Spencer Kellogg & Sons, Seatrain Lines, and New York, Susquehanna 
& Western Railroad. At a meeting of the assuciation held on Mareh 15, which 
was attended by all of the foregoing,’ it was unanimously resolved that this 
petition be presented to your committee on behalf of those industries. 

The Port of New York Authority and other technical witnesses will demon- 
strate to the committee why the injury to the harbor facilities caused by this 
siltation may induce industries presently located there to move therefrom, and 
act as a strong deterrent to the inmigration of new industries. 

The following brief résumé will be sufficient for this presentation: 

Seatrain Lines is absolutely dependent upon harbor facilities for its coastwise 
transportation operation. Seatrain originally located at Edgewater because of 
the advantageous harbor facilities, and has indicated plans for substantial 
expansion if those facilities can be maintained at the proper standard. 

As far as industry is concerned, the area has no advantages for a plant location 
other than the harbor facilities; in fact, it has serious disadvantages which can 
be outweighed only by proper harbor facilities. 

The area is less than one-third of a mile wide, its western boundary being 
the steep cliff of the Palisades. This makes parking facilities practically un 


1The manager of Spencer Kellogg was not present at the meeting, but has authorized his 
name to be added. 
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available, that being one of the reasons why Ford has moved away. The irony 
of the situation is shown by the fact that Aluminum Co. has recently purchased 
a strip of waterfront property in order to provide parking for its employees, which 
is an indication of both the great need for parking facilities and of the unsuit- 
ability of the harbor for the primary purpose for which it was intended. 

Ford used to have harbor facilities adequate for the use of oceangoing vessels. 
Their method of operations has changed in recent years so that they were able to 
handle their export business by lighterage down the Hudson River to oceangoing 
piers. It may well be that another automobile or mass production company 
would find the Ford plant utilizable only if its former availability for ocean- 
going vessels were restored. 

The United States Naval Medical Depot adjoins the Ford plant on the south. 
This plant also had suitable harbor facilities when it was previously owned by 
Corn Products Refining Co., which facilities have been seriously impaired by the 
siltation. The United States Navy has now offered the plant for sale. Its 
desirability to industry would be substantially enhanced if proper deepwater 
facilities were assured. It may well be that the increased price thus obtainable 
for this piece of property owned by the Government would more than offset the 
cost of remedying the entire situation in the Borough of Edgewater. The prop- 
erty has been assessed at $1,472,144. The Bergen County Board of Equalization 
has recently found an equalization rate for Edgewater of 46 percent. 

sarrett Co. and General Chemical Co. presently require deepwater facilities 
for the importation of their raw materials. They have been located at this 
point for nearly a century. The other industries do not presently require deep- 
water facilities. But no one can foresee whether changes in world economic 
conditions may make it necessary for them to have such facilities in the future. 

Because of the unique fiscal situation in Edgewater, the removal of one indus- 
try is likely to have a blighting effect on the other industries there. As each 
industry moves out, a disproportionate tax burden is cast upon the remaining 
industries, which makes the area much less desirable as an industrial location. 

The unique fiscal situation in Edgewater arises from the fact that 85 percent 
of the total assessments are accounted for by the industries served by the Susque- 
hanna, and an additional 4.5 percent by Susquehanna’s own assessment, the total 
accounting for 89.5 percent of the assessments. Annexed hereto, marked “Ex- 
hibit A,” is a detailed statement of these assessments and of the taxes paid by 
each industry. 

It is true that if an industry moves away, the assessment for land and bnild- 
ings is not necessarily reduced, though the assessment for the personalty inside 
the building is. But if the building remains untenanted and is allowed to fall 
into a state of disrepair and dilapidation, it may result in a substantial reduc- 
tion in the assessment of the building. This has already happened in the case 
of the National Sugar Refining property at the northern end of Edgewater, and 
is likely to happen to the Archer-Daniels-Midland property which has been 
vacated by that company, if it is not soon tenanted by another industry. Such 
reduction in assessment increases the burden cast upon the remaining industries. 

This reduction in ratables is of concern not only to the industries and trans- 
portation companies there, but to the Mdgewater municipality. Edgewater sup- 
ports an excellent system of public schools, and has other municipal services 
which rank among the best in Bergen County. If the ratables of the industries 
decrease, the municipality will be unable to perform the same quality of services. 
The imnortance of these industries’ taxes to Edgewater is graphically shown 
on exhibit B hereto, which is a comparison of the 1954 per capita assessment 
in Kdgewater and in the other municipalities in Bergen County having assess- 
ments of $15 million or more. It will be seen that the per capita assessment 
in Edgewater is $6,003. The next highest per capita assessment is $3,508 in 
Paramus, which is also largely developed for commercial purposes. The per 
capita assessments in the other municipalities range from a high of $2,366 in 
Ridgewood to a low of $871 in Lyndhurst, the median being $1,501 in Fair Lawn. 

In addition to this blighting effect on Edgewater itself, the removal of these 
industries will have a serious effect on all of the surrounding communities. The 
industries set forth on exhibit A presently employ upward of 6,000 people, many 
of them living in communities throughout northern New Jersey, with an annual 
payroll of $26 million. In the case of the Ford Motor plant which has moved 
to Mahwah, substantially all of the persons presently employed could continue 
their employment at Mahwah because the distance is only 26 miles. But if 
one ef the industries should suspend operation completely or should move to a 
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vreat distance, that would result in disemployment of a large number of people 
who reside in neighboring Communities. 
Respectfully submitted. 
EDGEWATER MANUFACTURERS’ ASSOCIATION 
By Raupn A. Vitas, President. 


Exuipir A 


Total assessments and taxces paid by Edgewater industries 


Assessments $23, (24, Glo 
Rate percent 4. {4 
Tares 
County $214, 93 
School 219, 454 
Municipal ; 737, 545 
‘Total 1,171, $53 
Industry Assessment ren a ee axes paid 
Aluminum Co $3, 255, 804 13. 72 $160, S41 
Archer-Daniels-M idland 1, 266, 390 5. 33 62. 560 
The Barrett Co 711, 390 3.00 » 143 
Edgewater Oil Co 351, 462 1. 48 17, 362 
Ford Motor Co 3, 882, 234 16. 36 191. 78% 
Naval Medical Depot 1, 472, 144 6. 20 Exempt 
dieneral Chemical Co 1, 416, 732 5. 97 69. ORG 
Hills Bros 1, 359, 677 5.74 67, 168 
Lever Bros 4.511, 820 19. 02 999" 394 
Seatrain Lines 5YS, 381 2 52 my Sti) 
Spencer Kellogg & Sons 1, 373, 365 5.79 67.844 
Total 20, 199, 489 85.13 925, 131 
Susquehanna RR 1, 136, 281 4. 50 


ExHiBit B 


Assessed valuation per capita of municipalities in Bergen County having assessments 
in excess of $15 million 


Assess- A Sse 
. s Assess- Popu- ment ae A ssess- Popu- ment 
Municipality Inent lation per Municipality ment ietlen per 
Capita capita 
Edgewater $23, 724, 625 3, 952 $6, 003 Glen Rock $15, 429, 696 7,145 | $2,159 
Bergenfield 21, O98, 334 | 17, 647 1, 195 Hackensack 53, 007, 436 | 20, 219 1,814 
Cliffside Park 15, 393,820 | 17,116 SOY Lyndhurst 17, 403, 046 | 19, 980 | 871 
Kast Paterson 18, 003, 234 | 15, 386 1,170 || Paramus 21, 991, 615 6,268 | 3, 508 
Englewood 43, 382,745 | 23, 145 1,874 Ridgewood $1, 368, 304 17, 481 2, 366 
Fair Lawn 37, 297, 176 | 23, 885 1, 561 Rutherford 22,594,180 | 17,411 } 1, 297 
Fort Lee 20, 253, 046 | 11, 648 1, 738 ‘Teaneck 46, 790, 193 | 33,772 1, 3a! 
Garfield 28, 203, 834 | 27, 550 1, 024 Tenafly 19, 985, 580 9, G51 | 2, 070 


Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, due to the shortness of time, I would 
just like to note in the record, though they will not testify, that two 
members of the governing body of the borough of Edgewater, Coun 
cilman John Nash and Councilman William U. Doyle, are in support 
of this proposal. 

I wonder if Commissioner McLean would make a statement on this 
subject. 

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH E. M'LEAN 


Mr. McLean. Gentlemen, it is my privilege a second time to testify. 
[am Joseph Kk. McLean, New Jersey commissioner of conservation 
and economic development. 
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As I have indicated earlier, our department is charged with the 
promotion of the utilization of natural resources and strengthening 
the base of the State’s economy. 

For some time we have been very much disturbed over the amount 
of shoaling in the Hudson River because of the possible adverse effects 
on the stability of the economy in areas of North Jersey. We there- 
fore welcomed the action of the House Public Works Committee in 
authorizing a comprehensive review study of the siltation problem 
by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

As far as New Jersey is concerned, the problem is most acute at 
Edgewater, which lies on the west shore of the Hudson between the 
George Washington Bridge and Lincoln Tunnel. The city is served 
by a secondary channel of the river maintained by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Siltation has been a recurring phenomenon since 1945 and has been 
occurring at a rate as high as 17 feet a year. It is reported that the 
Corps of Engineers has spent approximately $200,009 annually dur- 
ing the past 6 or 7 years in an effort to maintain the channel at a 
depth of 30 feet. 

In addition, the industries of Edgewater have been spending more 
than $150,000 annually in dredging and maintaining the arteries 
linking their docks with the river channel. 

This is a severe financial strain, and it is little wonder that we 
hear that some firms have abandoned plans for bringing in new 
cargoes and deep-draft vessels because of the expense. The dangers 
which this condition poses for the community as well as tts industries 
are obvious and have been and will be discussed by other witnesses. 

Although the problem is most critical at Edgewater, it exists at 
other points in New Jersey, such as Weehawken and North Hoboken. 
The rate of siltation at North Hoboken, for example, is 12 feet a 
year. 

It is a source of great concern to me that we have really not pin- 
pointed the cause of this. Iam told that much more precise knowledge 
of certain characteristics of the Hudson River is necessary before 
we can get the answer. It, therefore, seems to me only realistic that 
we should proceed as rapidly as possible with the effort to identify 
the source of this problem and to formulate a plan for controlling it. 

Countless numbers of men and women residing in the communities 
on the Hudson waterfront are dependent for their livelihood on the 
unhampered flow of commerce through the river channels. Private 
industries have made heavy outlays of capital in the area and could 
be seriously damaged by the failure to control siltation. 

The Federal Government has invested much in improvements for 
the New York-New Jersey Port, and is spending large sums to main- 
tain the improvements. 

For all these reasons, I strongly urge the committee to approve the 
funds for the Hudson River siltation study in order that it can be 
conducted before conditions become more serious. 

Mr. Fooarty. Thank you. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, there are two more people who would 
like to be heard briefly. 

First, I would like to ask Mr. William E. Joseph, plant manager of 
the Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., if he would make a statement. 

Mr. Focarry. Give your name and title to the reporter, Mr. Joseph. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. JOSEPH 


Mr. Josepn. William E. Joseph, plant manager, Barrett division, 
Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., and chairman of the Edgewater Indus- 
trial Committee. 

Congressman Cannon and members of the Subcommittee on Public 
Works of the House of Representatives, Committee on Appropria- 
tions, I speak in several capacities : 

(1) I speak as chairman of the Edgewater Industrial Committee, 
a group of citizens and business leaders serving voluntarily at the 
request of the Edgewater Borough Mayor and Council; (2) as Edge- 
water plant manager, Barrett division, Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., 
for both the Barrett division and general chemical division of Allied 
Chemical. 

Allied Chemical has deep roots in Edgewater. On my oflice wall 
hang several pencil sketches and pictures of times gone by. One of 
them is a photo of the Barrett Co. employees in 1901. The other two 
are drawings made, we believe, in the 1870’s. General Chemical came 
to Edgewater shortly after. 

The drawings point out the importance of the Hudson waterfront 
to our company. The dock and loaded boats are in the very center. 

At present, almost 100 percent of General’s raw materials and about 
60 percent of Barrett’s raw materials arrive by water. About 80 
percent of General’s shipments and about 40 percent of Barrett’s are 
made by water. 

As far as records and memory go, Allied has dredged at Edgewater 
to maintain its dock facilities usable. However, the physical amount 
removed has increased greatly during the last 13 years to the point 
where oceangoing vessels have stopped mooring here. In 1951 we 
decided the dredging cost was so prohibitive that we now only skim 
the surface needed to bring in barges and lighters. 

Steamers dock in Weehawken and adjacent ports, transfer their 
loads to barges for transshipment to Edgewater. The cost of this 
transfer I roughly estimate at about four times the receiving cost 
direct. 

But dredging for barges is becoming even more burdensome. 
Dredge now, and 6 months later you are again in trouble. Moorings 
ure now closely made to fit in with the tides. Only last week I saw 
a flock of gulls on the large island of muck some several hundred 
feet offshore. 

I am not going to burden you with statistics; others will give you 
plenty. . 

But, gentlemen, increased freight costs are making it difficult 
to compete fairly with other concerns, let alone with our other more 
favorably situated plants. Along with other factors, the time may 
come when we will restrict operations in Edgewater, a loss to our 
employees, our borough, and our company alike. 

The shutdown of a plant brings me to the major problem faced by 
the Edgewater Industrial Committee. Our group has just decided 
that the siltation of the Hudson River is our No. 1 priority Edge- 
water problem. | 

_ Edgewater now has, or shortly will have, nine major industrial 
sites vacant. 
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The removal of the Ford Motor Co, to Mahwah is the latest in the 
series. 

Removals and shutdowns are not too bad in themselves unless we 
cannot replace them promptly. Gentlemen, we are not; and the 
Lorough’s prosperity and welfare are thereby seriously threatened. 
Industr y already pays 90 percent of the borough’s taxes, 

In nearly all cases the expensive dredging item is nipping in the 
bud many legitimate inquiries about E dgew ater properties. 

Where does the Federal Government come into the picture? Why 
are we appealing to you for help ¢ 

Industry is not shirking its share of the Hudson River dredging 
costs. Rather, we believe ‘the Federal Government is largely respon- 
sible, both morally and physically, for the increased cubical content 
of silt in the Hudson. 

I won’t go through the story of how it has happened. Others have 
told you that, and I think we can use the time better for other speakers, 

During 1942-45 dredge scows from the entire lower Hudson River 
were orders, because of the submarine hazard, to deposit 20 million 
cubie yards of silt at a spot on the east bank of the Hudson just north 
of the George Washington Bridge. 

We believe the effect of this deposition was to alter the direction and 
speed of the river currents. Net result: Rapid and large deposits of 
silt on the west bank of the Hudson in the Edgewater area. 

We understand the depth of the river at the point of deposit in 1945 
was reduced from 135 to 50 feet. 

Others have a proposal for your help. We join in that request: A 
prompt and thorough survey to accurately gage the problem and its 

causes, at an estimated cost of $200,000, 

Thus, Congressmen, I want to make an honest, earnest, and frank ap- 
peal for your support on behalf of my State, my county, my district, 
my borough, my company, and my own plant—for mself and the men 
and women who work with me. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fogarry. Thank you. 

Mr. Osmers. We have one more witness, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Leon 
Leighton, vice president of the New York, Susquehanna & Western 
Railroad. 

Mr. Focarry. Will you proceed with your statement, Mr. Leighton ? 


STATEMENT OF LEON LEIGHTON 


Mr. Leiquron. My name is Leon Leighton. Tam vice president of 
the New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad, which serves this 
area. Tam speaking for Mr. Ralph Vilas, who is president of Hills 
Bros. and president of the Edgewater Manufacturers Association: Mr. 
Donald W. Smith, who is vice president of Seatrain Lines; and the 
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, who are interested as much as 
we are in keeping our railroad as a going operation. 

This, gentlemen, is the plant of the Aluminum Co. which has been 
there since about 1904. The irony of the present situation is shown 
by the fact that they use waterfront property as a parking lot be- 
cause it has not been suitable for the purpose for which it was orig- 
inally intended. 
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This is the new plant of Hills Bros., which came up in 1932. They 
found it advantageous to locate at Edgewater, even though most of 
their distribution is west of the Mississippi River and Chicago, be 
cause of the economies they could effect by bringing in green coffee 
by lighter: age here, which offsets the adk led transport: ition cost they 
have on roasted coffee at Chicago, because the volume is half of the 
ereen, 

We hope to attract other companies, such as Atlantic and Pacitic, 
but we have nothing to offer while we have the siltation present. 

This is the Seatrain Lines. They have 3 sailings a week to Savan 
nah, New Orleans, and Texas City, and 3 inbound sailings. ‘They 
offer a cheap and efficient means of transportation to the entire South 
west and Southeast, which is a great boon not only to the industry at 
Edgewater, but to all industries in northern New Jerse vy and adjacent 
areas, because it enables them to enlarge their sphere of distribution. 
They are not precluded by difliculties in freight rates from reaching 
their markets. 

These are the Susquehanna yards, and the Susquehanna derives half 
its revenues from the industry in Edgewater. 

This is the Ford plant, recently vacated, and this is the United 
States naval medical depot, which you heard other witnesses speak 
of. I would venture to say that at least 20 percent of the price of 
that depot would be discounted by the presence of this siltation fac 
tor. It is assessed for about $3 million—no, it is valued at about $3 
million; it is assessed somewhat less than that. And the cost of this 
survey could be made up just in that one benefit to the Government 
in selling it at this book value. 

Then we have Spencer Kellogg & Sons, General Chemical, Barrett 
division, and Lever Bros. 

The Susquehanna Railroad has been in bankruptcy for 16 years, 
and the ICC has worked out a reorganization plan which, character- 
istic of it, was quite drastic. All of the common and preferred stock, 
amounting to $26 million, was wiped out, and the bondholders received 
in exchange for their bonds, mostly preferred stock and common 
stock of the new railroad, and the ICC, which is notoriously conserva- 
tive in those matters, estimated we ought to earn between 860,000 
and $75,000, and fixed a capitalization on that basis. 

We actually earned in 1953 and 1954 a little over $500,000; and 
last year, as a result of Ford’s moving away, we earned about $300,000. 

Unless this situation at Edgewater is checked, as I say, we derive 
D1 percent of our business from E sdgewater, Susquehanna will again 
be a candidate for the bankruptcy court, and its important service 
asa great carrier to these communities and northern New Jersey would 
be completely aborted. 

As the other speakers have indicated, we don’t know what the 
reason for this siltation is. It is assumed that it results in some 
measure from the dumping which resulted from George Washington 
Bridge because of the fact that the amount of siltation has increased 
tremendously since that time. 

We tried to tind out from the Army why they are reluctant to make 
that survey, and the nearest answer thev could get is they feel it is no 
use, because they know the cost of remedying the condition when they 
find out would be prohibitive. 
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If the survey results in that factor, we would be the last people to 
ask you to appropriate substantial amounts of money when you have 
so many other claims upon you. But we submit that this counsel of 
negation should not prevail under the expenditure of only $200,000, 
to find out what is w rong and see if there is a practical way of remedy- 
ing it. 

‘I would like to file a statement on behalf of these people. 

Thank you very much. 

(Mr. Leighton’s prepared statement is included in the record 
on page 72.) 

Mr. Osmers. That is all we had, Mr. Chairman, unless the com- 
mittee members had some questions. 

Mr. Rasaur. What did you say the reasons were for the moving 
out ? 

Mr. Leicuton. I didn’t say. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you have a reason ? 

Mr. Letcunron. You mean for the industry moving out? 

Mr. Ranavr. Yes. 

Mr. Lxignton. Ford moved out because the plant was inadequate 
for their production. They could produce 400 and were trying to 
produce 800, and siltation may have had some effect—I don’t think it 
was the motivating effect. 

Archer-Danields-Midland moved out because of the fact they no 
longer received soybean oil from Argentina. 

The National Sugar Refining Co., which is at the northern end— 
Alcoa moved out because their business was bad. 

My own judgment, in which I differ from some of the other wit- 
nesses, is that siltation may not have been too contributing a factor in 
the plants that were lost, but it will be a tremendously contributing 
factor in deterring new plants coming in and taking over those plants. 

In the National Shipping Co. ph: ant, they had a b‘g fire, and the 
fireboats were not able to get close enough to protect them because of 
the fact that mud had accumulated in the river, and when a story like 
that gets around, it acts as a blight on the neighborhood. 

What has been developed—while it brought Allied Chemical in 
there, it was that it had deepwater facilities and boats drawing 30 
to 35 feet of water could get in it without any difficulty. 

Ford capitalized on that, because they were able to bring boats up 
to their plants, and asa result of that they got an advantage in freight 

rates, because they lightered it to the point where the boats departed. 

But Hills located there because they were able to save on the trans- 
portation of coffee. That was a tremendous asset to the area. 

And when that is lost, we have nothing else, because we have a cliff 
over here, what is it, half a mile wide, yes, about half a mile wide. 
There is no room to park cars, and you must get companies which 
depend upon the ocean facilities. 

Mr. Rapavut. Fine. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Letcuton. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Razavut. The committee will be adjourned until this afternoon. 
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Marcu 19, 1956. 
Town River Provsectr 
WITNESSES 


HON. RICHARD B. WIGGLESWORTH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 

WILLIAM A. O’CONNELL, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, QUINCY, MASS. 

FRED BERGFORS, JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, QUINCY, 
MASS. 


Mr. Focarry. The committee will come to order. 

We have this afternoon Congressman Wigglesworth, who is a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee. 

Congressman, we are very happy to have you here. You have some 
items to discuss in Massachusetts, I presume. 

Mr. Anpersen. May I first amend your statement by saying that 
he is a very distinguished member of the Appropriations Committee ; 
I will say one of the most distinguished members. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN RICHARD B. WIGGLESWORTH 


Mr. WiceirswortH. Mr. Chairman, we are here today in the interest 
of the Town River project, in Quincy, Mass. This is a project in 
which the city of Quincy and the adjoining towns along the south 
shore of Massachusetts Bay are very much interested. 

Twenty percent of the local contribution has already been provided 
by the city or the State, and about half of the Federal money was 
made available in last year’s appropriation bill. 

There is an item in this year’s budget to cover the balance of the 
Federal money. 

I think the committee is well informed as to the project, in view 
of last year’s hearings. 

I have two good friends here from the city of Quincy who would 
like to be heard briefly on the project. And I am simply going to 
introduce them and let them do the talking. 

I understand that they have about 15 minutes, and I have told 
them that I am sure the committee will be glad to have them file any 
further statements they may care to for the record. 

Mr. William A. O’Connell, executive vice president of the Quincy 
Chamber of Commerce, is here, and also Mr. Fred Bergfors, Jr. ., Who 
represents the rivers and harbors committee of that chamber of com- 
merce, and the Quincy Oil Co. 

I think Mr. O’Connell is prepared to carry the ball. We shall be 
grateful for any possible consideration. 

Mr. Focarry. Go right ahead, Mr. O’Connell. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM 0°CONNELL 


Mr. O’ConneLL. My name is William A. O’Connell. I am executive 
vice president of the Quincy Chamber of Commerce in Quinc y, Mass 

I do not intend to discuss the engineering aspects of this project, 
because, as I understand it, these facts have all been cle arly put in 
the reports of the United States engineers. 
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I do, however, have an air view of the entire town river area which 
I should like to exhibit. 

First, there are over 200 acres of industrially zoned land that border 
this channel which are available immediately for greater industrial 
use. 

And there is the channel. Mr. Shea, just point out that Town River 
Channel. 

There are over 200 acres of industrially zoned land around there 
that are available immediately for greater industrial use. 

The city of Quincy owns in | tr: act over 100 acres right up in that 
section. That area is just north but abutting the channel turning 
basin. The turning basin is in the Town River Bay, and will be. 
according to the proposed plans, 1,000 feet long, 550 feet wide, and 
24+ feet deep at mean low water. 

Procter & Gamble’s Quincy plant is on Town River where it flows 
into the Fore River Channel. 

The Edison generating station is diagonally opposite the Procter 
& Gamble plant on Fore River. 

This whole area provides an excellent opportunity for great. indus- 
trial development. 

(Juiney, as the Congressman said, is located in the county of Norfolk. 
It is the largest city in Norfolk County and the 10th largest in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. It is also larger than any munici- 
pality in its sister county of Plymouth. Quincy is the natural trading 
and distribution point for both counties. In fact, in order to reach 
Plymouth County from Boston, 90 percent of the transportation must 
go through Quincey. Even the new Southeast Expressway from Bos- 
ton to the « cape, over which thousands of vehicles are destined to 
travel, pass through Quincy. 

The Quincey Ch: umber of Commerce considers that its organization 
serves both these counties. 

Now, the population of both these areas has been growing rapidly. 
Take, for example, Norfolk County where Quincy is loc: ated. 

In 1920 the population of Norfolk County Was approximately 
200,000. In 1930 it was approximately 300,000, In 1950 it was ap- 
proximately 400,000. In 30 years that population of this county 
has doubled. 

This is not an unusual situation, as you know. However, Quincy, 
because of its waterfront location, and with certain natural resources, 
can help alleviate the problems created by this population growth. 
It is a distribution point for the area 

Now, the channel has been periodically deepened to accommodate 
vessels as follows: 

In 1907 it was dredged to 4 feet. In 1930 it was dredged to 10 feet. 
In 1940 it was dredged to 24 feet. 

The present trend of population to the suburbs has increased the 
need of greater distribution facilities at Town River. 

Now, when it became known in 1954 that C ongress was considering 
the appropriation of funds for this Town River project, our mayor, 
who is also a member of the Massachusetts Legislature, introduc ed 
in the legislature a bill that would provide for the necessary 25 percent 
contribution of local interest. 

In July 1955, Congress appropriated $250,000 toward this project, 
which was about 50 percent of Federal Government’s part of $552,000. 
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In September 1955, the Massachusetts General Court appropriated 
$175,000, which was 25 percent of the estimated total cost of the 
United States engineers at the time. 

In November 1955 the estimated total cost of this project) was 
increased $36,000. 

T hereupon, the city of Quincy immediately appropriated the neces 

sary 25 percent, or $9,000. 

The appropriations on the part of the State and city have been 
based on the cost of the entire project. It is important, therefore, 
that the balance of the Federal funds be appropriated immediately. 

In the meantime the city of Quincy has introduced in the Massachu 
setts General Court a bill to get legislative sanction to lease or sell 
its 100 acres. And that is a necessary function of the home-rule bills 
in Massachusetts. 

Also the city council has appropriated $2,000 for clearing the city’s 
title to its Broad Meadows property. The city has acquired the title 
piecemeal through the years. They want to have it all ready so that 
when this channel is ready it will be ready to develop this area. 

Arrangements are also being made to furnish fill to certain areas 
along the channel, thereby providing more land for development. 

The State’s future highway plans fit right into the potential devel 
opment of this Town River area, 

The road known as the Southern Artery, which parallels the chan 
nel and in some spots almost adjoins it, within a year will be rebuilt 
by the State at a cost of over $250,000. And these funds have al 
ready been made available. 

Also part of the State master highway plan is a limited access 
highway from the Southeast Expressway, which runs along the west 
ern boundary of our city to the Fore River Bridge, which is very 
handy to this channel. 

This highway, known as the Shawmut Trail, could be undertaken 
by 1958 if the funds for the remainder of the State's master high 
way plan are approved. 

Route 128, the Commonwealth’s circumferential road around Bos 
ton, has its terminus at the Quincy-Braintree line. The Shawmut 
Trail will be a coast-city highway and connect the Southeast Express 
way and the Southern Artery. This will be a great boon for the 
city, 

Town River Bay is a natural harbor, well sheltered from storms 
and hurricanes. 

During 3 wars, 2 of them worldwide in scope, Quincy, and especially 
this immediate section of the c ity, has played a vital part in defense 
mobilization. This channel will be of even greater importance for 
future defense needs. 

As you know, considerable work is being done in the Boston Har- 
bor area for defense mobilization, as well as for commercial pur 
poses. We feel that Town River is of equal importance. 

The commissioner of public works for the Commonwealth of Mas 
sachusetts, John A. Volpe, in testifying before congressional com 
mittees in 1955, recommended this project, and we sincerely hope 
that your committee will approve this project. 

That concludes my remarks, Mr. Chairman. But I would like to 
show you, if you would just take a minute to see this—this is an 
wr view of the entire Town River Channel. It fits right into where 
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Mr. Shea pointed out for yqu there. This is the Procter & Gamble 
mill, they have a half-million-dollar plant right there. And this is 
the entire Town River Channel. This shows you that hundred acres 
the city owns in there. This shows the Quincy Oil Co. location here. 
This is the Socony Oil Co. tank. This is a bulkout over here, this 
is another bulkout over here. This is the Town River Channel in 
this section here, and here is the General Electric generating plant. 
This is the main Fore River Channel, and this is a channel from the 
Fore River Channel into the Town River Bay. 

Now, I showed you just a minute ago about the highway system. 
And this is the major Southeast Expressway coming “from Boston. 
Here is Boston; this is the major Southeast Expressway which is 
coming down through here. Here is where Route 128 joins, which is 
the main route around Boston. This is the Shawmut Trail I men- 
tioned, which is supposed to come right across here into Poinsett 
Circle. And this is Town River Channel again. And these are main 
highways coming from Boston through the south into the south shore. 

So you can see this whole area here is well served by main highways. 
And this is the heart of the city itself. And here is the business center 

right here. So it is very strategically located in regard to industrial 
palais. 

Now, we have made arrangements—we have a proposal all ready for 
the industrial development of this area. You can see it is all blocked 
out by the additional planning for the c ity of Quincy. Here is a big 
turning basin that I was referring to, 1,000 feet by 550 feet by 24 feet 
deep. The channel would be 27 feet deep; the turning basin will not 
have to be so deep because the ships will be unloaded at that time. 
And here again is the Quincy Oil Co. which Mr. Bergfors represents 
here. This whole area through here is available. “And we expect 
over $25 million of industrial development as a result of your favorable 
decision on this channel. 

I thank you very much for the time, and I think we just have a 
couple of more minutes that Mr. Bergsfors would like to take in saying 
a few words. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you, Mr. O’Connell. 


STATEMENT OF FRED BERGFORS, JR. 


Mr. Bercrors. My name is Fred Bergfors, Jr. 1 am represent- 
ing Fred Bergfors, Sr., who is chairman of the rivers and harbors 
committee of the Quincy Chamber of Commerce and also president of 
the Quincy Oil Co. 

I think Bill O'Connell did a nice job in giving the résumé, so that 
there is very little Iecan add. So I will be as brief as possible. 

I want to express my appreciation for the opportunity you have 
given me to appear before your committee. 

In the nature of a résumé, I would like to say that on Dee ee 
of 1946 Congress originally appropriated $552,000, of which last yea 
$950,000 was taken out of the budget. What we are requesting now 
is the balance of $302,000; and $17 5,000, which is a quarter of the total 
share, has been appropriated by the State of Massachusetts, and $9,000 
by the city of Quincy. We have had considerable heartwarming coop- 
eration from both local, State, and National groups. 
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As far as Quincy Oil Co. is concerned, the advantages of this bill 
are considerable, primarily because lightering and barging will be 
a think of the past. Previous to this time it has been both uneconom- 
ical and unprofitable and noncompetitive for us to take the tankers 
up the river, since they have to be lightered before they are brought 
up. It will provide south shore with a minimum depth channel, 
will allow for diversification of industry along the channel, and will 

sate an altern: ate deepwater port for this country in an emergency. 

For these reasons I would sincerely appreciate your recommenda- 
tion of this amount in this year’s budget. It is one of the year’s most 
important projects in New England. 

Mr. Fogarry. Thank you very much. 

Does that complete your testimony, Mr. Congressman ¢ 

Mr. Wiccreswortn. I also have a letter from the m: iyor of Quincy, 
Mass., the Honorable oe lio Della Chiesa, and also Mr. Don: ld TI. 
Blatt, the city manager, in favor of this project, and I ask that it be 
made a part of the reco at this point. Thank you very much. 

(‘The letters follow: 

Ciry oF QuINCcy, MAss., 
OFFICE OF THE CITY COUNCIL, 
March 15, 1956. 
House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Capitol Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I wish to place the city of Quincy, Mass., in favor of the passage 
of the Budget Bureau’s recommendation to Congress of $302,000 for the Town 
River project for fiscal year 1956-57. 

The estimate prepared by the United States engineers to dredge Town River 
is $736,000. Two hundred and fifty thousand dollars was appropriated by Con 
gress last year, $175,000 was included in chapter 738 by the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts in a special capital outlay program, and $9,000 was appropriated 
by the city of Quincy. 

The dredging of Town River has been advocated by State and city officials 
for many years, and they all agree that when this work is completed it will 
open up a large area of ls ind for industrial purposes, thereby creating many jobs 
for the people who reside in the south shore area of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. 

I am sure that the city of Quincy and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
will be forever grateful to the members of the committee, if after due considera- 
tion this appropriation is reported favorable. 

Sincerely yours, 
AMELIO DELLA CHIESA, Mayor. 


MARCH 16, 1956. 
House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Capital House Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The city council and I, as city manager of the city of Quincy, are 
heartily in accord with the efforts of the chamber of commerce to promote the 
idea of the development of Town River in Quincy, Mass. We recognize the 
efforts that have been made by your agency to work with us because we feel 
that we know how important this is to the economic development of the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts. 

We have here a natural situation which can be improved through the Army 
Corps of Engineers to the point that an outstanding example of intergovern 
mental cooperation can be presented to the public. We know that the additional 
improvement generated in this way will improve the entire economic situation 
in this area. 

Personally, I am very happy to join with these who make personal appearances 
before the Appropriation Committees because if it were possible for me to be 
present, I would say that we need your support in improving the New England 
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area. We have appreciated your cooperation in the past and we are looking 
forward to your continued cooperation in the future. 
Your favorable recommendations on this project will be of lasting benefit 
to many, Many people. 
Sincerely yours, 
DonaLp H. Buiart, City Manager. 


Mr. Focarry. Thank you very much for an excellent justification. 
Marcu 19, 1956. 
NEWBURYPORT HARBOR 
WITNESS 


HON. WILLIAM H. BATES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Focarry. The committee is pleased to have Congressman Wil- 
liam Bates at this time. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
u prepared statement which I would like to put in the record in refer- 
ence to the mouth of the Merrimac River, at Newburyport, Mass. 
And the particular item which I am interested in, Mr. Chairman, 
has to do with dredging across the bar. Right at the mouth of the 
harbor today is this sandbar which has been forming down through 
the years. And, of course, it really closes the mouth of the river. 

And I have been waiting year after year for the Army engineers to 
inake available the money which they say from year to year is not 
available. And they contest it on the ground that there is no commer- 
cial traflic. Well, of course, the sandbar is there and it has been build- 
ingup. And as long as you have the sandbar you can’t possibly have 

the commercial traflic that they expect. 

And in addition to the commercial traflice—— 

Mr. Taner. What sort of traffic did they used to have ? 

Mr. Bares. Well, it used to be a very active port; it was one of the 
finest harbors we have on the Atlantic coast down through the years, 
and they used to build a lot of ships there in the old days. 

At the present time, because of the sandbar, it is limited to smaller 
boats, a lot of them recreational. But it is extremely dangerous for 
people to be outside of the bar when a storm comes up; you just can’t 
get in. Asa matter of fact on the navigation charts, the bar is indi- 

cated there, and ships don’t try to take refuge i in there because of the 
impossible situation in which they find themselves. And so it is im- 
possible for them to build up a commercial business there—which they 
want to do—as long as the sandbar is present. 

And so if we are going to wait until the commercial aspect increases 
we will just wait forever. And in the meantime the lives of many, 
many people are jeopardized every yeat A 

Now, I have never come before this committee before, Mr. Chair- 
man. I have been waiting patiently now for my 7 years in Congress 
for the Army engineers to make the money available. 

Mr. Taper. It has been authorized / 

Mr. Barres. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. How much does it take / 

Mr. Bares. Only $90,000 for a dredging operation, It is all a part 
of a project that started in 1880, 
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Mr. ANpeRsEN. What is the name of the project 

Mr. Bares. Newburyport Harbor at the mouth of the Merrimac 
River. 

For 7 Vears I have waited for the Army engineers to make the 
money available. It is authorized, but on the basis of commercial 
traffic, it hasn't received the amount of traflic they have felt to be 
necessary under the circumstances. It never will be if we are going 
to wait for that criterion to be established. because large boats can’t 
get in there, and it is just filling in more and more all the time. 

So IT am very much alarmed, and the local people are, concerning 


the danger to people in in boats cut there. The af can't vet across the 
bar. And when you ae storms you can actually see the bar when 


you come into the mouth of the river. If other boats want to take 
refuge there in the storms the vy can’t do it. And in the meantime, I 
say, how can you build up a commercial business on the Merrimac 
River when you have this bar out there? We are absolutely up 
‘against it. 

Mr. Anpersen. How long ago did the situation become such as to 
prevent navigation / 

Mr. Bares. Well, it has been a process over a period of time, so 
now you are down to where you can just take small ade But the 
project started in 1880. And then, June 25, 1910, under the public 
law of that time, and again on March 2, 1955.) And while I have been 
here I have been waiting each year for the Army engineers to put it 
in. But they always say, “Well, we don’t have the money for that.” 
And then they say, “Well, the commercial business is not enough.” 

Well, how can it possibly be enough if you have got the sandbar 
across the mouth ? 

Mr. Taper. Is there a lot of private boating, yatching, in there / 

Mr. Bares. Yes, sir; there is a lot. And in my statement here it 
covers that. And, of course, we have boatyards around there. And it 
was quite an industry in my neck of the woods, small-boat building 
for recreational and commercial purposes. And this is one of the 
centers of it. But you can read in the newspapers almost every day 
in the summer the dangers to which these people are exposed because 
of that sandbar. 

Now, there is a much larger project involved here, Mr. Chairman, 
I am not asking for that. All I am trying to do is cut across that 
sandbar so that the lives of these people may be safe and so that it 
opens up, to some degree at least, some possibility for commercial 
development, which there never will be as long as it remains the 
Way it Is. 

Mr. Focarry. You have made an excellent statement. 

Mr. Bares. Thank you very much. I don’t have anything further 
to add to the situation. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you asked per mission to put vour statement in? 

Mr. Bares. Yes: I have. 

Mr. Raraur. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your subeom 
mittee and assure you that only the urgency of the river and harbor project 1] 
Wish to discuss brings me before you today. 
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Strategically situated between two major naval shipyards, Newburyport, Mass., 
is a busy and progressive city in my district, and in addition, boasts of one of 
the best natural harbors along the New England coastline. It has also one of 
the worst entrances and channels of any port on that same coast and navigation 
maps warn boatsmen away from the river mouth whenever there is any kind of 
a sea running. And according to the Newburyport News, “local fishermen with 
years of experience just don’t relax when they’re crossing the bar.” It adds: 
“Those with stronger stomachs than ours tell tales of seeing sand in between 
the troughs of breakers.” 

The development of Newburyport Harbor has been considered important to 
the extent that the Federal Government, according to the report of the division 
engineer, Department of the Army, in Boston, has spent in the past some $464,000 
for new work and $294,000 for maintenance of completed works. The project of 
improvement for Newburyport Harbor was authorized by the River and Harbor 
Acts of June 14, 1880, June 25, 1910, and March 2, 1945. 

The only authorized improvement not completed is the dredging of the channel 
across the bar at the harbor mouth and up to the wharves just below the bridge 
at the head of the harbor. The particular project desired at this time provides 
for a channel 12 feet deep, 400 feet across the bar, thence 9 feet deep, 200 feet 
wide to and including the turning basin at the wharves in Newburyport. The 
present estimated Federal cost of this improvement is $90,000, and I have no 
hesitancy in urging that an appropriation be approved for this project. 

I have on a number of occasions discussed this project with the Army engineers 
and have found them most cooperative, although unable to act because of lack 
of funds. In pinpointing the Newburyport Harbor project may I call your atten- 
tion to the following reasons for carrying out the dredging work. First, there is 
a real public need for clearing a safe way through the mouth of the Merrimac 
River’s sandbars. Thousands of pleasure craft now ply the waters between Bos- 
ton and the Maine coast and a safe pasSage over that bar is essential to their 
safety. 

Second, the pleasure-boat industry has gone ahead with leaps and bounds and 
bids fair to hit into the billions. Busy boatyards along the coastline provide jobs 
and payrolls. Various organizations are planning greater campaigns to advertise 
our tremendous recreational facilities on the coastline. The State of Massa- 
chusetts is spending great sums to develop public reservations in that area. 

Third, from the standpoint of national defense the love of the sea and boats 
develops young when who later take their rightful place on our fighting ships. 
Experience has also shown that large motorboats and yachts in time of emergency 
become a vital part of our Coast Guard Reserve patroling our coastlines. 
Properly developed, Newburyport becomes a harbor of refuge and halfway stop 
for boats plying their way between Boston and Portland, Maine, in peace or 
wartime. 

Newburyport may no longer be classified as a commercial shipping port from 
the standpoint of coal, oil, and other industrial projects, but the skyrocketing 
public demand for small-boat and allied activities, plus interstate coastline travel, 
have given Newburyport Harbor a new outlook of commercial-recreational impor- 
tance and resulting financial and safety responsibilities. Continued Federal 
participation is warranted, and I respectfully urge your careful consideration of 
this project in the hope that funds can be appropriated without further delay. 
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Marcn 19, 1956. 
Fioop Conrrot In New ENGLAND 
WITNESSES 


HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

HON. HORACE SEELY-BROWN, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

HON. ANTONI N. SADLAK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

WILLIAM S. WISE, DIRECTOR OF STATE WATER COMMISSION, STATE 
OF CONNECTICUT 

ARTHUR H. GOSSELIN, CHAIRMAN, HARBOR DEVELOPMENT COM- 
MITTEE, NEW HAVEN, CONN. 

PHILIP SHUTLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE CONNECTICUT 
FLOOD CONTROL COMPACT 

CHARLES W. COOKE, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORK, HARTFORD, 
CONN. 


Mr. Rasavr. Senator Bush, what project are you testifying to? 

Senator Busn. I am testifying to the items in the Budget respect- 
ing flood-control matters, and I am testifying on behalf of all the 
New England Senators on that subject. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is that the same item that Mr. Dodd testified to this 
morning ¢ 

Mr. Focarry. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Congressman Dodd did appear 
this morning and as usual made a very fine presentation to the com- 
mittee in justification of all these projects. 

Mr. Rasaur. He was here earlier and he couldn’t come back this 
afternoon. 

Allright. We will be glad to hear from vou, Senator. 

Senator Busu. And I would like to present other witnesses, includ- 
ing the chairman of our water commission, and 2 or 3 other gentle- 
men. We understood we were to have an hour, but perhaps we won't 
need it. And following me, Congressman Seely-Brown would like 
tomake a statement. 

Mr. Rapavr. Is Mr. Sadlak here ? 

Senator Busu. We have a statement to file on his behalf. 

Mr. Rarnavr. Proceed. 

Senator Busu. Thank you. 

The undersigned Senators—and I might say that they include all 
the New England Senators—representing the New England States 
respectfully urge the provision of ample funds—the maximum amount 
which can be spent without waste—to carry forward with all possible 
speed the work of giving our region adequate protection against the 
ravages of hurricanes and floods. 

Sorely afflicted by two flood disasters in 1955, and warned, on re- 
sponsible authority, that the increasing frequency of hurricanes creates 
grave danger of new floods in this very year, the New England States 
are united in appealing to Congress for action to meet our needs. 

And I may say that we have been alarmed in the last few d: ays at 
the very heavy storms and great precipitation of snow just today. 
We are grateful to the Congress for providing funds, in the urgent 
deticiency bills, which permitted an immediate start on the accelerated 
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flood-control program for the Northeastern States. We support the 
dams and reservoirs and related projects included in that program, 
for which President Eisenhower has recommended additional funds 
in his budget requests for fiscal year 1957. 

We urge the committee to expand that program by providing funds 
in addition to those included in the budget requests, and Mr. Wise 
will comment on that in more detail, so 1 am not going into it right 
here. It is our belief that additional funds, amounting to several 
millions of dollars, may be spent economically in fiseal 1957 on several 
of the projects included in the President’s accelerated program. It is 
our hope that the Corps of Engineers may now be able to recommend 
new projects needed to plug gaps in the proposed flood-control system 
which were disclosed by the 1955 disasters, on the basis of information 
obtained since the preparation of the budget requests. We request the 
committee (o examine very closely into these matters with the pur- 
pose of providing every last — ar that can be spent efficiently in the 
coming fiscal year on the New England protective system. 

In addition to supporting the dams and reservoirs and other large 
projects included in the accelerated northeastern program, we urge 
the committee to consider the urgent need for smaller local flood 
protection works in our region. 

In this connection, we invite attention to S. 3272 introduced by 
Senator Bush of Connecticut, for himself and Senators Purtell, Ben- 
der, Bennett, Bridges, Duff, Flanders, George, Ives, Kuchel, Mans- 
field, Pastore, Payne, Saltonstall, Smith of New Jersey, Young, 
Kennedy, Bible, Magnuson, Kerr, and Martin of Pennsylvania, and 
Hf. R. 9554, a companion bill introduced by the distinguished majority 
leader of the House of Representatives, Mr. McCormack of Massa- 
chusetts. 

Should these bills become law before your committee has concluded 
its present deliberations, we urge the provision of funds needed to 
carry forward the program they contemplate. If legislative action 

cannot be taken before your committee reports the bill now before it, 
we urge your sympathetic consideration at a later date. 

Although ample funds for flood-control works, and for continua- 
tion of the hurricane studies authorized by Public Law 71, 84th Con- 
gress, are uppermost in mind because of the 1955 disasters, we also 
assure the committee of our interest in shore ar tion and improve- 
ment projects in our region. We support all the New England navi- 
gation and beach erosion control projects appearing in the budget, 
and urge the committee also to provide funds for additional projects 
of this kind for which the need will be ee to you. 

In conclusion, we stress the justice of our case for a generous re- 
sponse to New England’s appeal in her a of need. For various 
reasons, some be yond the control of the Congress, we have lagged far 
behind other regions in flood protection. “On a nationwide basis, 
the flood-control system recommended by the Corps of Engineers is 
almost half completed. The protective system for the Mississippi 

River is 68 percent completed. But in New England less than 22 
percent of the recommended flood-control work has been accomplished. 

Flood-control work must, of course, go forward throughout the 
Nation. In the past, the peple of New England have contributed 
very heavily to this work in other areas of the country, and will do 
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so in the future. We do not begrudge our aid to our sister States, 

but do feel strongly that our own needs, so tr agically demonstrated 

in the 1955 disasters, now demand sympathetic and effective action. 
That concludes my prepared statement, which I am presenting on 

behalf of atl the New England Senators. If there are no questions, | 

should like to introduce our own Congressman, Mr. Seely- Brown. 
Mr. Ranaut. Be seated, Mr. Seely-Brown. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HORACE SEELY-BROWN, JR. 


Mr. Srety-Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appear before your committee to endorse the statements made by 
our senior Senator from Connecticut. It is my understanding that 
witnesses who have come down here from the State of Connecticut 
will present the detailed views of the State and local officials with 
particular respect to the communities which were so hard hit by the 
Hoods of last fall. 

And I might say in addition, Mr. Chairman, the very heavy snows 
of the last 3 days—and I have personal knowledge of what they have 
done to our area—emphasize the need for adequate protection. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain that 
Congressman Sadlak is snowbound and has asked if I might present 
this statement of his in addition to my own statement regarding this 
matter. 

Mr. Rasaur. Without objection, the statement of the Congressman 
will be included in the record at the conclusion of the Congressman’s 
remarks. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman, because 
| believe that those who have come from Connecticut can give the 
detailed information which those of your committee will seek. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ranavr. Thank you, Mr. Seely-Brown. 

(St: cand ‘of Mary B. Stack, administrative assistant to Hon. 
Antoni N. Sadlak, is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the New England blizzard has 
left Congressman Sadlak marooned in his home in Rockville, Conn., and he has 
authorized me to make the following statement in lieu of his anticipated pres 
ence before this committee : 

Mr. Sadlak endorses, without qualifications, the statements made by his col 
leagues in Congress, and the Connecticut and New England witnesses appearing 
before your committee today, emphasizing the desperate need for the appropria 
tions for Thomaston Dam and other New England flood-control projects, as well 
as funds for hurricane studies, navigation and beach erosion control projects 


STATEMENT OF HON. ANTONI N. SADLAK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, memories of the terrible devasta 
tion of last year’s floods in Connecticut have been given a frightening reincar 
nation by the impact of 2 blizzards this past weekend, bringing with it some 
20 inches of snow. The people are tremendously concerned. The present fear 
of the spring-thaw effects is illustrative of the human necessity for these 
appropriations. Connecticut has suffered more than its share of disaster and 
the appropriations for Thomaston Dam and other New England flood-control 
projects presently before this committee represents one of the most urgent 
appeals in the current session of Congress. 
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I respectfully urge this committee to give their undivided attention to the 
serious needs involved, and grant a maximum amount of funds to insure pro- 
tection against future floods and disasters. 

In particular, I ask the committee to give serious study to those appropriations 
requested for Thomaston Dam. Construction of the dam is vitally important 
to residents of the Naugatuck Valley region of Connecticut. This reservoir 
will impound and keep torrential waters from flowing down into the Naugatuck 
River, on whose banks are located some of Connecticut’s largest industrial 


plants. 

I also ask that the committee pay special attention to projects designed 
to prevent the individual sources from contributing to floods, such as tidal 
waters flowing back from the Atlantic Ocean. In this regard, the hurricane 
studies planned by the Army engineers are vitally correlative. 

I urge you to act favorably on these appropriations. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM 8. WISE 


Senator Busn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce to the 
committee Mr. William Wise, of Connecticut, the chairman of the 
State water commission. 

Mr. Rasautr. Mr. William Wise will take the chair. 

Mr. Wise. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is William S. Wise, and I am director of the State commission for 
flood control and water pollution. 

The Governor wanted me to tell you—Governor Ribicoff—I am 
sure a number of you know him as a result of his being in Con- 
gress—feels very strongly about this problem, and about the need 
of adequate programs for flood control in Connecticut, and he made 
every effort to change his schedule so that he could appear here 
before you, but he found he couldn't, and asked me to leave the 
statement with you. 

It is a very strong statement, a very strong plea, and I believe a 
very fair and logical one. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Without objection, we will put the statement in the 
record at the conclusion of your own remarks. 

Mr. Wise. We would like to present our plea for three reasons: 
First, that Connecticut has endured very many serious disasters in 
the last 20 years; second, that Connecticut is not coming here and 
making its pleas with empty hands, Connecticut has endeavored, and 
to a large extent been successful, in carrying out many of its recon- 
struction programs with its own funds: and third, Connecticut, I 
believe, is pioneering in the passage of State laws to control floods 
and disasters insofar as it is possible for man and the State to do so. 

And the Governor has also pointed out the great disaster that Con- 
necticut went through last fall. Connecticut “suffered nearly a half 
billion dollars worth of damage in August and October. We lost 103 
persons. Many thousands became unemployed. Many independent 
industries were destroyed. 

And following that the Governor called a special session of the 
legislature. And at that time the legislature appropriated and 
authorized expenditure of $73 million to help the people to dig out 
from under the ruins. And prior to that, last year, the State appro- 
priated $2 million for beach erosion. At the special session of the 
legislature, we also appropriated $1 million purely for flood control. 
And we have pioneered probably in a certain phase of flood control 
in that the State is authorized to establish encroachment limits which 
I believe is not attempted by any other State in the Union. 
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Now, Connecticut be Ing on the lower end of the Connecticut River, 
it is vitally interested in the flood-control program of that large and 
important river. And the program for that was authorized as fan 
back as 1938. And yet up to the present time there are only 5 of the 
2” reservoirs author ized that have been built. 

We, therefore, are asking your favorable consideration on appro 
pr iations toc wry along the construction of 6 ver V Import: int reservoirs 
so that they can be constructed as soon as it Is feasible in order to 
protect our States, and also the States through which the river flows. 

In the present budget there is a total of 85.900,000 recommended for 
these 6 reservoirs. We request and urgently ask your favorable con 
sideration for increasing that to $714 million, because the Connecticut 
River flood-control compact, of w hich you will receive more detailed 
information, recommended last year a program, and the New England 
governors held a conference last fall in which they also approved the 
compact-recommended program, and the $714 million. tot: al would 
more nearly conform to the compact and to the governors’ recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. Ranavur. On what basis did they arrive at the $5 million 
what is that figure / 

Mr. Wise. 35,920,000. 

Mr. Rasavr. What was the basis of that? That is practically 36 
million. 

Mr. Wise. They arrived at it by adopting the governors’ and the 
compact recommendations almost entirely on 3 reservoirs, and reduced 
the ee ations very largely on 3 others. 

Now, I don’t know the reason why, but they were very greatly re 
duced. So we would like to request increased appropriations or ap 
propri: ations ¢ orresponding to what was recommended. 

The Naugatuck Valley in Connecticut was probably the hardest 
hit valley, and as you know, it is a very highly industrialized one. 
In that valley, in August and October, we suffered $207 million worth 
of damages. Now, we are asking that the appropriation for control 
of floods in that valley—and if the dam that is proposed there had 
been built prior to August and October when the floods came. the 
damages in that valley would have been reduced by $90 million, which 
is about 6 times as much as the estimated cost of the dam—in this 
present. budget is recommended that $360,000 be appropriated to start 
the construction of that dam. 

One of the most difficult and important parts of the construction of 
that dam is the relocation of the railroad, an important one. And 
if there were more money available, that costly and long project could 
be started and carried at a more rapid rate. 

And we would therefore request that the appropriation for the 
Thomaston Dam be about $1 million in order to push this along at 

faster rate. 

Another river valley in Connecticut—and this is the eastern part 
of Connecticut—that suffered damages was the city of Putnam, which 
is on the Quinebaug River. And there you probs ably have seen pictures 
of that, let us say, ‘the horrendous sight where in the midst of raging 
floods 10 to 15 feet deep running through the city, there was a fire 
completely destroying a large magnesium plant with tremendous 
explosions, and all at one time. And the few small cities in the valley 
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suffered $15 million worth of damage in that flood. That was in 
the August flood. That city and the cities in Connecticut, and also 
in Massachusetts can be protected by three reservoirs which have 
been proposed and authorized in Massachusetts, the East Brimfield, 
Butfumville, and Hodges Village. The appropriations recommended 
for these 5 reservoirs in the budget is $1,900,000, 

And we urge that favorable consideration be given to increasing 
that appropriation from $1,900,000 to $2,900,000, thus adding a half 
million dollars to 2 reservoirs which would permit the railroad and 
highway relocation work at a faster rate, and therefore, permit the 
construction of these in a quicker, shorter period of time. 

The budget includes a million dollars for hurricane studies. And 
as you know, Connecticut has suffered tremendously. And the million 
dollars is for hurricane studies throughout the country, because Con- 
necticut is apparently now ina hurricane path, at least judging from 
the disasters in the last 4 or 5 years. And we 1 equest that that appro- 
priation be increased so that a million dollars is made available for 
the hurricane studies in New England alone. 

New England is very highly industrialized and very heavily popu- 
lated, and we certainly feel that the increased appropriation is very 
urgently needed. 

In beach-erosion work, Connecticut again has pioneered in a Fed- 
eral, State, and local cooperative program. And we would like to 
request the sum of 875,000 as the Federal share for carrying on certain 
beach-erosion control programs. 

At the present time the State of Connecticut is spending $1,600,000 
of its own money on beach-erosion work. And we want to carry on 
the program to protect more of our shores. .And we request the sum 
for that purpose. 

We believe that harbors serve a very important part of our economic 
life. We haven’t got the large harbors that they have in some of the 
other States, but our small ones are important. 

The Quinnipiae River project has been authorized for many years. 
And it serves a very important part of New Haven. We request that 
$575.000 be appropriated for that project. 

We also request a $57,000 appropriation for the Eight Mile River in 
Connecticut, and also for the dredging of North Cove on the Connec- 
ticut River at Saybrook. Now, the lower end of the Connecticut River 
is becoming more and more an industrial river, because, as you may 
realize, the Atomic Research Laboratory is located on the lower part 
of the Connecticut, and it is expected thi at. probably up to $100 million 
may be expended on that most important Laboratory for testing atomic 
engines, and so forth. 

Now, we have 1 requested funds for fiscal year 1957 for various needed 
projects within Connecticut as follows: We request $1 million for the 
Naugatuck Valley-Thomaston flood-control dam. We have requested 
$500,000 for the hurricane study, $67,000 for beach erosion, and $1 mil- 

li on for harbor improvements, a total of $2,567,000, 

In addition to that, we also request additional appropriations on the 
Connecticut River Valley flood-control program on the Thames River 
Valley, whereby not only Connecticut but the other States of Massa- 
chusetts, Connecticut, Vermont, and New Hampshire will also be pro- 
tected. These requests are modest in relation to the great benefits to be 
derived not only to the economy of Connecticut, but to the national 
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economy. And the State has demonstrated and is now forcibly demon- 
strating that the people are buried in the costs of the tremendous recon- 
struction program, and they are willing to bear a large share of the 
cost of preventing these things in the future. 

In addition to the Governor's statement, I would also like to place 
for your information a statement from the Naugatuck Valley River 
Control Commission in the record. 

Mr. Rasavur. Without objection, the statements will be placed in the 
record. 

Mr. Wise. I would also like to submit a statement from Mr. John 
Dempsey, the mayor of the city of Putnam, and a letter from the Put- 
nam Woolen division of the Uxbridge C orp., and a letter from the 
Kelding Heminway Corticelli setting forth their v iews concerning the 
(Juinebaug River. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, it will be incorporated in the rec- 


ord. 
(The statement of Governor Ribicotffl, the statement of Mr. Wise, 
and letters referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Gov. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, OF CONNECTICUT, MONDAY, MARCH 19, 1956 


The changing weather pattern of the past 20 years has brought hurricanes 
and floods of steadily increasing violence to the State of Connecticut. This trend 
was culminated with the floods of last autumn which the Army Corps of 
Engineers have described as “the most disastrous and most costly” in their ex 
perience. Included in this comparison was the floods in the valleys of the Missis 
sippi, the Missouri, and all those rivers where the great disasters of the past have 
occurred, 

Here is what the 1955 floods cost Connecticut: 

Ninety-one persons are known dead and 12 others missing and presumed dead ; 
86,000 persons were unemployed; more than 1,100 families were left homeless ; 
another 2,300 families were at least temporarily without shelter; nearly 20,000 
families suffered flood damage; 67 of our 169 towns were affected by the floods. 

The damage to individual property, to business, to industry, and to State and 
municipal facilities has been estimated at almost half a billion dollars. 

Thus Connecticut, along with its New England neighbors, faces a critical 
situation which demands prompt and decisive action by the Congress of the 
United States. 

The State of Connecticut has done much for itself. 

The Connecticut Legislature met in emergency flood session and authorized 
the spending of more than $73 million. This money is rebuilding town roads 
and bridges and State highways and bridges. It is reimbursing the local com- 
munities for tax losses which would have left them in crippling financial condi- 
tion. It is building public housing and guaranteeing low-interest, long-term 
housing mortgages for families which lost their homes in the floods. It is assist- 
ing in redevelopment so that from the wreckage of this disaster can rise a fired 
Connecticut than that which stood before the floods came. 

One community—the capital city of Hartford—was even authorized to sell 
up to $10 million in bonds to build protective works of its own. 

Connecticut is spending $1 million on flood control projects. It is regulating 
flood hazards on dams and reservoirs. It is establishing stream encroachment 
limits on all waterways in Connecticut. It is undertaking a program of studies 
and control of shore erosion, and already has appropriated $2 million for this 
work. Our flood control and beach erosion projects represent a new approach to 
this problem from a State standpoint. 

In addition to all this, Connecticut people contributed more than $3 million to 
flood relief funds. 

So you can see that the people of Connecticut are meeting the complex prob 
lems facing them with courage, with determination, with faith in the future 

But Connecticut also needs Federal help to protect it from future floods 
The Federal Government, from both precedence and experience, has the re 
sponsibility for flood control projects. In many instances, the control of floods 
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in river valleys must be undertaken on an interstate basis and can be solved 
only by large and expensive projects. No State can carry by itself the full 
burden of flood protection. 

Connecticut doesn’t feel that it is coming to Washington today and making 
inordinate demands on the Federal Treasury. Connecticut has more than carried 
its share of the national taxation load and helped less fortunate States. In 
the last 10 years alone, Connecticut taxpayers poured almost $9 billion into the 
Federal Treasury. 

For every thousand dollars we have contributed in Federal taxes, during 
the past 25 years, we have received back $49.92—or about 40 percent as much 
as the rest of the country. Only one other State has had a smaller return. The 
maximum figure for any State, by comparison, is $534.46. 

Now the time has come when Connecticut needs sizable amounts of Federal 
funds to protect our homes, our loved ones, and our economic life. There 
should be no hesitancy about meeting these needs. Here are what Connecti- 
cut considers its fair requirements and the provisions made for them in the 
fiscal 1957 appropriations : 

Thomaston Dam.—This dam has been authorized since 1944. The estimated 
cost is $16 million. It would protect the rich Naugatuck River Valley, which is 
the industrial heart of Connecticut. The 1955 floods caused $160 million damage 
below the proposed site of the dam. The Army engineers say this total would 
have been cut in half had the dam been built. The money saved would have 
paid for the dam five times over. The present estimated completion date for this 
dam is July 1960. The budget contains an appropriation of $360,000 to start 
construction. We are respectfully requesting this committee to increase the 
appropriation $1 million so that the completion date can be advanced by at least 
S months. The additional money would be used for property acquisition and the 
relocation of railroad tracks and State and local roads. This work would speed 
up the entire project. 

We feel the proposed appropriation is inadequate to meet our urgent needs. 

Flood-control dams on the Connecticut River.—These dams and their author- 
ization dates are: 


NI PERI CIN N cs oe eee ene bebe ewe pe Yc doe ke 
Ie RE Fa a ire eee Ste scckceucacca> EAE 
ER am ER a gah Bo Ew meet. . 
TNR LO so reas Sessa onion ee ciple aetna ah gree 24 Se 2! ee 
Dore Sorineheld, Vt... -...=.-...--. He pee eases aoa 1938 
North erie. VG2s2- ee ck cen bileetshens ecg ee eae wea be decane Ks sidishaceainc)!. GOO 


The proposed budget appropriation is $6 million for construction and plan 
ning. We are respectfully requesting this committee to consider increasing the 
appropriation $1 million so that the completion date can be advanced by at least 

These dams are an integral part of the flood control planning for the vital 
Connecticut River Valley. The expensive flood-control works protecting Hart- 
ford and East Hartford and the great Pratt & Whitney Aireraft Corp., a key 
industry in the Nation’s defense, are predicated on the construction of these 
dams. Had the rainfall pattern of last August shifted 70 miles east of where 
it fell, the Connecticut River Valley would have been devastated. Should such 
a rainfall ever hit the Connecticut River Valley, these dams would be needed 
to save Connecticut. 

The New England Governors’ Conference is on record requesting an acceleration 
in the construction schedule for these dams. 

Flood-control dams on Quinebaug River and French River.—These dams and 
their authorization dates are: 


ES i POST BS SS a re ee aa ee ee ee ee a ee siesta 1941 
SS | ESS | OE ee See ae 2 SEE I ee 
Pacinos: Watteee. BORK. on oe i ode skh licenat agitate CRI ie aa in aa aS 1941 


The proposed budget appropriation is $2 million for construction and planning 
of these dams. 

We are respectfully requesting this committee to increase the appropriation 
to $2,900,000 so that a faster start can be made in the time-consuming job of 
highway relocation. 

The city of Putnam, located on the Quinebaug River in eastern Connecticut, 
suffered tremendous damage in the flood of August 1955. The people were put 
through a harrowing ordeal of water and fire and huge deposits of silt. This 
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damage would have been reduced by 75 percent had the dams been built, accord- 
ing to the Army engineers. 

The New England Governors’ Conference is on record requesting an accelera- 
tion in the construction schedule of these dams. 

Hurricane protection study.—The proposed budget appropriation is $1 million 
for the entire country. We are respectfully requesting this committee to 
consider appropriating an additional $1 million for New England alone. With 
Connecticut and New England suffering increasingly heavy blows each year and 
the weather pattern changing, it is imperative that the hurricane protection 
study be accelerated. We need a decision as soon as possible on what steps 
to take to meet these new hurricane and flood threats, The entire coastline 
of Conneciticut should be studied. To date, only limited studies have been 
made. Providing the additional appropriation would not result in an increased 
cost to the Federal Government. It would just mean that instead of spreading 
the total cost over several years it would be paid out now in 1 year. And the 
date for taking protective measures would be advanced by as much as 1 year. 

Shore erosion and harbor edevelopment.—No provision has been made in this 
budget for Connecticut shore erosion and harbor development work, for which 
there is an acute need. As explained at the start of this statement, Connecticut 
has undertaken an ambitious, unique shore-erosion program. But we need 
more Federal help if our shores are to have adequate protection. 

We respectfully request this committee to consider : 

(1) Appropriating $75,000 for shore erosion study and work at Light House 
Point, New Haven; Cove Island, Stamford: Cummings Point, Stamford, and 
Guilford. 

(2) Extending the deadline for Federal participation in the shore erosion 
work now underway at Woodmont. Without this extension, Connecticut would 
lose $42,000 in Federal assistance. 

(3) Appropriating $575,000 for dredging the Quinnipiac River Harbor at New 
Haven, $57,000 for dredging Hamburg Cove on the Connecticut River. and S363.- 
000 for dredging North Cove on the Connecticut River at Saybrook. The de- 
velopment of our harbors, both large and small, to accommodate bigger vessels 
and to bring the fullest possible benefits to the State's economy, is dependent 
on Federal assistance. 

In closing, it is important to understand the major role that Connecticut plays 
in the economy of the United States. We continue to lead the Nation in many 
important fields of indugtrial production including jet aircraft engines, brass 
and copper products, ball bearings, firearms, silverware, and other diversified 
manufacturing. The State’s record of steady manufacturing employment is 
among the best in the country. An industrial interruption in Connecticut has 
harmful effects throughout the Nation. 

What has to be realized is that one of the biggest beneficiaries in the con 
tinuous productivity of Connecticut is the United States Government. Fed- 
eral income taxes take about 50 percent of the earnings of Connecticut firms. 
If flood destruction reduces the earning power of these companies, then the 
United States Treasury loses large amounts of tax revenue. When a flood di: 
rupts industry, the Federal Government loses more than the earnings for that 
year. Such losses can be deducted from profits earned in other vears, thus cut 
ting into other than current tax revenue. 

So simple logic shows that flood-control projects help pay for themselves many 
times over. 

It is a sound business investment, therefore, for the United States Congress 
to authorize the flood works Connecticut requests today. In addition to bene- 
fiting the people of Connecticut and the economy of Connecticut and the Nation 
such appropriations help insure the steady flow of Federal tax revenue. 


FLoop CONTROL, NAVIGATION, BEACH EROSION, AND HURRICANE PROTECTION 
APPROPRIATINS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1957 


(Statement by William S. Wise, director, Connecticut State Water Commission } 


In August and October of last year the people of Connecticut endured an un 
usual combination of hurricanes and floods causing the most terrifying disaster 
in the State's history. The wake of these disasters left 1083 persons dead and 
missing and a State staggering under a spirit of hopelessness and a financial bur 
den of damages totaling approximately one-half of a billion dollars. The people 
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however, were not long dismayed ; they arose and faced the future with courage 
and a determination to rebuild the ruins into a better and stronger Connecticut. 

Governor Ribicoff called a special session of the legislature which appropri- 
ated funds and authorized miscellaneous expenditures totaling more than $73 
million to aid its citizens in their stupendous rebuilding program. Furthermore, 
the people determined to spare no efforts in initiating and promoting programs 
which would prevent the recurrence of such disasters and the legislature imple- 
mented the program with appropriate statutes. 

It is quite apparent that Connecticut is not sitting idly by, waiting for a bounti- 
ful Federal Government to take over the problems of rehabilitation and restora- 
tion. It does, however, need assistance and support in planning and providing 
protective works so that in the future the State can continue to supply the prod- 
ucts which the Nation needs so much. 


CONNECTICUT RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


Flood control in our large river valleys in most instances involves complex in- 
terstate problems. Compacts between States are useful aids in planning com- 
prehensive programs, however, the design, construction, financing, and operation 
of the large structures require the resources of agencies with valuable experience. 
“he Corps of Engineers have served New England well. In 1937 they developed 
a comprehensive flood-control plan for the Connecticut River, consisting of 22 
reservoirs. Many of the projects in the present plan were authorized in 1938, 
yet only five structures have thus far been built. The present budget includes 
funds for construction work on the following projects : 


ier S008 8 i a a wcreccany ay OO OO 
Nee eee Sees ic a aes Gin ca ana i, 100, 000 
Bemhl. meant er a ee ee Rete 2, 300, 000 


INNA 
North Springfield 
North Hartland- 


rae bes celal ns i oh a hak ens : 420, 000 
sg 500, 000 
ee 300, 000 


SN cc ie esi ce eis ea slosh pic Svcs ls seman ia 5, 920, 000 
The New England Flood Control] Compact Commission have set up a program 


of construction, and the New England governors’ conference last fall approved 
this program. It recommended an expenditure of $1,500,000 for Townsend and 
$1 million for North Springfield in fiscal year 1957. It is, therefore, requested 
that the budget for these 6 dams be increased by $1,600,000 making a total of 
$7,500,000 to conform more nearly to the governors and compact recommenda- 
tions and permit an earlier completion of their construction. 


NAUGATUCK VALLEY-THOMASTON FLOOD-CONTROL DAM 


The August and October floods caused an estimated damage in the Naugatuck 
Valley amounting to $207 million. It is estimated that if the flood-control dam 
proposed on the Naugatuck River above Thomaston had been built prior to the 
floods, the damages in the valley would have been reduced by $90 million. Plans 
for the construction of this dam are now being prepared, and the construction of 
the dam should be completed at the earliest possible date in order to protect the 
valuable investments in the valley. One of the difficult phases of this project is 
the relocation of a railroad. This work could be started on a larger scale and, 
therefore, it is requested that the 1957 fiscal budget for this dam be increased to 
$1 million. 


QUINEBAUG RIVER FLOOD CON TROI 


The most horrendous disaster during these floods occurred in the city of Put- 
nam. In the midst of floodwaters over 10 feet deep raging through the center 
of the city, havoc was created by a series of explosions and ravaging fire com- 
pletely destroying a large magnesium plant. The receding waters left large por- 
tions of the city buried under debris and gravel 10 feet deep and destruction 
amounting to more than $15 million in the valley. 
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The flood-control program protecting this city against the recurrence of 
this experience consists of three reservoirs to be located in Massachusetts 
The proposed budget for starting work on these structures includes: 


East Brimfield__ Sree has ees : : . $340, 000 
Beremvyine ............. sped 1, 200, 000 
Hodges Village__- Sree ; : sia atesbon 360, 000 


ZTOtal...... 


patina ba : 1, 900, 000 


The New England governors’ conference last fall recommended $4,700,000 for 
fiscal year 1957 to carry on these three projects. It is requested, therefore, that 
the proposed budget for these reservoirs be inercased by $1 million—adding 
$500,000 to each Hodges Village and East Brimfield, making a total of $2,900,000 
This would permit an earlier completion of the control works. 


HURRICANE STUDIES AND PROTECTION 


The paths of hurricanes have changed greatly during the past 20 years ex 
posing New England to their fury and destruction. The Army engineers are now 
conducting studies and investigations in the hope of providing protective meas 
ures which would reduce future destruction and damages. Heavily popu 
lated and industrialized New England urgently needs protective measures at 
the earliest possible date. It is requested that $1 million be appropriated to 
continue these studies in New England at a more rapid rate. 


BEACH EROSION 


Connecticut likewise pioneered in cooperative Federal, State, and local beach 
erosion programs along its shoreline. The State has appropriated $2 million 
to carry on this work and 8 projects will be under contract by May 15, involving 
a total expenditure of $1,525,000. The programs must be carried forward and 
it is requested that the budget for fiscal 1957 include the following appropria 
tions for the Federal share to continue the work : 


Lighthouse Point 
Guilford 

Cove Island 
Cummings Park 


Seiad : $4, 000 
’ ; stctcanpivelidte oll $, OOO 
aids seed edi ease sp citaahialditaiy soca iad F _. 24, 000 
35, 000 


Total it eee 67, 400 


The total cost of these projects is $350,000, with the State and local interests 
bearing $282,000 of the total expenditure. 

Because of a legal entanglement delaying the Woodmont project, for which 
$42,000 in Federal funds has been appropriated for fiscal 1956, it is likely that 
this construction cannot be started on July 1 and the funds, therefore, lapse. 
It is requested that $42,000 be included in fiscal 1957 budget to carry out this 
project. The total cost of this project is estimated at $192,000. The State and 
local interests are contributing $150,000 toward the total cost. 


ILARBOR IMPROVEMENTS 


Connecticut’s harbors exert a great influence on the economy of the State, of 
New England and of the Nation, because of the variety and importance of its 
industrial products. It is requested that $575,000 be appropriated to dredge 
the Quinnipiac River in New Haven, and $57,000 appropriated for the Eight Mile 
River project at Hamburg on the Connecticut. The lower Connecticut River is 
of more strategic importance since the location of the atomic research laboratory 
at Haddam. It is, therefore, requested that $375,000 be appropriated to ade- 
quately dredge North Cove on the Connecticut River at Saybrook. The total 
appropriations for harbor improvement in Connecticut amount to $1 million. 
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SUMMARY 


We have requested funds for fiscal year 1957 for various needed projects within 
Connecticut as follows: 


Naugatuck Valley—Thomaston flood-control dam__-..------_.-_--- $1, 000, 000 
Hurricane study____-__ ede taarte te Sli eer he rea a a chia dale as dhebaie ed 500, 000 
Beach erosion___.-_--___ aa ag a ee eee ee 67, 000 
Irs aR a esac stele once 1, 000, 000 

Oa ae 2, 567, 000 


We have also requested funds for flood-control projects which will be con- 
structed in neighboring States to prevent or reduce future disasters in those 
States and in Connecticut as follows: 


Connecticut River Valley flood-control dams__--_-----------_--_-. $7, 500, 000 
Thames-Quinebaug Valley flood-control dams _ -._-- ~~ i ee 2, 900, 000 
eR eases ia sean cee Re ct cals cg a a ales 10, 400, 000 


These requests we believe are modest in relation to the great benefits to be 
derived, not only to the Connecticut economy but also to the national economy. 
The-State has demonstrated and is now so forcibly demonstrating that the 
people are bearing the cost of a tremendous reconstruction program and they 
are also willing to bear a large share of the costs for preventing the recurrence 
of such future disasters. 


OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
Crry oF PUTNAM, 
Putnam, Conn., March 16, 1956. 
Mr, Wii1AM S. WISE, 
Executive Secretary, the Flood Control 
and Water Policy Commission, 
State Office Building, Hartford, Conn. 

Dear Mr, Wise: I am writing you this urgent letter and would ask that you 
read it publicly when you attend the important meeting next week in Washington, 
D. C. 

I speak for all the people of the city of Putnam when I ask you to explain 
to the committee how important the erection of these dams will be to the people 
of my city. 

The memory of the last August floods is still with us. While the city of 
Putnam was crippled badly, we are today looking forward to building a better 
community. 

Our planning and redevelopment stages are going forward with great strides 
but, in order to be successful, we must instill in the minds and hearts of our 
people that some form of protection will be given them in the near future. 

Will you please, in behalf of all our people, strongly urge that the Federal 
budget include adequate funds to control the waters of the Quinebaug and 
French Rivers. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN N. DeMPSEy, 
Mayor of Putnam. 


BACHMAN UXBRIDGE WoRSTED CorpP., 
PUTNAM WOOLEN DIVISION, 
Putnam, Conn., March 15, 1956. 
Mr. Wrt11AM S. WISE, 
Executive Secretary to the Flood Control 
and Water Policy Commission. 

Dear Mr. Wise: I’m writing you this letter to try and press upon you the 
importance of flood-control dams that are proposed on the Quinebaug and 
French Rivers in Massachusetts. I represent the Bachmann Uxbridge Worsted 
Corp., Putnam Woolen division. We have mills in the following places: 
Uxbridge, Mass., Barre, Mass., Pascoag, R. I., Cedartown, Ga., Putnam, Conn., 
Talladega, Ala. 
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The Putnam Woolen division plays a very important part in the economy of 
this city. Currently, we are employing about 500 people with an annual pay- 
roll of about $2 million. In addition we provide many so-called fringe benetits. 
These consist of life insurance, weekly accident and sickness benefits, surgical 
coverage, hospitalization insurance, vacation pay and holiday pay. Added to- 
gether they come to over $100,000 annually. 

We were badly damaged by the flood in 19388 and last August 19, our losses 
ran to $600,000. It is very important to me as manager of the Putnam Woolen 
division and very important to our parent company, Bachmann Uxbridge 
Worsted to know if these dams will materialize and whether they will control 
flooding in the Putnam area. We hesitate to replace old machinery with new, 
when this condition exists. 

We would appreciate anything you can do to help us control floods in this 
area so that we can still continue to do business in this area. 

Very truly yours, 
PUTNAM WOOLEN DiIvISION, 
G. L. BuUSHER. 


BELDING HEMINWAY CoRTICELLI, 
Putnam, Conn., March 15, 1956. 
Mr. WILLIAM S. WISE, 
Executive Secretary, State Flood Control and Water Policy Commission, 
Hartford, Conn. 

DEAR Mr. WISE: The recent August flood resulted in a very serious loss to 
our company. We are located by necessity of large quantities of processing 
water on the banks of the Quinebaug in Putnam. Another such flood would 
definitely force us to relocate our plant where there would be no hazard of 
flooding. We are the largest industry in Putnam, employing over 600 people, 
with the largest payroll in this area. 

We believe that flood control or prevention is the best form of flood insurance. 
We strongly urge that the Federal budget include adequate funds to control 
the waters of the Quinebaug and French Rivers. Three of these flood-control 
projects, I believe, are still on the Army engineers drawing board. We sincerely 
hope favorable action will be taken to insure adequate funds to start work 
on the Buffumville, East Brimfield and Hodges Reservoirs. Any unnecessary 
delay in expanding these projects might seriously affect the economy of this 
large area. 

Appreciating any help you may initiate for the protection of our plants and 
the jobs of over 600 workers, we are, 

Sincerely yours, 
L. B. SEAVER, Plant Manager. 


Mr. Rasavur. Thank you very much. 
Senator, who is your next witness / 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR H. GOSSELIN 


Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, our next witness, like Mr. Wise, is 
an expert witness in this field, Mr. Arthur Gosselin, who is chairman 
of the harbor-development committee of New Haven, and represents 
the Chamber of Commerce of New Haven here today. He is also 
vice president of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress, and a 
member of the State water commission, of which Mr. Wise is the 
chairman. 

Mr. Arthur Gosselin. 

Mr. Gossetin. Thank you, Senator. 

I want to endorse first the statements of Mr. Wise, as a member of 
the water commission. And I also want to leave a brief with you 
on the Quinnipiac River project, which was authorized by Congress 
in House Document 517 in 1945. 

Mr. Rapavut. You want to leave that with the committee ? 

Mr. Gosseiin. I want to leave that with the committee. 
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Now, this statement I have here gives some later figures. At the 
time that the authorization was given in 1945 the savings were $40,000 
annually, and the tonnage was somewhere around $500,000. The 
later figures show that if this river is deepened at this time that 
the savings—the tonnage will go to 946,000, and the savings will go 
up to approximately $200,000. 

Now, you have in the budget this vear an appropriation for the 
maintenance of the main harbor at New Haven of $560,000. T believe 
that it would be to the best interest of the Congress to do the Quinni- 
piace River, which has been author ized, at this time, because the assem- 
bling of the dredge in the New Haven Harbor when this maintenance 
work is done would enable them to save considerable money. When 
the Congress authorized the Quinnipiac River they stated a cost of 
$206,000. Three million dollars was appropriated for the main harbor. 

When the main harbor was completed the savings were $1,661,000 
the first year after completion. The House document showed only 
$748.000. Now, if this work is to be done at this time the Government 
would save considerable money rather than reassembling a dredge at a 
later date to come in and do this Quinnipiae River, which would cost 
considerable money. 

Now, I left a brief last year before the Appropriations Committee, 
but this is new evidence I would like to have you consider. And the 
Quinnipiac River, which T think was somewhere around $525,000, 
TI was told last time; it has doubled in 10 years. 

Mr. Ranaut. What would you estimate the savings might be if they 
used the dredge for both purposes and did not have to assemble it 
again ? 

Mr. Gosseitn. It is pretty hard to say. The Army engineers will 
put it out for bids, and they ought to save at least $100,000, because it 
costs about that much to assemble a dredging concer ny get the people 
and all that material in there. And, of course, this $560,000 which 
has been estimated would be the main cost. 

Mr. Ranaut. That will be in the record now. 

(The brief referred to by Mr. Gosselin is as follows :) 


DREDGING—QUINNIPIAC RIVER, AUTHORIZED IN Hovusk DocuMENT No. 517, 79tH 
CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, 1945 


Statement by Arthur H. Gosselin, chairman, harbor development committee, 
New Haven Chamber of Commerce; subchairman, harbor development com- 
mittee, Citizens Action Commission, city of New Haven, Conn. : vice president, 
National Rivers and Harbors Congress for State of Connecticut; chairman, 
Connecticut Port Survey Commission, 1945-47 


yentlemen of Congress, in 1945 the 79th Congress, 2d session, in House Docu- 
ment 517, authorized the deepening of the main harbor at New Haven to 35 feet 
and the Quinnipiac River to 22 feet, both at mean low water, at a cost of 
$3,260,000. 

Funds of $8 million were appropriated in 1948-49 and 1950 to complete the 
main harbor, but no funds were appropriated for the Quinnipiac River. 

The benefits of this project were estimated at a ratio of 5 to 1. I am enclos- 
ing exhibit No. 1 from Col. R. E. Potter, of the Army Engineer Corps, showing 
that 1 year after completion the benefits were a ratio of 13 to 1 and that savings 
were $1,661,000. House Document 517 showed estimates of $726,000 for the 
main harbor and $40,000 for the Quinnipiac River. 
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Exhibit No. 2 will show you all of the benefits derived by the completion of 
the main harbor to the city and State in increased taxes. 

The Honorable Mayor Richard C. Lee has appointed a citizens action com 
mission to work on urban redevelopment of New Haven stemming from the 
harbor development where 253 acres of land, formerly mud, were filled from 
harbor dredging. 

One hundred acres of this land will be used by the State highway department 
for the Greenwich-Killingly Expressway and from which a connector road will 
be built into an area now occupied by the produce market. The market is to be 
moved to harbor land as shown in exhibit No. 3 attached. However, this har 
bor area needs fill which would be available if funds for the deepening of the 
Quinnipiac River were available this year. 

It is the intention of the State highway department to have this work com- 
pleted by 1958, therefore, immediate action is necessary if the city of New Haven 
is to take advantage of these improvements. 

The benefits from the Quinnipiac River deepening were estimated as $40,000 
in 1945. However, benefits have greatly exceeded this amount as a result of the 
Main Harbor deepening. 

It is planned to fill an area on Middletown Avenue, as shown in exhibit No. 4, 
comprising 153 acres of marshland now being assessed by the city of New Haven 
for $4,000 and now provide a tax revenue of $132 to the city. This improve- 
ment will increase the land value to an estimated $1,530,000 or $10,000 per acre 
(the property is adjacent to Cedar Hill vards of the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad). The area is to be developed for industry and as a result 
approximately $150,000 of tax revenue will be available. 

From the above facts, we hope you can arrange to have these funds for deep- 
ening the Quinnipiac River included in the budget for 1955-56, so that these 
projects may go forward immediately. House Document 517 for the developing 
of the Quinnipiac River was authorized just 10 years ago, but due to war conii- 
tions we were unable to secure funds. 

We are attaching exhibit No. 5 showing the abutters on the Quinnipiae River 
which will give an idea as to the number of people to be benefited. 

These people ship their products to all parts of Connecticut and western 
New England. Hence, benefits will be gained by a population of approximately 
2,500,000. We believe the Federal Government, likewise, will benefit by this 
improvement through increased Federal taxes. 

We hope you will give serious consideration to this project and obtain neces- 
sary appropriation with which to complete this authorized project. 


QUINNIPIAC RIVER 


House Document 517, 79th Congress, authorized deepening of Quinnipiae 
River to 22 feet mean low water; however, no appropriation has been made to 
date. 

Attached find exhibit No. 1 which was presented to the Congress requesting 
funds to complete this work (exhibit Q-1). 

One of the benefits to be derived would be the filling in of land as shown in 
exhibit No. 2 which is now swampland assessed by the city of New Haven for 
a total of $3,380 or taxes of $119.99 (exhibit Q-2). 

This land filled would have a value of $10,000 per acre or $1,280,000 on which 
taxes amounting to $51,200 would result. 

House Document 517, 79th Congress, authenticated benefits of $40,000.  At- 
tached are letters from abutters located above the Ferry Street Bridge show- 
ing the following benefits which would result from developing that area as 
requested : 


Connecticut Adament Plaster Co. :* 90,000 tons at $2 ‘ __ $180, 000 
Benedict & Co.: * 
Te SOR no ceric icmceeccncnaencaaune sinless mista 13, 000 
Dy PONEO susan si esa a i esi i ai gn cn ti a ns ie lesa ss 40, 000 


MD. SOGTR 00+ ‘i ein aia casas 
Exhibit Q-4—A 
2 Exhibit Q-4 


60, 000 
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M. Schiavone increased volume: by 1959, 25 percent; by 1964, 50 percent over 
1954 volume of 70,000 tons and will expend $75,000 for improvements (ex- 
hibit Q-5). 





Tons 

Tonnage shown in House Document 517...........-. 4c cc nck esau 480, 000 
Connecticut Adamant Plaster___- sche basi nisiide Sia te terns gepabiee sndene aba ene 90, 000 
IN I dell nica Be hii can GN teat ala Nd 23, 641 
I et Ni eh pede evita de i aa re a 70, OOO 
SE i a a Nee oe el tke 736, OOO 
Tidewater Association Oil....-.._--_-__- sie dbs canscagi bie tions be aneieaioe oe ene 25, 500 

Tote. ..... iat ere pit ee hw hes OC 


An increase of 466,141 tons by 1964. 
2Exhibit Q-3. 


| 
Anticipated increase ! | 5 years 10 years 


Percent Percent 
Connecticut Adamant Plaster ‘ 4 - 900 900 
Benedict & Co re ea 100 150 
Michael Schiavone ; ’ kasi P Lda 25 50 
Texas Co pe fed oe iia iN i ead ele a Ee 17 36 


1 Exhibit Q-5. 


See enclosed letter from Vanacore Machine & Marine Co., 271 Front Street, 
regarding Waucoma Yacht Club condition. Also your letter of January 18, 1954 
(exhibit Q-7). 

The people in the above Ferry Street Bridge area would like a 12-foot channel 
at mean low water with a turning basin. See letter from Chester Poling 
(exhibit Q-S). 

We urge this area to be surveyed with the view of developing same for com- 
mercial and boating facilities. 





ExuIBIT Q-2 
QUINNIPIAC MEADOWS 


LIST OF PROPERTY OWNERS AND ASSESSED VALUATIONS FOR AREA A (OUTLINED ON 
ATTACHED MAP) 


The following list of property owners and assessed Valuations of their prop- 
erties in area A was compiled from the records of the board of assessors in 
New Haven by the city plan department. 

Ibue to the fact that the deeds and other land records are in most instances 
vague and ambiguous for these marshy lowlands, it is obvious that this informa- 
tion cannot be wholly accurate and complete. Jt does indicate, however, the 
distribution of land ownership, approximate number of parcels, and magnitude 
of assessed valuations. 

The New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad's properties, and those of 
the city of New Haven, acquired mainly through tax foreclosures, are listed 
separately, for whatever the breakdown might be. 

A thorough and complete title search, field survey, and appraisal is the only 
answer to the problem of acquiring exact data. 
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Middletown Ave., West Side North of Railroad Trestle over Middletown Ave 


Assessed rota 
Owner Area in acres value per ISSESse 
wre value 
Philomena De Lucia 1 $2! SOK 
Sibley Construction Co { 2 Mi 
Canterbury Realty Co M4 NM 
Louis Hemingway Estate--- { Ho 2A 
Mary A. Williams 8 2 2K 
Canterbury Realty Co 4 25 1 
Arthur Button 2 4 
Anna V. Culver 1. § 20 it 
Everett C. Wells 6 5 Qn 
Andrew Migliaro 5 1K 
Canterbury Realty l 2 
Charles Smith 2 i 
William E. Grannis { 100 
Water Co ] 0 
-——— Brockett ‘ 2.5 7 
Brockett, et al 2 { 
Brockett 1.5 “ 
7 Brockett l 2! 
Hubert J. Foote, et al 1.5 i( 
Subtotal 55% 1, 5M 
Willis Hemingway 2 40) 
Hubert J. Foote, et al 2 40) 
Georgiana Johnston 3 
Benjamin J. English, et al 3 f 
New York, New Haven & Hartford R. R (area as shown on 
map) 30 3 4 
City of New Haven (approximately 10-12 parcels) 33 3 25 33 §2f 
Subtotal 73 1, 7% 
Grand total 12854 3, SRE 
Rear. 


2 Estimate. 
’ Tax exempt. 


AREA B 


A tabulation of material similar to that for area A has not been prepared for 
RB. Subdivision of that area has taken place, and the small lots are now owned 
by a group of approximately 66 people. Ownership may be obtained from the 
records of the assessor. 


EXmiBir Q-5 
& 


ARTHUR H. GOSSELIN, 
Chairman, Harbor Development Committee, 
New Haven Chamber of Commerce, 
New Haven, Conn. 
DEAR Mr. GosseELIn: If the Mill River—Quinnipiac—or West River were deep 
ened (please italicize the one on which you are located) : 
1. We could expect a potential increase over our 1954 volume of 900 fron 
10,000 to 90,000 tons by 1959, of __-- percent by 1964. 
2. Our 1954 volume was 10,000 tons. 
3. We would expect to increase our present facilities (docks, capital improve- 
ments, additional facilities) by $2 million. 
4. We can reasonably expect operating expense savings of $2 per ton by having 
a deeper channel to at least 22 feet. 
Tne CoNNECTICUT ADAMENT PLASTER Co., 
W. H. Kerroae, Jr., President. 
OcTroBER 15, 1955. 
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Exureit Q-4 
OcToser 14, 1955. 
ARTHUR H. GOSSELIN, 
Chairman, Harbor Development Committee, 
New Haven Chamber of Commerce, 
New Haven, Conn. 


DeaR Mr. Gossettn: If the Mill River—Quinnipiac River above Grand Ave- 
nue—or West River were deepened (please italicize the one on which you are 
located) : 

1. We could expect a potential increase over our 1954 volume of 100 percent 
by 1959, of 150 percent by 1964. 

2. Our 1954 volume was 23,681 tons, plus 9,308 tons not waterborne through 
our plant for lack of water. 

3. We would expect to increase our present facilities (docks, capital improve- 
ments, additional facilities) by $100,000. 

4, We can reasonably expect operating expense savings of $15,000 the first year 
by having a deeper channel, $40,000 per year within 5 years, and $60,000 per 
year within 10 years, minimum. 

sENEDICT & Co., INC., 

NATHAN Rupin ESTATE, 

Davin Rustin, President. 
OcTOBER 20, 1955. 


ExuHipir Q-5 


NEW HAVEN 13, Conn., October 24, 1955. 
ARTHUR H. GOSSELIN, 
Chairman, Harbor Development Committee, 
New Haven Chamber of Commerce, 
New Haven, Conn. 


DEAR Mr. GosseLt1n: In reply to your letter of October 14, 1955, we wish to 
submit the following answers to the questions you posed if the Quinnipiac River 
were deepened: 

1. We could expect a potential increase over our 1954 volume of 25 percent by 
1959, of 50 percent by 1964. 

2. Our 1954 volume was 70,000 tons approximately. 

3. We would expect to increase our present facilities (docks, capital improve- 
ments, additional facilities) by $75,000. 

4. So far as an answer to your fourth question is concerned, any answer we 
give would simply be a guess, and would be unfair to suggest anything. How- 
ever, because transshipment would be avoided the saving would be substantial. 

Very truly yours, 
M. ScHIAVONE & Sons, INc. 
JOSEPH A. SCHIAVONE, 
Vice President. 


Exuipit Q-6 


Tne Texas Co., 
New York 17, N. Y., October 28, 1955. 
ARTHUR H. GOSSELIN, 
Chairman, Harbor Development Committee, 
New Haven Chamber of Commerce, 
New Haven, Conn. 


Dear Mr. Gossettn: Under date of October 18 we informed you in response 
to your questionnaire of October 12 that the Texas Co., carried 736,000 tons 
of cargo into the port of New Haven during 1954 with deepwater vessels. 

We now have your questionnaire of October 14 and wish to reply therefore 
as follows: 

Our sales station at New Haven is located on the Quinnipiac River, and we 
could expect a potential increase over our 1954 volume of 17 percent by 1959 
and 35 percent by 1964. In response to question No. 2, our 1954 volume delivered 
by barge and powerboat was 96,000 tons. Under question No. 3, as to how 
much money might be expended to increase our present facilities, we cannot 
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answer at this time; and in relation to the amount of money we could expect 
to save by reason of a deeper channel, we are also unable to answer. 

The present channel facilities are ample for our present type of operations, 
and due to the restrictions of the Tomlinson Bridge all marine transportation 
to our own terminal must necessarily be limited to shallow-draft barges and 
powerboats. 

Very truly yours, 
J. I. MINGAy. 


EXHIBIT Q-7 


TNpDEWATER ASSOCIATED OIL Co., 
New York, N. Y., November 10, 1955. 
Mr. ArTHUR H. GOSSELIN, 
Chairman, Harbor Development Committee, 
New Haven Chamber of Commerce, 
New Haven, Conn. 

Dear Mr. GOSSEIIN: With reference to your inquiry of October 12, please be 
advised that our deliveries of bulk petroleum products by water into New 
Haven Harbor during the year 1954 amounted to 25,500 tons, all deliveries 
having been made by small self-propelled vessels of relatively shallow draft 

The present depth of 35 feet in the channel of New Haven is, therefore, quite 
adequate for our requirements in the present and the foreseeable future 

Cordially, 
M. W. MENKEN 


EXHIBIT Q-S8 
JANUARY 4, 1954. 
ARTHUR H. GOSSELIN, 
Chairman, Harbor Development Committee. 

Dear Sir: This letter is to properly acquaint you with the existing conditions 
in the Quinnipiac River, north of the Grand Avenue Bridge. 

The city of New Haven has a number of storm sewers emptying into the river 
along both shores. The silt and debris have caused a shoaling condition both 
up and downstream adjacent to the sewer pipes. The natural channel in the 
river has gradually filled in to the point where navigation has ceased completely 
in some areas, and will cease completely in all areas if the situation is not 
remedied soon. 

The upper Quinnipiac River also sweeps down silt due to its swift current 
and deposits this silt south of the Middletown Avenue Bridge. The river widens 
considerably at this point and as the current slows down, the silt settles to the 
bottom. 

Our company has a considerable investment in machinery and equipment re 
lated to the marine trade. We are the only marine facility on the Quinnipiac 
River devoted exclusively to the repair and upkeep of all types of powerboats, 
both pleasure and commercial. 

We find that the existing condition of the Quinnipiac River at this time is 
seriously hampering our business, and if conditions are not remedied in the near 
future we will be forced out of the marine field entirely. 

On numerous occasions this past season, boats which were coming to our marina 
for repairs ran aground and were forced to go elsewhere. We are listed in 
numerous publications which are read by boatowners up and down the east 
coast. Some of the boats en route to other coast ports often come into our 
harbor for repairs and supplies and if the tide happens to be low at the time 
it is impossible for them to get to our dock. If the word spreads around that 
there is danger of running aground, this port wili be bypassed and business will 
he diverted elsewhere. 

At the present time we employ five persons and we feel that if the river is 
suitably dredged, we will be able to expand our facilities. We have been looking 
on with interest to your efforts to improve the harbor facilities in New Haven 
and the improvements made have been considerable. We are appealing to you, 
as head of the harbor committee, to bring this condition to the attention of the 
proper authorities. 

Very truly yours, 
VANACORE MACHINE & MARINE Co., 
Vicror VANACORE. 
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Mr. Gossriin. Unfortunately, when we appropriated the $3 million 
the engineers saved $300,000, and they wouldn’t allow us to use it for 
the Quinnipiac River because it isn’t authorized. Had it been done, 
the Government could have done it for $260,000. And we think it is 
important here to show the increase. 

And we also have a picture of a lot of marshland that will be filled 
from the dredging in the harbor. And the Government will have a 
place to put it without any extra cost. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Rasaut. Whose marshland is that ? 

Mr. Gosseiin. Part of it belongs to the railroad and part to private 
individuals. The city of New Haven is using it as a dump. It is 
up on Middleton Avenue, adjacent to the freight yard. 

Mr. Raravr. Is it a menace to health ? 

Mr. Gossrttn. Not at the present time. But they feel they can use 
it, and use it for industrial purposes. 

Senator Busu. We have another expert witness in the person of 
Philip Shutler, of the Connecticut flood-control compact 

Mr. Shutler. 

Mr. Rasavur. We will hear from Mr. Shutler at this time. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP SHUTLER 


Mr. Snutier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

For the record, Tam Philip Shutler. 

The commission exists by virtue of a compact among the four States 
on the Connecticut River—Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hamp- 
shire, and Vermont. 

The compact represents an agreement among the States as to reser- 
voir sites upon which the States agree and for which the benefited 
States agree to pay 90 percent of the tax losses occasioned by owner- 
ship by the United States of the land necessary for the reservoirs and 
dams. 

The commission started operation in September 1953, Almost im- 
mediately it began to consider what might be done to increese the flood 
protection on that river. 

As Mr. Wise has told you, 5 of the 21 or 22 flood-control dans au- 
thorized in 1938 and 1941 have been constructed. Also there has been 
construction of the local protective works at Hartford, East Hartford, 
Springfield, West Springfield, Chicopee, Holyoke, and Northamp- 
ton. It is very fortunate that those protective works have been built. 
They save a great deal of money in minor floods. They are not of 
themselves sufficient to protect those cities from major floods, or great 
floods. But the people who have been protected in the 17 years since 

ie 1938 tlood have come to rely upon them and come to believe that 
it isn’t necessary or wasn’t necessary for them to have additional 
upstream reservoirs. 

The commission held hearings in Massachusetts and Connecticut 
trying to alert the people to the danger of the flood. We tried to 
gev “ome members of the commission to come down, but they couldn't 
cha...» their commitments. 

But one of them said, “Don’t forget to sing your theme song” 
which has been that the further we are from the last. flood. the nearer 
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we are to the next one. And when I told the people in Hartford and 
Springfield that, they regarded me as a Jeremiah. 

Jeremiah is not particularly a lovable character. 

We got, I might say, nowhere, practically, in the matter of getting 
people to come to the Congress and ask for ee protection, 
we got nowhere until the floods of August of last yea 

Now, | suppose you have. the figures of losses ce those. If you 
don’t have them, for the record, I have the list. The August flood 
amounted to something over $500 million in the 3 States of Con- 
necticut, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, and the October flood 
something over $50 million. In both cases the maximum damage was 
done in Connecticut. If the October flood had occurred without the 
August flood, undoubtedly the losses in Connecticut would have been 
somewhere comparable to those which they suffered in the first flood, 
about, I should say, around $300 million. 

I would like for the commission to second the request which the 
vovernors have set forth in their statement to the Congress for in- 
creased appropriations for flood control. 

I would not like to set a figure in dollars as to how much that 
might be increased. I think it should be geared to the amount of 
money which the Corps of Engineers say that they can spend eco- 
nomically and efficiently for this work. 

I should like to say one thing. Probably you gentlemen on this 
committee are all familiar with the fact that immediately after a 
flood, everybody is concerned that something be done. And although 
it is impossible to do something overnight, that is the way that the 
people then want it done. But 5 years afterward, they have pretty 
much forgotten that. 

Now, we in New England have forgotten the flood of 1927, the flood 
of 1936, the flood of 1958. After each one immediately there was a 
great stir for more construction. But by the end of 18 years, 16 or 17 
years, it is completely forgotten. I hope we won't forget this time. 

If the people do forget, I think it is honestly the duty of the Con- 
gress to see that the protection is given anyway, even if the people 
from your localities don’t come and present the case strongly to you. 

I have here a circular from the Water Resources Branch of the 
Geological Survey of particular importance. I don’t know whether 
you can see these or not, but these are the flood profiles. ‘The rapidity 
with which that water came up is shown by these. They had almost 
no chance in Connecticut or Massachusetts, in New York State or 
Pennsylvania to warn the people, because it happened at night. 

! would leave this for the record. 

I would like to discuss just one phase of this here. And this hap- 
pens to be the Naugatuck River. 

It is found on page 34 of the graph, and the figures supporting it 
on page 52, if my notes are correc t. 

On the morning of August 18 at 6 o’clock in the morning, the dis- 
charge or the flow in that river was 93 cubie feet per second. By 4 
o’clock it gradually increased to 4.660. And then it decreased to 
1,000 by 12 o’clock a night. Rut by 3 o'clock in the morning that 
had increased to 14,600, and it was an increase of over 10,000 second- 
feet. 

By 3:30, in an hour and a half, it had increased another 5,000 sec- 
ond-feet. And by 6 o’clock, or 4:30 in the morning, to 41,600. 
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There in a day and a half or less it went from 93 cubic feet per sec- 
ond to 41,600. And most of it had come in about 7 or 8 hours. 

Mr. Taser. What is the drainage area ? 

Mr. Suvuvrier. Of that particular one it is 91.9 square miles. 

Now, this same document shows an area in Pennsylvania of 33 
square miles where it got up to 989 cubic feet per s second per square 
mile. ‘ 

Now, if what this flood has shown and the 1938 flood is shown on 
runaway is forgotten by people who are building dams in any of that 
area, and they do not provide sufficient storage : and discharge capacity, 
and dams are built without those things, we are going to have great 
disaster, greater disasters than we have had. 

Mr. Taner. Will these be dry dams? 

Mr. Suutier. That is the way I understand the Corps of Engi- 
neers’ dams are designed. They have an outlet control valve, but 
the dams will be operated to permit the usual flow of the stream except 
during flood periods, and then they will be closed. I understand they 
do close them and keep a little water in the winter time so that the 
gates will not be frozen. But other than that, and only during flood 
periods, they are storing water. 

In the Eastbury Dam in Vermont, which was constructed and went 
into operation about 1936, there was one farm which the State owns 
and has rented to a farmer, and he has been operating it, and only once 
in those years has there been water over the 1: ind during corp season. 

And these could be operated the same way, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Under that plan you don’t permit building in that 
area, the building would be on the high land ? 

Mr. Suvrier. No. The building must be removed. 

Mr. Rasavur. Thank you very much. 

Senator Busu. Now, our last expert witness is Mr. Charles Cooke, 
director of public works of the city of Hartford, and also represent- 
ing here the Hartford Flood Control Commission. 

Mr. Charles Cooke. 

Mr. Suvutier. May I havea chance to file a statement ? 

Mr. Ranaut. When do you want to send it in? 

Mr. Suutter. The end of this week. 

Mr. Rapavr. All right, sir. Send it this week and we will place it 
in the proper place in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT FOR THE CONNECTICUT RIvFR VALLEY F'LOop CoNtTROL COMMISSION 
BY PHILIP SHUTLER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity to 
appear 

For the record, I am Philip Shutler, director of the commission. The mem- 
bers requested me to represent them here. The commission exists by virtue of 
an interstate compact among the four Connecticut-River States, Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Vermont, which became effective when, in 
June 1953 the President signed an act giving congressional approval thereto. 

By means of this compact, the States have overcome the regional difficulties 
which previously existed and which prevented further development of the au- 
thorized flood-control program in the Connecticut River Valley. The compact 
contains an agreement by the States to the construction of 12 additional flood- 
control dams and reservoirs at sites named therein. It contains also an agree- 
ment on the part of Connecticut to pay 40 percent of the tax losses occasioned 
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by ownership by the United States of land and rights at each flood-control dam 
built or to be built by the Government, under flood-control law, anywhere in 
the valley north of the Connecticut-Massachusetts State line. There is also 
agreement on the part of Massachusetts to pay 50 percent of such losses at sites 
north of its northern boundary. 

Annually, in conformity with the formula for determination of tax losses con 
tained in the compact the commission determines the tax loss for that year 
at each flood-control dam and reservoir; determines also what Connecticut and 
Massachusetts are to pay to each upriver State. The commission then notifies 
each State treasurer of the sums involved. 

(A copy of the compact is supplied for the record.) 

The commission which consist of 3 members appointed from each of the 4 
States had its organization meeting in Montpelier on September 8, 1953. 

One of the first activities of the commission after it established its office in 
Keene, N. Hi, in March 1954 was to exem ne and evaluate the then existing 
flood-control situation in the Connecticut Valley. 

It found that all authorized local protective works had been built. These are 
at Hartford and East Hartford. in Connecticut, and at Springfield, West Spring- 
field, Chicopee, Holvoke, and Northampton in Massachusetts. It found that 
only 5 of the some 20 to 22 flood-control dams which make «» the other part of 
the authorized program had been built. It learned that the local protective 
works had been designed and built to be effective against probable floods only if 
supplemented by action of the authorized dams in keeping down floodwaters 
from tributary streams thus reducing or limiting flood heights in the Main 
River. 

It found that the local protective works, assisted by the five flood-control dams 
which have been built, had given a good account of themselves in saving the 
protected cities from loss of life and from property damage during the frequent 
minor floods which have occurred since 1938. They had not been tested by a 
major flood during that period. 

With these facts before it, the commission felt it was only fair that the 
downriver States, which had agreed to pay 90 percent of tax losses, should have 
actual instead of token flood protection against great floods and that actual 
protection could be obtained only by construction of additional flood-control dais. 

The commission decided to do what it could to make possible construction 
of the dams to which the States had agreed. In consultation with representa- 
lives of the Corps of Engineers, it prepared a schedule of construction which 
then seemed very ambitious and which looked to completion of all compact 
reservoirs from Barre Falls in Massachusetts north to Victory in Vermont by 
fiscal year 1956. This was published and sent to the four governors and to others 
in interest. 

It sent its directors to appear before committees of the Congress to ask for 
construction funds for the Barre Falls Dam and Reservoir in Massachusetts and 
for planning and construction funds for Otter Brook Dam and Reservoir in 
New Hampshire. One hundred thousand dollars was made available for plan- 
ning at Otter Brook during the 1956 fiscal year. 

By means of radio, the press, and by personal appearances at various gather- 
invs, the commission tried to alert the public to the need for additional flood- 
control reservoirs to supplement the local protective works which are inadequate 
without them. Special meetings were held in Springfield and Hartford to which 
invitations were issued to mavors of cities, selectmen of towns, and their public 
works officials. Gen. Robert Flemming, division engineer of the New England 
District of the Corps of Engineers gave the commission all possible cooperation 
in furnishing maps, flood records, and other display material for these meetings 
and by oral testimony assisted the commission in demonstrating the need for 
additional dams and reservoirs. Little or no tangible results came from these 
meetings. The feeling of security fostered by the years which had passed since 
1938—the last previous great flood was too strong to be shaken by statement 
often repeated that the years which had passed since the last flood represented 
present danger rather than safety—because the farther we are from the last 
flood the nearer we are in time to the next. Nor was it shaken by General 
Klemming’s statement in Hartford on July 14 that floods would come to the re- 
gion in the future and they could very well be greater than any that had been 
seen before. 

The attitude we encountered is understandable. In the years since 1938 people 
had gotten over the fear of another flood and, therefore, did not like to be re- 
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minded that another could happen. It is not reported that Jeremiah made many 
friends or influenced many people when he prophesied of evils to come. 

Only 35 days after General Flemming forecast the possibility of a greater 
flood in the future that flood occurred. Its coming brought a complete change 
of attitude toward additional flood protection and a universal desire to have such 
protection provided at once. 

The program of construction of flood-control dams which the commission 
had adopted a year earlier now was looked upon as unrealistic in the light of 
the increasing frequency of the occurrence of hurricane, flood-producing storms 
in this area. The commission therefore revised its proposed program by setting 
tisecal 1960 and 1961 as the target-years for completion instead of fiscal 1967. 

The commission’s revised program was one of the elements in the program 
which the conference of New England governors adopted for flood control in 
New England and recommended to the President and the Congress. In addition 
to money for use in planning during the present fiscal year the governors recom- 
mended an appropriation of $34 million for fiscal 1957. 

The commission supports the New England governors’ request for such 
funds, and therefore asks your sympathetic consideration to its request that the 
budget figures be increased for Connecticut River flood control. For the com- 
mission T do not ask for a stated sum at this time. T do ask that it be raised by 
such additional sum as the Corps of Engineers assure you they can us to good 
advantage. 

After each great flood in this region, the record will show that after a few 
vears people forgot the flood horrors: came to feel there would be no more 
floods. It happened so after 1927 and after 1938. It did not happen after the 
flood of 1936 because 1938 came along too soon. 

T hope that will not happen after these floods. Tf it should, and people from 
New England lose interest in flood protection and do not come here to urge it, 
such lack of action on their part should not cause the program to wither 
on the vine. It seems to me that somehow committees of the Congress have an 
obligation to see that flood protection is provided in an area where time and 
again nature have shown that protection to be badly needed. To provide it even 
if the people who would be benefited do not demonstrate to vou a great interest. 

The floods of August and October 1955 caused much less of life and severe 
property damages. Losses in excess of $500 million in August and in excess of 
$50 million were suffered in Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. In 
each flood, Connecticut was by far the greatest sufferer. Ninety-four lives were 
taken in that State by the two floods and they produced in excess of $400 million 
damages there. It is reported that losses from the October flood would have 
been multiplied several times if the Angust flood had not occurred a few weeks 
earlier and swept so much of value out of the flood path. 

Here is a report, for the committee, on streamflow during the flood of August 
Y9 and 20 for rivers in the Northeast affected by Hurricane Diane. It was pre- 
pared by the Water Resources Branch of the Geological Survey, United States 
Department of the Interior. 

Of extreme interest are the hydrographs or time-flow profiles of various 
streams at gaging stations shown on pages 38-34-35. In all but two cases, you 
will notice that the rise of the stream was exceedingly rapid and that the peak 
flow exceeded any previous peak where the records are of long duration. In 
nearly every case the heaviest precipitation on the watersheds of these streams 
occurred at night followed by flooding during the early morning hours of 
the next day. There was thus little or no chance either to anticipate that a large 
flood was in the making or to spread a warning. 

The graph of the Naugatuck River at Thomaston shown on page 34 presents 
a good example. You can see how rapidly the river rose. On page 52 ig the table 
of streamflow from which the graph was developed. 

It shows that at 6 a. m. on the 18th, the river flow past the gage was 93 cubic 
feet per second. That flow gradually increased to 4,660 cubic feet per second 
at 4p. m. (far below the previous peak of 10,200 cubic feet per second) then 
vradually subsided to 2,040 cubic feet per second at 10 p.m. The danger of a 
flood seemed to be over but the early morning hours told a different story. From 
4,080 cubie feet per second at midnight the flow rapidly increased to 7.650 cubic 
feet per second at 2:50 a.m. The next 30 minutes saw an increase of nearly 
7,000 cubic feet per second and a further increase of 5,000 cubic feet per second 
in the next half hour. There was a slight decrease in flow between 3:30 and 
4a.m., then a spectacular increas of 15,300 cubie feet per second from 4 to 4:30 
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which was followed by a further increase of 7,900 cubic feet per second in the next 
30 minutes. 

If the picture which this flood has drawn of extremely high runoff coupled with 
spectacular, almost vertical rise in the flood hydrograph should be forgotten 
by engineers who design dams, or if dams are built with either inadequate 
storage and spillway discharge capacities—and I emphasize spillway capacity 
we would then be inviting even greater disasters. 

After the August flood, newspapers and commentators spoke of the storm 
and flood as unprecedented. Such a statement is true only in the sense that it is 
unprecedented in the particular area in New England. On July 18, 1942, floods 
oceurred in a section of northern Pennsylvania and in many of the southern tier 
counties of New York State. These floods were no less startling than the floods 
which followed Diane. The amount of rainfall which caused them greatly ex 
ceeded rainfall of August 18 and 19. The storm center was only some 200 miles 
west of Hartford. The atmospheric conditions which caused that storm to 
settle over that particular area might easily have occurred over any part of the 
Northeastern States. We have no iron curtain in the sky to protect one State or 
any particular area in a State. Had upper atmospheric conditions been slightly 
different, the Diane storm instead of following the direction of the Connecti 
cut-Massachusetts border might have centered over Long Island Sound and 
produced no floods; or it might as easily have followed a northeasterly path and 
have brought floods to many more New England rivers. 

I have come to the conclusion, after some years of study, that because of 
its topography and because of its location with respect to storm paths and pat- 
terns, New England has a built-in susceptibility to floods. The reeord of floods 
on the Connecticut River, which begins with a hurricane flood in August 1635, 
the vear after the first English Colonists made their small settlements in the 
valley, followed by many floods in each succeeding century, seems to prove it 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. COOKE 


Senator Busnu. This is Mr. Charles Cooke, director of public works 
of the city of Hartford. 

Mr. Cooxr. Mr. Chairman, [ have a prepared statement. Tam not 
going to read it. Most of the facts 

Mr. Rapavur. Do you want to place it in the record and enlarge 
upon it? 

Mr. Cooker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. Without objection, Mr. Cooke's statement will be 
placed in the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Cooke is as follows:) 


It is our understanding that the following items are included in the civil works 
budget for the next fiscal year: 


| 

Otter Brook <1. 250, 000 
Barre Fall 1 Wi 
Ball Mountain 0, 000 
Townsend 0), OM 
North Sprit rfield u (V4 
North Hartland 2200. 000 

rotal ou OO), OOO ‘ Mn) 


These projects are all flood-control dams in the Connecticut River Valley 
None of these projects are being provided with sufficient funds for their comple 
tion. If and when these projects are completed, they will only control a drain 
age area of 932 square miles or about 9 percent of the Connecticut River water 
shed above Hartford. 

The complete program for upstream control in the Connecticut Valley as recom 
mended by the Army engineers, and approved by the Congress in 193S included 








114 


22 reservoirs: 12 in Vermont, 6 in New Hampshire, and 4 in Massachusetts. 
These reservoirs plus local flood-control works at numerous places along the 
river comprise the complete program. 

If these entire 22 reservoirs had been completed, they would have controlled 
2,654 square miles or about 25 percent of the dr: Linage area above Hartford, 
Only five of these reservoirs have been completed to date controlling 1,615 square 
miles or about 6 percent. 

In the last 20 years there have been 4 damaging floods in the Connecticut 
Valley: November 1927; March 1936; September 1988; August 1955. The dam- 
ages caused by these floods, $150 million, certainly warrant the construction of 
adequate protection. The speed of construction should certainly be more rapid 
than that indicated in the civil-works budget for the next fiscal vear. 

It may seem somewhat peculiar that folks in Connecticut are requesting the 
United States Government to construct flood-control projects in Vermont and 
New Hampshire in the upper reaches of the Connecticut River. Full agreement 
between the States has been reached on this score, however. 

The four-State compact entered into by the States of Vermont, New Hampshire, 
Massachusetts, and Connecticut and ratified by the Congress, sets up very defi- 
nitely and cooperatively the necessary machinery from the States’ standpoint for 
carrying out these projects. 

The compact expressly mentions 12 dam sites in the upper reaches of the 
valley and there seems to be no doubt that accord can be readily reached between 
these 4 States on the balance of the Army engineers 22-reservoir program. The 
six projects listed in the civil-works budget are among those agreed to in the 
four-State compact. 

These storms which caused major floods used to be considered rare occur- 
rences of the type that might visit New England every 100 or 500 years depend- 
ing upon whose frequency curves were consulted. Four floods of this type have 
occurred within 20 years. This would seem to indicate urgent need for more 
rapid progress on the Army engineers 22 reservoirs program. 

The Hartford folk have been very much interested in flood control for the last 
20 years remembering very clearly the $20 million damage suffered by the 1936 
flood at which time one-third of the city of Hartford was under water. This 
interest was demonstrated by the city’s contribution to local protective works 
of £5 million. We paid for 6 feet additional height in earth dike and flood walls 
above the height chosen by the Army engineers. This change in height was not 
critical of the Army engineers program but was based on the guess that perhaps 
eight of these upstream reservoirs would be built. Only five have been com- 
pleted to date. 

Since the completion of our local flood works in Hartford, the Army engineers 
have increased the size of the peak design flood in the Connecticut Valley. 
Weather experts with whom we have discussed these problems recently seem to 
feel that there has come about an increase in the intensity of rainfall in New 
England and an increase in the frequency of visits by coastal hurricanes. These 
weather changes plus the increase in land development in the Connecticut Valley 
certainly warrant faster completion of the Army engineers 22 reservoirs program. 

It should be stated very clearly that, in the carrying out of flood-protective 
works both local and upstream, we in Hartford have received excellent coopera- 
tion from the Arury engineers and all other Federal officials and agencies. 

Mr. Ranaw Now proceed. 

Mr. Cooke. "] would like to emphasize 2 or 8 points. [I think Mr. 
Shutler has stated very well what happens when we get these flash 
floods and we have no protection. 

Of course, we are interested in Hartford, which is on the Connecticut 
River. And we are also interested in other portions of the State. 

And IT would like to endorse everything that has been said prior to 
this. But in the Connecticut Valley, the last 4 floods—in the Connec- 
ticut Valley only those floods have caused a damage of over $150 
million. These 6 projects for which funds are in the budget, if and 
when they are completed—and there are not sufficient funds named 
to complete any of them—they will only control 90 percent of the 
Connecticut watershed. That is a small part of the total program of 
the United States engineers, which was approved by the Congress in 
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1947, 1 believe, which program would control about 25 percent of 
the watershed. 

The weather folks to whom we talked seemed to feel that there has 
come about a change in the weather pattern to this extent: That there 
seems to be a higher intensity of rainfall, and perhaps New England 
is more often visited by these coastal hurricanes. 

I think all of these facts point to the need of faster completion of 
upstream reservoirs. That is the main thing we would like to urge, 
an acceleration of this program of construction of upstream reservoirs. 

We in Hartford perhaps are better off than any other Connecticut 
Valley community, since Hartford is spending about $5 million of its 
own funds to increase the Army engineers’ dike height in Hartford 
by 6 feet. 

That is based on the assumption at the time—back in the late 
1930’s—that of the 22 reservoir programs, & might be eonstructed. 
Our guess wasn’t too bad; 5 have been constructed. 

But this is one thing which we look to every time we think of these 
floods. And the fact is that there are certain heavy tributary water- 
sheds in upper Connecticut that have no control whatever. 

One of these is the West River Valley in Bermont. 

I think that everything else I have in here has been said. We are 
all flood conscious. And, as Mr. Shutler said, after each flood we get 
nearer and nearer to the next one. 

Thank you for your patience. 

Mr. Rawaur. Thank you. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, could Mr. Shutler have just another 
moment or two? 

Mr. Rapavut. Yes. 

Mr. Suutrter. I am one of those people who frequently forget 
things that they want to say. 

One of them is that after the August flood, the newspapers said that 
this was an unprecedented storm, and the feeling was that things like 
that don’t usually occur. But that is not true. 

If we think only of New England, it may be true, but in 1942, July 
18, Mr. Taber’s district suffered a considerable storm in which— 

Mr. Taser. When? 

Mr. Suvutier. July 18, 1942. Doesn’t your district extend down 
to the southern tier ? 

Mr. Taser. Well, part way. My territory had considerable flood 
damage along in 1935 

Mr. Suvutier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taner. But not in 1942. 

Mr. Suutier. Well, Northern Pennsylvania and the southern 
tier counties in New York State on July 18, 1942, experienced a storm 
which produced up to 34 inches of rainfall over part of the area, and 
in large sections from 18 to 23 inches of rainfall. 

Now, that was out of New England, and we perhaps didn’t consider 
that that might affect us. But there is nothing in the upper atmos- 
phere, no Iron Curtain that would keep a storm in one part of the 
country from another. 

Mr. Taner. Aren’t they keeping the snow in vour territory right 
now? 

Mr. Suvvrer. Unfortunately for the Connecticut River, Iam afraid 
they are. 
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I think from studying the matter that New England because of its 
topography, and because of its location with respect to the storms and 
the storm patterns, has an inbuilt susceptibility to floods. We have 
fortunately escaped floods, except local ones, in 1954, when the hurri- 
canes struck. 

But 1938 was a hurricane flood. The first flood in history on the 
Connecticut was 1634, in August, which was a hurricane flood, because 
they suffered at Providence from a hurricane. It has a long history. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Rapavur. All right. 

Senator Busu. Mr, Chairman, may I just add one word. 

First, I would like to thank the committee for its patient and cour- 
teous reception of our delegation, which we appreciate very much. 

Secondly, in connection with the increased amounts which we have 
asked for in the 1957 budget, we would just like to remind the com- 
mittee—which I am sure you understand—that we are not asking for 
an enlargement of any project, but simply for these additional funds, 
so that there might not be any delay in getting this work through 
caused by running out of funds. 

Eventually the money, once it is committed, will have to be spent. 
And our experts who have studied this closely feel that it would be a 
precaution of very great importance if we did have these extra funds 
that Mr. Wise has detailed in his presentation. 

Mr. Ranavr. I would say to the Senater, you know the engineers sort 
of have a system on the use of these funds. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. They go into the project, and they accelerate the funds, 
and get more as they approach the hump, and then they start to taper 
off as they finish the job. 

I don’t know how they have predicated the amounts they have estab- 
lished here, but they are the amounts, of course, established under the 
routine of the budget. 

And we will look into the matter. 

Senator Busu. We would appreciate it very much. We wouldn’t 
ask for these unless we felt that we had very good reason to suppose 

that they could be used within the fiscal year. “And I ask the commit- 
tee’s urgent consideration of these extra amounts. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you very much. 

Senator Busi. Weare most grateful to you. 


Tuames River Bastn 
WITNESS 


WALTER A. STEWART, QUINEBAUG-FRENCH RIVER MANUFAC- 
TURERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Razaut. Mr. Stewart. 

Mr. Srewart. My name is Walter A. Stewart. My address is 
Southbridge, Mass. 

Mr. Rasaut. And you are testifying in behalf of what? 

Mr. Srewarr. The four major dams on the Thames River Basin 
project. 

Mr. Razavr. All right. 











117 


Mr. Srewarr. I am a trustee of the American Optical Co. and 
chairman of the executive committee of the Quinebaug-French River 
Manufacturers Association, representing industry and the citizenry 
in the valleys of those two rivers in southern Massachusetts and 
eastern Connecticut. 

Southbridge and Webster, Mass., and Putnam, Conn., are three of 
the principal towns in the area. 

I would like to say to this committee that we want to express om 
thanks for what Congress and the administration has done for us so 
far. We are not here talking in any spirit of discouragement, we are 

very grateful to the New E ngland congressional delegation, and to 
the New England Governors’ Conference, and we are content to place 
our affairs within the purview of the New England congressional 
delegation and the New England Governors’ Conference. 

We were damaged to the extent of some $35 million by the floods 
which followed Diane last August, and we are here to ask you to speed 
up the construction of already authorized dams in that area. Had 
these dams been in existence last August, the Army engineers ‘tell us 
that 60 percent of the damage we suffered would have been averted. 
The project has been mapped and proposed by the Army engineers 
since 1941, and is known as the Thames River Basin project. 

The four dams I now speak for are the key structures for flood con 
trol in this area. They are basic to all other works the area requires. 
And that, I think, was covered by the expert witnesses that Senator 
Bush had here. 

At this point I would like to insert in the record a simple table 
showing the past and presently contemplated expenditures for the 
four projects in which we are interested. Also for your information 
I have the map showing the general location of these projects. May 
I present this! And here, if the committee is interested, are pictures 
of some of the damage that was suffered. 

Mr. Rasaut. We will look at this map. Go ahead. 

Mr. Srewarr. At the presently planned or apparent rate of ex 
penditures these dams will not be completed for 9 years. With 
weather experts predicting that New England is in for a long cycle 
of hurricanes, we just can’t wait that long for relief. My own com- 
pany has already announced that it is going to build a new frame 
plant in Frederick, Md., and that one of the purposes is to spread 
weather risk. But most of the companies our association represents 
are small, one-mill operations, which are dependent upon the water 
of our rivers and which cannot spread out into other areas. 

Another blow like Diane’s could just put some of them out of busi- 
ness—a fate which neither they individually nor New England as 
a whole can afford. 

In this connection, I would like to point out that New England has 
received less than one-third of 1 percent of the $1.8 billion appro- 
priated for flood control within the last 5 years, although we pay 7.5 
percent of all Federal taxes. These figures are Senator Ke nnedy’s. 

In general, we ask, gentlemen, that the appropriations for all our 
projects be stepped up in what amount is necessary to see their com- 
= within 3 years. Specifically we urge you to recommend : 

east $100,000 for advance planning ‘and engineering for Westville 
an us assurance that the entire system is underway. 
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The expert from Connecticut spoke of three dams. There are four 
dams there: The Brimfield Dam, the Westville Dam, the Buffanville 
Dam, and the Hodges Village Dam. We would like to see this money 
advanced for this project to give us assurance that the entire system 
is underway, and that the four dams are within the contemplation of 
this committee, within the action of Congress and within the purview 
of the Army engineers. 

Gentlemen, I am very happy to appear here. And I would like to 
conclude my statement by saying again that we are grateful for con- 
gressional action, particularly to Senator Saltonstall, Senator Ken- 
nedy, and our Congressman, Congressman Fogarty. We are not 
expressing dissatisfaction, we are talking within the framework of 
what the New England delegation has proposed. We are not conten- 
tious with any other area for any particular attention to our part. 
We have confidence in the manner in which this is being administered 
at the present time through our congressional delegation and through 
the New England Governors’ Conference. We would like to see it 
speeded up to come within a reasonable period of time that I might 
designate in this fashion: 

In a company which has spent a certain sum of money each year to 
pay for flood damage, if that is $50,000 a year or $10,000 or $25,000 
a year, according to the size of the company, there comes a time when 
that can’t be absorbed or where that money would represent the in- 
terest on that capital. So our argument to you is that we would like 
to have this work done within a reasonable period. But we will recon- 
cile ourselves to what it has cost these companies to exist there. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Focarry. How much money did the American Optical Co. lose? 

Mr. Srewarr. $3,100,000, which is a direct capital loss, and that 
doesn’t represent the amount that we have had to charge to expenses. 
I think on top of that there are some three-hundred-odd thousand 
that went into our expenses. 

Mr. Focarry. I understood that it was between a $4 million and a 
$5 million loss. 

Mr. Srewarr. No; our validated figures now show $3,104,000, with 
the expenses and losses. That isa fair figure, but our capital structure 
is $3,100,000 less now because of the floods. 

Mr. Ranaut. Any other questions ? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Stewart. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The table previously mentioned by Mr. Stewart is as follows :) 


Quinebaug-French River Manufacturers Association 


Previously | 1956 supple- 


1 l 
| 

_ Estimated 
|appropriated | — mental | 1957 budget | 


total cost ! 
ee sth ae era a le nen 
Kast Brimfield - $70, 000 $140, 000 | $340, 000 | $5, 700, 000 
Westville ; 79, 000 | #5, 890, 000 
Buffumville — 195, 000 100, 000 1, 200, 000 2; 820, 000 
Hodges Village pt ek ae 140,000 | 360,000 | 4,350, 000 
Total i 344, 000 380, 000 1,900,000 | 18, 760, 000 


11955. 
21954. 
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Maren 19, 1956. 


Scarporoucu River 


WITNESS 


HON. ROBERT HALE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. Rapsautr. Congressman Hale, we are pleased to hear you at this 
time. 

Mr. Hare. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name 
is Robert Hale. I represent the First Maine District. 

I am pleased that the President’s budget for fiscal 1957 contains 
an ae of $205,000 for desired improvements in the Scarborough 
River, Scarborough, Maine. The nature of these improvements 1s 
daunted in the report of the Chief of Engineers dated February 
13, 1948, and the work was authorized by Public Law 516 of the 81st 
Congress, approved on May 17, 1950. 

For the last 6 years we have been trying to get an appropriation 
for the completion of this project which would probably have been 
made some years ago but for the outbreak of the Korean war. 

At the present time even in good weather boats of over 50 inches 
draft cannot enter or leave Scarborough River for a period of 2 hours 
before or after low water. 

In the winter months it is almost impossible to use the river due 
to the dangerous bar across its mouth. The proposed improvements 
would make the river navigable for small boats at all times except 
during the most severe storms. 

These boats could supply a market already created by one canning 
industry and encourage the establishment of others. This whole area 
has been classified by the Department of Labor as one of very sub- 
stantial labor surplus. 

There is no more defense indust ry in the area, and the textile indus 
try has largely moved South. The completion of this project would 
provide a means of livelihood for a number of unemployed in the 
area. 

Unless this channel is dredged, I fear serious loss to the local fishing 
industry, if not its complete destruction. 

The estimated cost of the project under present price levels is 
$205,000, exclusive of $10,000 to be appropriated by local interests. 
[ earnestly hope that your committee will accept the recommenda- 
tions of the Bureau of the Budget and include in its appropriation 
this item of $205,000 for the Se “arborough River, which I deem a most 
worthy project. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Does anybody want to ask any questions ? 

Thank you very much. 


Marcu 19, 1956. 
SAVANNAH HARBOR 
WITNESS 


HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Preston. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I appear before you today in support of a budget request for $415,000 
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under the rivers and harbors portion of the bill now under consider- 
ation by you. 

In order to give you the background of this request, I shall read 
a letter from Brig. Gen. E. C. Itschner, dated November 7, 1955. The 


letter reads as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 7, 1955. 
Hon. PRINCE H. PRESTON, 
Representative in Congress, 
Statesboro, Ga. 

Dear Mr. Preston: Reference is made to your letter of October 27, 1955, con- 
cerning funds for the improvement of Savannah Harbor, Ga., including the pro- 
vision of a turning basin and to our preliminary reply of Oc toher 31, 1955. I 
am pleased to now furnish you the additional information promised in that 
preliminary reply. 

The 1954 River and Harbor Act authorized the improvement of Savannah 
Harbor in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers as 
contained in House Document 110, 83d Congress. The modification of the exist- 
ing project at Savannah Harbor provides for a channel 34 feet deep and 400 
feet wide extending about 1.6 miles upstream from the upper end of the existing 
34-foot project, and for widening at the upper end to form a turning basin 34 
feet deep, 600 feet wide and 700 feet long. The current estimated Federal cost 
of this work is $415,000. 

The Corps of Engineers is aware of the urgent need for providing the 34-foot 
channel extension and the turning basin upstream of the docks of the Georgia 
Port Authority, and of the desires of local interests to have that work accom- 
plished at the earliest possible date. I assure you that in the preparation of 
our budget estimates for fiscal year 1957, careful consideration has been given 
to the possibility of including funds for this improvement under the criteria 
and budgetary objectives established for the preparation of those estimates. As 
you may know, our budget estimates are administratively confidential and can- 
not be disclosed prior to transmission of the President’s budget to Congress and 
then only upon the request of members of the Appropriations Committees during 
the hearings on that budget. 

I trust that the above information is sufficient for your present needs. How- 
ever, should you desire additional data, please do not hesitate to call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITscHNner, 
Brigadier General, United States Army, 
issistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 

The State of Georgia, through the Georgia Ports Authority, has 
spent upwi ards of $10 million i in ‘developing the Savannah State docks. 
The State of Georgia has long since recognized that the Savannah 
port ranks first in importance in the South Atlantic area. If the 
maximum benefit is to be derived from funds already expended by the 
State of Georgia, an immediate appropriation in the amount requested 
is vitally necessarv. Then too, it must be acknowledged that this 
port is serving vital defense install: at ions such as Hunter Field of the 
Strategic Air Command and the Savannah River plant operated by 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The Savannah State docks, which consist of 3 general cargo and 
1 combination general cargo and tanker berth, is located within the 
area of the proposed channel extension and turning basin. These 
fine terminals are secur ing a very lar ge por tion of the commerce of the 


port, and have shown a very great increase in number of vessels 
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handled since their opening in 1953. We list below a table showing 
vessels handled at State docks from 1953 to date: 


Dry cargo Tankers 


1953 
1954 
1955 (to Dee. 12 


Total... 


The total commerce in the area above the Seaboard Air Line bridge 
is steadily increasing, and for ready reference vessels calling at each 
facility during 1953-55 total as follows: 


State docks 

National Gypsum Co 
Savannah Sugar Refinery 
American Oil Co 


During the years 1953-55 total vessels and crafts of all kinds call- 
ing at the port of Savannah for loading, discharging, repairs, and 
for any other purpose, were : 


kes Bees ibede hott inte teeta ‘ cma 363 eee 


1954_ rs ee erie ; _ 1,456 


igen (2966. 16)... . SE A eee ae Z : 1, 505 


From the above it will he noted th: at ie 1953, 1716 percent of total 
vessels of all types calling at this port proceeded into the upper harbor ; 
in 1954, 28 percent; and in 1955 (to December 15), 31 percent. 

Additional industries are locating in the upper harbor, the latest 
being the $14 million plant of Southern Nitrogen Co., which will have 
ground-breaking ceremonies on March 29. 

L would like to point out that of the vessels calling at terminals 
above Seaboard Bridge, all of the tankers, and many of the dry-cargo 
vessels, carry a deep draft of 27 feet to 32 feet. If the facilities of 
the turning basin were available, all of these vessels would be swung 
head to sea on arrival to facilitate dispatch. This alone will mean a 
saving of from 2 to 5 hours at time of sailing provided the vessels are 
ready. to sail during hours of ebb tide, for now, because of safety rea- 
sons, vessels are not. swung on the ebb; further, because of the narrow 
present channel (300 feet) and dangerous conditions which exist ; also 
in the light of a recent serious and expensive accident which occurred 
during the swinging of a heavily loaded vessel on the floodtide, the 
towing company in Savannah will no longer swing any deep-draft 
vessel on arrival unless such vessel is scheduled to be even dee sper on 
sailing. 

It has in the past been the custom to swing all vessels, arriving 
during the floodtide and berthing at Gypsum dock or State docks, in 
the turning basin at American Oil Co., then moving them astern up- 
river to either the Gypsum or State docks, a maximum distance of 
about 1 mile; however, this has always been considered a hazardous 
move due to the fact that tankers are frequently discharging at the 
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American Oil wharf and frequently at berth 51 of the State terminals. 
Any vessel getting out of control during swinging operations and 
colliding with such tankers moored to wharves could cause heavy loss 
of life and property. 

The captain of the port, USCG, has called attention of shipping 
interests to the fact that lack of turning facilities in vicinity of State 
terminal could in time of fire either on vessels or in the industrial 
area be responsible for large loss of property and life. 

The tankers using facilities of Southland Oil Co. at State terminals 
all carry high powered jet fuel for account of the United States Gov- 
ernment. It is understood that Savannah is the receiving port for 
jet fuel required by all Army, Navy, and Marine bases in this area 
It is anticipated that such movements will increase and of course the 
size of tankers is increasing as new tonnage is built and made available. 

A recent serious accident occurred to a heavily loaded American- 
flag vessel which was being turned on floodtide at almost high water 
just opposite and slightly above the National Gypsum Co. doe ck. This 
vessel, almost 500 feet long, was being handled in a 300-foot channel, 
and while the charts for the area indicated ample water even outside 
the channel the stern of the vessel struck a submerged object, evi- 
dently an old sunken lighter beyond the channel limits, doing serious 
damage to the rudder, and costing the owners delay and expenses of 
over $60,000. This is given as an example of the hazards that exist 
because of the lack of proper facilities to handle the normal com- 
merce of the port of Savannah in this area. 

Shipping interests of the port are getting constant complaints from 
shipowners about delays to vessels which are the result of lack of 
turning facilities. It is felt that the future of the port of Savannah 
depends on our providing safe facilities for navigation. We have 
ocean terminals and equipment in this port superior in all respects to 
adjacent southern ports. Our records indicate a steady growth of 
commerce, customs receipts, and so forth. It is hoped that we can 
keep abreast of this by prov iding safe facilities. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, for 
giving me this most attentive hearing. 


Marcu 19, 1956. 
Fioop Conrro.t ror THE Lower Mississitrre1 River anp TrreuTartEs 
WITNESS 


HON. JERE COOPER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Mr. Ranaut. We have our colleague, Jere Cooper, of Tennessee, be- 
fore us, whom we invite to testify at this time. 

Mr. Coorer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I de- 
sire to express my very deep ap reciation for the privilege of again 
appearing before this aetnantlied committee, and I want to thank 


you for the courtesies extended to me on this and many other oc- 
casions. 

Following the usual custom in appearing before congressional com- 
mittees, I will state that my name is Jere Cooper, Representative in 
Congress from the Eighth Congressional District of Tennessee, and 
my residence is Dyer sbur g, Tenn. 





I have been advised by the clerk of the committee that a large num- 
ber of witnesses have requested an opportunity to be heard on the 
pending bill, and realizing that the committee is extremely busy, I 
shall only ask your indulgence to present a brief statement on a mat- 
ter that is of vital importance to the people of west Tennessee and 
especially of the district which I have the honor to represent. 

My statement is similar to those previously presented by me to 
this committee on this subject, and I would appreciate it if you would 
kindly refer to my previous statements and those of other witnesses 
appearing on this subject which appear in the hearings held by this 
committee on this bill during recent years. 

This matter has been fully and adequately presented by me and 
quite a number of other witnesses appearing at previous hearings. 

I want to take advantage of this opportunity to again express m) 
deep appreciation to members of this committee for their kindness 
and interest in visiting west Tennessee and in familiarizing them- 
selves with the serious problem that so vitally affects the people of 
my home area, and for your hii in including the appropriation 
provided for the current yea 

I desire to vet ry strongly nae and respectfully urge that at least 
the full amount recommended and requested by the Mississip pi Valley 
Flood Control Association be appropriated for flood control and 
= ainage for the lower Mississippi River and tributaries. This area 

Tennessee along the Mississippi River, embracing some one-half 
willbe acres of valuable land, has been without adequate flood pro- 
tection, and the constantly recurring floods have resulted in the loss 
of some lives and the very heavy loss of livestock, crops, buildings, 
and other property running into millions of dollars. 

The appropriation of adequate funds here requested is vitally neces 
sary to alford that measure of protection to which the people of this 
area are justly entitled. 

There is also a very serious drainage problem in this area, and 
especially with respect to the Obion River and Forked Deer River 
and their tributaries, for which authorized projects were included in 
the Flood Control Acts of 1946 and 1948, and for which adequate 
funds should be provided to get this important drainage underway 
as promptly as possible. 

I would like to also strongly request that the full amount authorized 
by law be appropriated to carry forward the snagging and channel 
improvement program. 

There is an overflow area, above the Mississippi backwater area, 
along the Obion River and its principal tributaries which comprises 
about 310,000 acres. Fi requent overflows have caused abandonment of 
large areas of cropland and retarded development of woodland. 

Inadequate drainage, due to insufficient outlets, hampers cultivation 
and reduces yields within the limit of maximum overflow. Local 
interests, through organized drainage districts, have constructed 
ditches at a cost of many millions of dollars in an effort to provide 
drainage for this area, but the rivers covered in this project have 
become so filled up and their channels so congested that sufficient 
outlet is not provided to afford the proper drainage of the area. 

These local interests appeared at public hearings held by the district 
engineer at my hometown of Dyersburg, Tenn., as well as several other 
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places, and expressed their desire for improved drainage outlets and 
relief from overflow by channel improvement of the Obion and Forked 
Deer Rivers and their tributaries. They gave assurances of their 
willingness te cooperate by furnishing rights- of-way and the usual 
coopel ration provided by local interests. 

The district engineer has made a very thorough investigation and 
has presented his report and recommendations of a plan contemplat- 
ing channel improvements as required to insure adequate outlets on 
the Obion and Forked Deer Rivers, and their principal tributaries. 
The Mississippi River Commission recommended that the existing 
project for the lower Mississippi River be modified to provide for 
improvements on the Obion and Forked Deer Rivers and their prin- 
cipal tributaries. 

It should be noted that the district engineer advises that the great- 
est problem in the Obion and Forked Deer River systems prince ipally 
concerns the ineffective drainage of farmlands. He expresses his 
opinion that channel improvements consisting of cleanout, enlarge- 
ment, and realinement, as required of the Obion and Forked Deer 
Rivers and their principal tributaries, will, by reducing the extent 
of overflows during the crop season and by materially reduci ‘ing the 
duration of overflow periods, provide effective drainage for 118,000 
acres of cropland and present the opportunity for development of 
60,000 acres of woodland for agricultural use. The engineers found 
that the project is economically feasible and recommended its approval. 

It should be borne in mind that the channel improvements covered 
in this project are designed with capacities sufficiently large to elimi- 
nate overflow during the crop season on a considerable part of the 
area and provide drainage outlets which are now lacking. 

Flood runoff will be so accelerated that the duration of the overflow 
periods will be materially reduced. The overflow area along the main 
stems of the Obion and Forked Deer Rivers, above the general effect 
of the Mississippi River backwaters, and along their principal tribu- 
taries, comprise about 310,000 acres. 

In addition, there are approximately 145,000 acres in the flood plains 
of the minor tributaries. 

As the situation now exists, the channels of these rivers and many 
of the drainage ditches are intermittently filled to a considerable depth 
and, in many instances, are blocked for a distance of several miles, 
with sand, silt, stumps and drifts, and these conditions have resulted 
from inadequate outlets, insufficient capacity and improper mainte- 
nance of these streams. 

The improvements embraced in this project are vitally needed in 
the interest of agriculture, as well as the improvement of health con- 
ditions in the area, and I very strongly urge that the necessary and 
adequate appropriation be provided 4 in the pending bill for this very 
worthy and vitally necessary project. 

I especially request and strongly urge that at least $400,000 be 
provided for Reelfoot Running» Bayou, Reelfoot area, Kentuchy, 
Tenn., in the pending bill, and strongly and completely endorse the 
statement of Hon. Damon Rivers Headden and other witnesses pre- 
sented at this hearing. 
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Mr. Ranaut. Will you be seated, please. 

This is the Delaware River Valley Association. And you are for 
this project ¢ 

Mr. Becron. No; we are opposed to it. 

Could I tell you what our association 1s ¢ 

The Delaware River Valley Association is an organization primarily 
of taxpayers. And our membership includes quite a number of indus 
tries along the river who feel that their holdings will be adversely 
affected by the deepening of the channel. And there are many 
private individuals, industrial officials and municipal officials and 
professional and businessmen in Bucks County, Pa., and Burlington 
County, N. J.—that is where this channel mainly goes—and we are 
pretty much concerned about the whole project. 

We testified last year. 1 think it is important for us to state that 
as far as the Delaware River Valley is concerned, we are heartily 
in back of the deepening of the channel from Philadelphia to the sea. 

Mr. Rapavur. You are in back of this? 

Mr. Brecron. Yes, sir. We have always favored the deepening 
or the maintaining of the authorized 40-foot depth from Philadel 
phia tothe sea. And we have gone on record that way. 

We think that the measure, I believe, that contemplates making a 
complete survey of the Delaware Valley is a good thing. We also 
believe that the repairs to the Delaware-Pennsylvania Railroad 
bridge would be a very wise thing, because that definitely represents 
a hazard to the present nagivation of the channel. 

Mr. Taner. Is that what that $6,000,000 is for / 

Mr. Becron. | hr part of that might be used for that purpose. 
But the way the bill appears now, it is detinitely funds for deepening 
the Delaware River Channel, and we definitely have to oppose it on 
that basis. 

We testified about this before this committee last year, and we are 
very privileged to be back again and have you listen to what we have 
to say. It is not our intention to go over the points so thoroughly 
covered in our testimony of last ye: ir, although they are just as forceful 
and important today as they were then, because those points are 
already on the record and can always be found there. 

However, the point that we have taken still remains the same, 
that the project itself as it is presently being considered is still 
unnecessary, unjustified, and injurious. 

So that even though last year we did furnish considerable infor 
mation and facts and data that substantiated our position of the 
program being unnecessary and unjustified and injurious, what we 
have tried to do to help the situation this year is to prepare additional 
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data and information that we feel is new to the project, since we were 
here a year ago. 

And we have divided our testimony this afternoon into three 
phases or categories: (1) Flood hazard from deeper channel; (2) 
realtisic appraisal of future needs for deep channel; and (3) cost-to- 
benefit ratio needs revaluation. 

And with your permission I would like to present the information 
that we have gathered together on flood hazards from the deeper 
channel. 

I might like to say that the members of our association and the 
board of directors and a ‘ers are all men who live in these towns 
and whose industries are along the edge of the river. Many of us 
have lived there all of our lives, and we are familiar with the working 
of the river, particularly during floodtimes, and things like that. 

And therefore, we feel that we do have a very keen interest in the 
flood situation. Also from our experience we feel that we stand in a 
position to testify on this point. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Becron. I will just refer to my notes, if I may, so I can keep 
this in order. 

The disastrous floods in the Delaware River that occurred in August 
1955 have served to focus attention on the vital need for a compre- 
hensive program of protective flood-control measures for the Dela- 
ware Valley. Any deeper channel in the tidal portion of the river is 
so closely interrelated with a flood-control program, for the portion 
of the river above the head of navigation, that the two cannot soundly 
be considered separately, but must be viewed as component parts of 
the overall picture. 

The height of floodwater in the Delaware River as a result of 
Hurricane Diane’s torrential rainfall was greatest above Trenton, 
reaching a crest of over 40 feet above normal at some points. This 
condition was brought about by too much water running off lands 
drained by the river's tributaries, many miles above the areas receiv- 
ing the greatest flood damage. 

The dam: ize occurred well after the severe rains had ceased be- 
cause there was too much water to be carried off by the Delaware, 
where it becomes narrow and constricted by hillsides and steep banks. 

The only thing that could have prevented or minimized the flood 
would have been a number of dams and artificial reservoirs in the 
tributaries and upper reaches of the river itself. 

After passing through the bottleneck at Delaware Water Gap, 
and similar narrow points, the crest of the flood became progressively 
lower as the river broadened until there was a crest of only about 6 
feet above normal below Trenton, where the river enters broad, flat 
terrain and its floodwaters are allowed to spread over the marshes 
and lowlands. 

But above Trenton heavy loss of life occurred, while below Trenton 
there were no fatalities and property damage was relatively small. 
We do not, however, wish to minimize the flood damage below Tren- 
ton, which has been estimated at over $1 million in Burlington County, 
with the city of Burlington the principal sufferer. 

The flooding of the area above, as well as below, Trenton can partly 
be prevented — by adequate check dams in the upper river and 
tributaries. 





ss 





| 





127 


Gentlemen, you are familiar with the river. It is a very broad river 
after it leaves Trenton, and there are lowlands and marshes all along 
this whole expanse of the river. And those lowlands and marshes 
are the safety valves that we look to to protect us from floods. 

The point we are making is that at this point another factor enters 
into the picture with regard to the river below Trenton where the 
Delaware becomes a tidal estuary. This is the depth of the channel 
and the amount of water which flows out and in of the river with the 
flow and ebb of the tides. 

Perhaps some of you remembered that below Trenton flooding 
occurred only at the upper stages of the tide, in spite of the fact that 
the current flowed in one direction only, down, for two or more con- 
secutive days. 

And that was the peculiar thing about that storm. There was so 
much water that came down from the rain and from the tributaries 
that the tide meant nothing—it just kept on coming down for 2 con- 
secutive days. ‘That was a very unusual thing, and it could happen 
again. 

As is well known, the existing 25-foot channel above Philadelphia 
suffered severe damage from the 1955 floods. Sand, silt, and other 
materials washed into the channel by the swift-flowing floodwaters 

caused such shoaling that it was necessary to redredge the large sec- 
tions of the river, at heavy expense, recently estimated at $650,000. 

That is the thing we ran up against. We have to deepen the channel, 
and these freshets come along and fill it in again, and it is going to be a 
terrific expense, and we think it is tied up with the dams and reser- 
voirs that were built to hold it back. 

It is certainly more desirable to spend the taxpayers’ money to pro 
vide and prevent a repetition of the loss of over 60 lives and millions of 
dollars in property damage by another flood than to spend $91 million 
to swell the profits of United States Steel and, at the same time, in- 
crease the flood menace by filling in vast flood-plain areas with spoil. 
Filling in of the flood-plain areas with spoil from the dredges of the 
deeper * channel is bound to raise the height of the river whenever flood 
conditions occur. This condition has been experienced in other rivers 
where the channels were constricted and narrowed with spoil deposits: 
the Missouri River isa typical example. 

Heavy southeasterly gales on the seacoast drive water up Delaware 
Bay and River, causing abnormally high tides as far upriver as 
cae and even beyond. 

\ deeper channel would allow even more of this wind-driven flood- 

ater to pass up the river and also for a greater distance. This 

hia level of water, plus a sudden downpour of rain, has frequently 
caused flooding of riverfront communities. 

Filling the natural overflow areas with spoil, plus the higher tides 
ageravated even more by a southeast gale, plus the sudden runoff of 
heavy rains as provided by el: borate surface drainage systems of our 
modern highways and building projects, it is sure ‘to bri ing disaster 
to many of the riverfront communities if the channel is deepened. 
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We need measures to hold the water back—not to bring in an added 
burden from the ocean. 

Iw ould like to stop here a moment, gentlemen, if I may, orally. 

Up in New Jersey, on the side near Burlington, you gentlemen 
may be aware that Levitt has moved in and he is going to build, next 
year, somewhere between 10,000 and 20,000 homes, and that project 
is only about a mile or perhaps less than a mile from the river; and 
all of those highways and roofs from those new homes are going to 
pour waters which will go into drains and into the Delaware waters, 
and that is going to make a condition of flooding if it occurs— 

Mr. Ranaut. Because of a more rapid flow ? 

Mr. Becton. Exactly, and a very rapid flow through the system of 
drains. 

An upriver dam, to control the flow of the Delaware River, should 
come before any move to deepen the channel above Philadelphia; in 
very fact, the deeper channel project should be deferred until proper 
flood-control measures have been installed and are effectively operat- 
ing. 

That is our main point. We think that it is more important to have 
the taxpayers’ money spent for the preservation of life and property 
above Trenton and flood-control dams and holding back measures, 
than it is—well, it is like putting the cart before the horse. 

Mr. WinKEtspecnt. We have pictures here. 

Mr. Brecron. Yes, we have pictures that we brought along, right 
from the newspapers, that show the conditions that we were faced 
with, there at the homes, and we thought that you just might want to 
put them in the record, if it is all right with you gentlemen. 

Mr. Razaut. We will not put them in the record, but we will look 
at them now. 

Mr. Becron. Yes. That shows conditions that occurred when 
Diane struck. 

Mr. RasBavut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rapaut. Where is this located from where you figure the 
channel should be? 

Mr. Brecron. Well, I would say about 10 miles upriver. 

Mr. Rapavr. About 10 miles? 

Mr. Becron. Yes. This is between Burlington and Bristol, N. J. 
about 10 miles. 

Mr. Taser. How far above Trenton ? 

Mr. Becton. It is not above Trenton. This is below, in the deep 
channel area, about 10 miles below Trenton, I would say. 

Mr. Taser. How far from Trenton to Philadelphia? 

Mr. Brecron. It is about 35 miles. 

Mr. Winxketsprecnut. It is about 2714, I think. 

Mr. Bropre. About 30 

Mr. Becron. Hurricane Diane, with its disastrous results, oc- 
curred in the very reaches of the Delaware River. Had the rush 
of floodwater from Diane, as it reached high tide, the city of Bur- 
lington, which was half under water, could have virtually been wiped 
out. The big question that arises—is it worth all of this risk of life 
and property to make profit for United States Steel Co. ? 

That is the question we are asking. 
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Now, there is just one more important point that we mentioned 
briefly in the testimony last year, 1f we may go back to it, we just 
want to touch on it, and that is the menace to the under ground water 
supply. 

There was a survey, we know, conducted by Sheppard Powell, and 
that precluded any damage to the wells—in fact, I was secretary on 
the committee that employed Sheppard Powell. 

However, we still have the record of the Water Policy Commission 
of the State of New Jersey, which is clearly shown in the engineering 
hearings that the Army engineers held, and we think that the re is 
also danger that the underground water supplies fed by the river 
might be contaminated by salt water advancing farther upstream. 
That is a matter of record, even though the engineers say it may not, 
and we feel it is important to point this up to your consideration. 

The sulfate concentration of deep wells adjacent to and fed by the 
river also showed a market increase with every previous deepening 
of the channel. This is a matter of record by the New Jersey Water 
Policy Commission. 

Now, you gentlemen may not be aware of it, but in southern New 
Jersey we enjoy about the most beneficial, most wonderful supply 
of water in the entire country. South Jersey enjoys a bountiful supply 
of exceptionally good and palatable water, better than anywhere else 
in the country, that could very well be 1 endered useless by salt-water 
intrusion. 

I know that when they got into the project some years ago, the 
any engineers could not believe there was nothing put into the 

vater, not even chlorine. It is wonderful water. 

Mr. Razavr. It is spring-fed water ; is that it ? 

Mr. Brcron. Yes, it is underground, and that is all pumped right 
out of the ground. It is called the Raritan strata, and it is beneath 
the river. Of course, Pennsylvania and Philadelphia, they get their 
water out of the river and that is what they use, river water, and they 
have to treat it and chlorinate it; but in south Jersey we do not have 
to do anything—t is absolutely pure. 

Mr. Taser. Artesian; is it not? 

Mr. Brcron. Artesian, you are right. 

Now, in conclusion, the Delaware River Valley Association re- 
spectfully petitions this committee to—at the very least—defer any 
action on the proposed deeper-channel project until the pressing prob 
lems of flood control have been successfully solved. In this way, the 
life and property of American citizens will be assured safety and 
protection against future floods, with the retention of spoil-free river- 
plain areas acting as additional safety valves, and the — 
underrgound w ater supply of southern New Jersey guarded from tl 
possibility of contamination. 

These are points that we have not brought out in previous testimony. 

Mr. Anpersen. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Becton. We would like to have Major Biddle speak next. 

Mr. Rapvavr. All right. 

Mr. Bippir. My name is Charles J. Biddle, vice president of the 
association. 
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I live on the Delaware River above Philadelphia. I was born 
there and I have lived there all of my life. My house is on the bank 
of the river. I happen to have a place where I live and where my 
family has been living for a great many generations. 

I think, sometimes, when I have been speaking against this deeper 
channel, people have discounted it, on the grounds that I happen to 
have a place and have had for many years, and they feel that I do not 
want to see it interfered with in any way. 

However, I think that I have got intelligence enough, at least I 
hope I have, to realize that if there is any real progress coming—well, 
personal preferences cannot stand in the way. 

I happen to own probably the largest single property between Phila- 
delphia and Trenton in one ownership, which is ideal for industrial 
development, with three-quarters of a mile of waterfront, with the 
channel close to the shore, running back half a mile to the Pennsy!l- 
vania Railroad. 

So, if this deeper channel will do for values in the neighborhood 
what the proponents say it will, then I stand to gain, probably, per- 
sonally as much as anyone. 

Now, I would like to tell you gentlemen of the committee a little 
something about the history of the channel, as I know it from a life- 
time of experience. 

The channel used to be 12 feet deep. 

Mr. Rapavt. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rasavt. On the record. 

Mr. Bippte. As I say, the channel used to be 12 feet deep and in 
those days there was far more use of the river than there is today. 
There was local freight and passenger service up and down the river, 
in barges, tugboats, and so forth. 

Nowadays, that local traffic has gone over into the two highways, 
to the trucks and to the railroads. 

In 1925 they deepened this channel to 20 feet. That was in 1925. 
There was no additional use made of the channel. When they did 
that, they filled in a lot of low lying areas where floodwaters used to 
go in times of high water. 

In 1930 or 1931, as a make-work project during the depression days, 
it was suggested that it be deepened to 25 feet, and the Army engineers 
recommended against it, because there was no use made of the 20-foot 
channel, but that was overruled, the local Army engineers recom- 
poe it and it was overruled in Washington, and it was put to 
25 feet. 

It stayed until the steel company came, in 1947 or 1948, and by that 
time it had silted up to a depth of about 16 or 17 feet. It was not 
worthwhile to keep it open because there was no use that was made of it. 

It was then deepened back to 25 feet, and during all of this period, 
there has been no additional use of the channel. Today, with a 25-foot 
depth, it is used by the United States steel vessels, which are full- 
sized oceangoing vessels—and I don’t know whether Mr. Becton men- 
tioned this or not, but those vessels today supply the steel mill and 
have been for the last 2 or 3 years with double the amount of ore that 
they can use at the mill, and it is shipped up to Morrisville where 
the mill is, and reshipped west to Pittsburg—so there is no question 
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of the mill needing a 40-foot channel, because although they could 
get some little saving, save a little on the freight per ton by the 
larger vessels, it is perfectly and adequately supplied at the present 
time. 

Now, we have checked all up and down the river, and we have found 
nobody that wants the channel any deeper except the United States 
Steel; and not more than 10 days ago, Colonel Clark, the head of the 
Army engineers in Philadelphia, the Philadelphia area, was pleasant, 
but he said, as far as this demand at Trenton—we asked him how 
deep it was from the steel mill to Trenton, and he said 16 or 17 feet, 
and it was authorized to be 25, and we said, “Why has nobody asked 
to make it any deeper?” 

And he said there is no need for it. 

Now, the answer that the proponents of this will make to that 
statement of facts, which they cannot deny, is, “Oh, well, of course, 
if you deepen it, if you have a 40-foot channel, then there will be 
this tremendously increased demand from heavy industry.” 

I have talked to a good many of them and | have asked them if 
they would tell me, if. they would point out to me where this heavy 
industry could go. This river has been pretty well developed up and 
down. 

Now, of course, there are some places where some light industry 
could go in, if it is needed, but there is no place available on the 
upper river, the Delaware River, to put any more heavy industry 
than the United States Steel Corp., which has about 3,900 acres of 
land. 

And I may say here, gentlemen, that I was familiar with the negoti- 
ations for that, because I was attorney, 1 represented—I appeared on 
behalf of these men, I represented these men that owned 200 acres 
that were sold at Morrisville to United States Steel—and there is just 
no other place to put in a heavy industry. 

Mr. Taser. Do you mean that there is only 17 feet of water in the 
river up toward the steel plant ¢ 

Mr. bippie. There is 25 feet at low tide from Philadelphia to the 
steel mill; but from the steel mill at Morrisville to Trenton, a distance 
of 5 miles, you have to traverse that distance, and that is 17 feet, it is 
17 or 16. 

Mr. Brcron, 16. 

Mr. Bropie. That is the statement that Colonel Clark of the Phil- 
adelphia district of the Army engineers, that is the statement that he 
made. 

Mr. Ranaut. And who uses that 17 feet ? 

Mr. Broptx. The tugboats, but nothing else. 

Mr. Taser. No oceangoing ships? 

Mr. Brpopte. I am not sure whether there are any oceangoing ships 
to Trenton or not; I have never seen one. 

Mr. Winxetsrecut. The municipal wharf is used for storage docks. 

Mr. Bippte. I believe there is no use for that today with the excep- 
tion of those steel boats; there is absolutely no use by anything that 
needs more than 17 feet, no demand. 

Mr. Ranaut. Well, under their plan as proposed here, the proponents 
say that if they could have pieces of property like your property, it 
could be used—could it not ? 
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Mr. Bmpr. My property is only 180 or 190 acres, and you cannot 
put any heavy industry on a piece of property of that size. You can 
put in an ordinary light industry, yes, you have the channel right 
there. 

Mr. Ranaut. You have 190 acres? 

Mr. Brppte. And the steel mill has 4,000 acres. 

Mr. Ragavt. Oh, yes; but 

Mr. Becron. That would only do for light industry. 

Mr. Razavt. It all depends on the definition of “light industry”— 
but, anyhow, you say there is no such piece of property ¢ 

Mr. Brippie. That is right; and also, statements are sometimes de- 
ceptive, because—and I think that this is interesting—as anyone who 
is familiar with the tidewater would know, where they point out 
places where other light industry might go, they overlook entirely 
that they are not close to the channel—in other words, you have got a 
river there half a mile wide, and your light industry follows the site 
of the river where the channel is, and for that reason if you get away 
from the channel, then you have got to dredge a basin yourself, to get 
in and out, and it isa channel which you have got to keep open yourself, 
and the expense is prohibitive; so they use trucks and rail transporta- 
tion. 

Mr. Rasavr. How far is Morrisville from Trenton ¢ 

Mr. Brwptz. About 5 miles. Would you like to see a map that 
we have brought along? It is the Army engineers’ own map. 

Mr. Rapvavt. Yes. 

(The map was explained to the committee. ) 

Mr. Biwwpie. This map was attached to the Army engineers’ report 
ontheupperriver. Itis their map. 

I just want to say one thing: that in the Army engineer’s estimate, 
which is 5 years old, of the cost, running around $100 million, there 
is allowed only, for bank protection, $2 million—between $1 million 
and $2 million. 

Mr. Rasaur. What did you say the estimated cost was? 

Mr. Brwwpte. The estimated cost was approximately $100 million. 

Mr. Becron. $91 million was one figure—— 

Mr. Bippitz. Wait a minute, the figures are right here in the file. 

Mr. Razavr. We have got $61,365,000. 

Mr. Winketspecut. That is for a 35-foot channel. 

Mr. Rasavut. And you have got to add $48 million, and that runs 
it to one-hundred-million-some dollars. 

Mr. Biopte. And then when you get through with all of the other 
incidental costs, it changes buoys and lights and other such items, 
then the total comes up to just about $100 million; and that is at the 
1951 prices, and it is so stated by the engineers in their report of 
October 1951. 

But, as I say, they have almost nothing, about $1 million or so, for 
bank protection. 

They will tell you that it is not necessary at other places. My 
answer to that is that on my own shore, whereas they say that no 
bank protection is necessary, the shore has sunk—and I don’t care 
what the Army engineers say about the shore, the shore has sunk an 
average of 18 inches below where it was prior to the —— 

Mr. Taser. You mean it has settled ? 
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Mr. Buipptez. It has settled—well, it is like digging a ditch in a field. 

Mr. Taser. Is it a gravel soil ? 

Mr. Bippie. Yes; stone and gravel. 

Now, it has sunk 18 inches, ‘and my waterfront is three-quarters of 
a mile long, about 4,000 feet long, and it has sunk and I have had to 
do some underpinning, and I have spent personally, myself, in the 
last 2 years for an underpinning wall, I spent $10,000 out of my own 
pocket. 

Now, that is the kind of thing that is necessary all up and down 
the river. 

Mr. Taper. You mentioned a wall. 

Mr. Brppte. It is a cement and stone wall, and as the shore sinks, 
you have to do underpinning, and you have all that expense of the 
underpinning of the wall; it washes out. 

And those of us that have to pay that out of their own pockets, 
we just think that it is a little tough, it is really for the benefit of 
the public, and that certainly should be taken into consideration. 

I submit to you gentlemen, when you talk about the initial cost, 
that you just really “do not realize what you are getting into, because 
this is only a small part of it, and in all justice that should be taken 
care of. 

Mr. Fogarty. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rapavurt. And it is $48 million less for the 35-foot channel. 

Mr. Bropte. But the need is the thing to think of. 

Mr. Brecron. And, of course, the cost-to-benefit ratio drops, on the 
35 foot, to 1.93 for the 40 foot; 35 foot, it is 1 to 1.50. 

Mr. Rapavut. And what causes the difference ? 

Mr. Brecron. Because they cannot bring these tremendous ore car- 
riers in on the 35 foot channel, the steel company. 

Mr. Taser. Why do they want the 35 feet, then ? 

Mr. Brcron. Because they cannot get the 40. 

Mr. Rapavur. But the benefit would be to private business, not the 
Government 

Mr. Becron. From which ? 

Mr. Rapavt. From the larger boats. 

Mr. Becron. Yes, no question, but the Army engineers will testify 
that even the 35 foot is for the United States Steel. 

Mr. Ragpavt. I am not saying anything about that. 

Mr. Brvote. I think the best reason why they want it is, when you 
have spent some money and you have not got a complete job, but still 
and all you have got that much money in it, then you are going to be 
coming right bac k here over and over again and saying, oW, e have got 
all of this: money in; are you going to let it all go away 2 ' 

Mr. Becron. Mr. W inkelspec ht will be our last speaker. 

Mr. WINKELspecHT. The testimony that I am going to give—first of 
all, I will not mention last year’s—last year we showed how the pro- 
ponents tried to confuse men like yourself. We can see that you do 
not quite understand, maybe what the channel is, and so the pro- 
ponents come down and they try to make you think that this channel 
is part of the port of Philadelphia—and it definitely is not. 

They even mention the National Steel Co., which is below Philadel- 
phia, and it is already on the 40-foot channel. and they mentioned 
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that as an industry that is going to benefit from it, and that occurred 
last year in the hearings. 

So I want to correct that i impression. 

First, it is not part of the port of Philadelphia. The port of 
Philadelphia stops at Allegany Avenue, and ¢ all of this is above 

Allegany Avenue. 

We also showed it last year, the Army engineers proved by their 
testimony, that the United States Steel w ould be practically the sole 
beneficiary from this. They said that the United States Steel would 
use the 35-foot channel to the extent of 90 percent of the use of it, and 
the rest would be used by other companies; but that would be barges 
hauling sand and so forth—and they could even use the 25 feet. 

Mr. Rasavt. They could use 17 feet. 

Mr. Winkextspecut. Yes; so the use would be only by the United 
States Steel, because no one else, if it was deepened, could use a boat 
that big. 

So I want to correct that misunderstanding first. 

If you will read the testimony on page 636, Eastern section, part IT, 
54th Congress, Ist session, last year, you can review all of that if you 
wish, that shows all of the testimony that was presented before your 
committee last year as printed on the record. 

Now, I want to go into new testimony right now. 

Foreign ore is now being brought into this country and it goes up 
to the Fairless Works of the United States Steel Corp. at Morrisville. 

Now, these boats have a carrying capacity twice as much as they 
used last year. Congressman Andersen and Congressman Taber may 
remember that we showed you pictures last year of the boats being 
used then. 

Here are pictures of the Ore Convey, flying the Liberian flag; and 
here is a picture of the Soya Atlantic, from Sweden. The Ore Convey 
carries 20,500 tons; the Soya Atlantic carrier 21,770 tons. 

The boats last year—we showed you the pictures of the 7osca and 
the Aura, respectively with a carrying capacity of 10,000 and 12,000 
tons—and you see that the size has about doubled — year. 

We took these pictures in February of this year, February 26 and 
February 29. The Ore Convey was just built in 19) 56, and the records 
that we have are from Lloyd’s Registry of Shipping. Now, the pres- 
ent boats have the capacity of 20,500 and 21,700 tons, and they are a 
little over half the size of the boats that they would like to use on a 
40-foot channel. You understand, these super ore carriers that they 
would like to use on the 40-foot channel cannot be used on a 35-foot 
channel. 

However, here is what is happening. These boats are being partly 
unloaded into freight cars at Philadelphia, where the channel is al- 
ready from 37 to 40 feet deep— and that is what they probably should 








be, they probably should all be 40 feet, we agree that in Philadelphia 
and below it should be, perhaps, made 40 feet deep. We think that is 
all right. 

And, so, that is where they unload part of the cargo, it is loaded 
into freight cars and, presumably, it is shipped out to Pittsburgh— 
we could not find out definitely, but that is the method of transporta- 
tion that we recommended in our testimony last year, that method. 








| 
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The rest of the ore in the boats, which are then under a more shallow 
draft, proceeds up the river to the Fairless plant—and even this is 
more than is consumed here. 

Now, as you nm the calculations are based—they were last year 
and the present year, they are based on a 35-foot channel, and they 
were based on ainda: completely or partially by rail and by barge 
from Philadelphia to Morrisville. The calculations were based on 
the shipment of 10,400,000 tons, of which only 4 million tons are to 
be used at the Fairless plant of United States Steel, and that is when 
it reaches its maximum consumption, maximum capac ity in 1960. 

The 6,400,000 is to be shipped to Pittsburgh. 

In other words, it looks as though in figuring the original benefit-to 
cost ratio, that the ore for Pittsburgh was funneled through the Fair- 
less Works, in order to increase the tonnage, which naturally increases 
the cost-to-benefit ratio. 

We maintained last year that this could be unloaded at Philadelphia, 
where the Pennsylvania Railroad has built new docks, and it could 
be shipped from there to Pittsburgh and the balance shipped in 
lighter vessels to Morrisville, and that is the logical method. But the 
-atio, which was 1.93 to 1, was based on 21% times as much going than 
would be used, and when we asked the Army engineers to give the 
reason 

Mr. Rasavut. Which plants processed that ? 

Mr. WinKeEtsprecut. Well, they only processed 4 million, and that is 
the projected figure in 1960. Right now they are processing a little 
over 2 million. 

Mr. Ranaut. What happened to the contribution that they were 
going to make ? 

Mr. WinkKELspEcHT. I am going to touch on that in a minute. 

Mr. Rapavr. All right. 

Mr. WinkeEtspecut. Now, I want to bring out another point right 
now, to a letter of the engineers, a letter from the Secret: iry of the 
Army—and this is House Document 358, 83d Congress, 2d session. 
Here is what they say about the benefit-to-cost ratio for a channel 35 
feet deep from Allegany Avenue to Newbold Island, that the annual 
benefit-to-cost ratio will be 1.23 to 1, and yet they talk—you probably 
heard them talking about 1.93 to a dollar by the proponents, and that 
means on a 40-foot channel, but when you come down to a 35-foot 
channel you still come out with the super ore carriers. It immediately 
lowers the efficiency of the channel. In other words, this thing, in 
order to be efficient and to get a real saving on the ratio, should be a 
40-foot channel, and when you have got it down to the 35-foot channe ; 
the benefit is 1.23 to 1; and so, in the Philadelphia papers, if you have 
them available, dey will tell you that we licked the 35-foot channel 
last year—at least we think our testimony helped—and they will try 
for the 40-foot as the ultimate goal; there is no question about it, 
because as soon as they get the 35 feet they are going to be asking you 
= go to 40 feet, because 35 feet is not ‘adequate for the ocean ore 

‘arriers that they would like to use, and that they are still going 
- be in a constricted operation. 

Now, we feel that the United States Army engineers either made a 
gross error or they were misled in that previous calculation of the 
benefit-to-cost ratio that was presented at the Senate hearing when 
the authorization bill was passed. 
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As you know, the authorization for a 40-foot channel was passed 
as an amendment by the Senate to other “must” legislation 2 years 
ago, I think the omnibus appropriations bill, legislation that had 
to be passed and was pushed through without ever having any hear- 
ings by the House of Representatives, that is, public hearings. We 
never attended public hearings for the authorization. In other words, 
we feel that the way the authorization was put through was not fair, 
in that the public was not represented and that the House of Repre- 
sentatives was was not considered at all, and naturally, since it con- 
tained other “must” legislation on the last day of the session, Congress 
had to pass it. 

And we talked to Congressmen and they said, “Well, this is only 
an authorization; it does not give enough money for them to start 
the project,” but when you get an authorization you have your foot 
in the door. 

Now, we got from the Army engineers the impression that it is 
too late to refigure the benefit-to-cost ratio. We asked Colonel 
Clark, “Why don’t you refigure the ratio on the basis of part being 
unloaded at Philadelphia and the rest brought up under the present 
method, since the barge method of transportation or the rail method 
of transportation was never used and never will be used, it is an obso- 
lete method,” and we said, “I would like to see you men go back and 
refigure that on a more practical basis than the method which is being 
used today for transporting the ore 

And they will tell you that ee iethin is a closed subject. 

Mr. Razavr. What do you mean by “they”? 

Mr. Wriyxetsrecut. Colonel Clark of the Army engineers; and we 
think it should be refigured, in view of the fact that you men never 
had hearings on the authorization at all, you are asked to appropriate 
money ona bill in which you were not consulted. 

We checked that with a member of your committee, with Michael 
Kirwan, and he checked on the authorization bill for the 35- foot 
channel, it was never passed by the House, it was sent over by the 
Senate and you never had hearings 

Mr. Rasavur. They just took it up and pushed it through? 

Mr. Wrvxevspecut. That is right, and it should have originated 
and should have been authorized by this part of the Congress. 

Mr. Rasautr. What else do you have? 

Mr. Winxkextsprecnt. Another thing. The proponents say that the 
saving justifies the cost of $91 million, but yet when the United States 
Steel C orp. was asked, as was recommended by the United States Army 
engineers, to contribute $9 million toward the project last year, they 
refused 

Mr. Becron. We have got down here $18 million. 

Mr. Winxetsrecut. No, half of $18 million. 

Mr. Brcron. Last year they asked for $9 million. 

Mr. Wrvxetsrecut. Yes, that is right; and they refused—I guess 
you are right, it was $18 million—I am going to correct my papers. 

Mr. Bwpue. It was $18 million, first. 

Mr. Becron. Yes. 

Mr. Razavut. The 1956 budget contained an anticipated supple- 
mental request for this project but stated that it was contingent 
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upon the reaching of agreements with local interests who will con- 


tribute at least $i8 million in cash or equivalent amount of work 
toward it. 


Mr. Winxetspecat. That is right. 

Mr. Rapavt. That is in the budget. 

Mr. WiNKeELsrecut. Even the proponents admit that the United 
States Steel Co. will make use of 90 percent of the estimated tonnage 
on a 35-foot channel, so it looks as though it is worth $90 million of 
the taxpayers’ money, but it is not worth $18 million of the United 
States Steel Co.’s money. 

In other words, if the true benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.93 to 1, as the 
proponents say, then the benefit-to-cost to the United States Steel Co. 
alone, on the basis of a $18 million contribution as their entire cost 
would be about 9 to 1—and that, certainly, would be a good investment 
for them, and if the figures are true, I do not see why they would not 
contribute that; but we feel that the figures are exaggerated all along 
the line, and that is why we would like ‘another study ‘of it. 

In addition to that, the contribution would be deductible from in- 
come tax. 

Now, it is also significant that last year the United States Steel Co. 
did not send one representative to the appropriation hearings of the 
House of Representatives or the Senate to ask that the appropriation 
be approved, to request the channel. 

Mr. Razavt. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. WinKetsrecut. We feel that if they want the channel, they 
should be asked why they want the channel and prove. that there is a 
need for it, instead of asking in these vague terms and in question: able 
testimony, and we urge a reevaluation of the Army engineers’ figures 
based on the present method of transportation. 

We feel that the slight savings in money to practically one company 
should be weighed against the high cost of the taxpayers; the possible 
loss of life through floods; loss of underground water supply and the 
damages to the people of south Jersey, which cannot be proved until it 
is too late—we feel that all of these make this project an unjustifiable 
project, and that it should be turned down by you men. 

Mr. Brecron. Could I ask: Are you gentlemen aware that this cost- 
to-benefit ratio is based on barging this ore up, and when they say, the 
steel company, that they need this channel for steel, they can send that 
steel up by barges on the present 25-foot channel—and that is one of 
their big contentions—and they are not doing it. 

It is not fair, it is not true, and we feel that the taxpayers should get 
a fair shake, and that this should be reviewed. 

We certainly do appreciate your giving us your attention. 

Mr. WINKELsPECHT. I am submitting my written testimony, and also 
an article by the New York Times, telling just how good United States 
Steel is making out at the Fairless plant. 

Mr. Razsavur. We will take the statement; but not the newspaper 
article. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows:) 
DELAWARE RIveR VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


FACTS DEMONSTRATE NO NEED FOR A DEEPER CHANNEL IN THE UPPER DELAWARE RIVER 





The testimony given by the Delaware River Valley Association this year is in 
addition to that presented before your committee last year as printed in the 
record, page 636, eastern section, part 2, 84th Congress, 1st session. In that 
testimony we showed how the proponents had tried to confuse this channel with 
the channel below Philadelphia. We all agree that one should be 40 feet deep. 
They also tried to create the impression that the area under consideration was 
part of the port of Philadelphia, which definitely is not the case. We proved, 
as did also the testimony of the United States Army engineers, that the United 
States Steel Co. would be practically the sole beneficiary of the project and how 
the benefit-to-cost ratio had been exaggerated wherever possible by calculations 
on an outmoded form of transportation that has not been used and by including 
ore that was primarily intended for other plants than the one under considera- 
tion. We do not want to burden this committee with a repetition of all of the 
previous testimony but point out that it is available for your review if you wish. 









NEW TESTIMONY 


Foreign ore is now being brought to this country and up to the Fairless works 
of the United States Steel at Morrisville, Pa., in boats having a carrying capacity 
of twice as much as those used last year. Enclosed are pictures of two of the 
boats with their description from Lloyds Registry of Shipping. 

Ore Convey, flying Liberian flag, February 26, 1956; length, 625 feet; beam, 90 
feet; depth of hold, 46 feet 3 inches (approximate draft 32 feet) ; gross tonnage, 
15,953; carrying capacity, 20,500 tons; built 1956. 

Soya Atlantic, flying Swedish flag, February 29, 1956; length, 595 feet 10 
inches; beam, 74 feet 10 inches; draft, 31 feet 4 inches; gross tonnage, 16,485; 
earrying capacity, 21,770 tons; built 1954. 

As you will see by comparing the above with the boats mentioned in last 
year’s testimony, the Tosca and the Aura (carrying capacity 10,000 and 12,000 
tons), that the size has about doubled this year. However, these boats are 
partly unloaded into freight cars at Philadelphia where the channel is already 
37 to 40 feet deep. It is the logical thing to unload the portion of ore destined 
for the Pittsburgh area here, as by direct line it is 8 percent shorter than from 
Morrisville to Pittsburgh. This method of transportation is what we recom- 
mended in our testimony last year. The balance of the ore in the boats, under 
more shallow draft, then proceeds up the river to the Fairless plant, and even 
this is more than is consumed here. 

As you know the original benefit-to-cost ratios were based on shipping com- 
pletely or partially by rail and by barge from Philadelphia to Morrisville. 'The 
ealculations were based on the shipment of 10,400,000 tons, of which only 4 
million tons is to be used at the Fairless plant when it reaches maximum 
capacity in 1960. The balance of 6,400,000 tons is to be stored and blended here 
for future shipment to inland points, chiefly Pittsburgh. The blending consists 
of horizontal deposit of ore receipts in stockpiles and then vertical withdrawals 
for transshipment. A process that can be carried out at any steel plant. 

We believe the United States Army engineers either made a gross error or were 
misled in the previous calculations of the benefit-to-cost ratio that was presented 
at the Senate hearing when the authorization bill was passed. 

As you know the authorization for a 40-foot channel was passed as an amend- 
ment by the Senate to other must legislation 2 years ago and hearings were 
never held by the House of Representatives. 

We strongly urge that your committee ask the engineers to recalculate the 
benefit-to-cost ratio on the present method of transportation of the ore and that 
only that which is actually to be used at the Fairless works be considered in 
their calculations. 





































IS UNITED STATES STEEL ASKING FOR CHANNEL? 


Proponents say the saving justifies the cost of $91 million, but yet when the 
United States Steel Co. was asked, as was recommended by the United States 
Army engineers, to contribute $18 million toward the project last year, they 
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refused. Even the proponents admit that the United States Steel Co. will make 
use of 90 percent of the estimated tonnage on a 35 foot channel and 100 percent 
use of all over a 35 foot channel. It looks as though it is worth $91 million and 
most likely more, of taxpayers’ money, but not $18 million to United States Steel. 
If the true benefit to cost ratio is 1.93 to 1, as proponents say, then the benefit 
to cost to United States Steel alone on the basis of a $9 million contribution 
as their entire cost would be about 9 to 1 and would certainly be a good invest 
ment for them. In addition the contribution would be deductible as an expense 
before income tax, and would probably be amortized over a 4-year period the 
same as the Fairless plant itself. 

It is also significant that last year the United States Steel Co. did not 
send one representative to the Appropriations Committee hearings of the House 
of Representatives or the Senate to ask that the appropriation be approved. 
Was this because they do not need the channel or because they may be asked 
some embarrassing questions for which there is not a good answer? One 
wonders if there is no need of this channel by industry, but if it is not being 
pushed by promoters of shipping and real-estate interests. 

We also offer as evidence an article appearing in the New York Times, on 
March 4, 1956, which tells how successfully the plant is operating, and this, 
as you know, is all being done with ore obtained over the present 25-foot 
channel. Before the taxpayer’s money is spent just for a slight cut in the 
freight rate of the steel company, if they want the channel, they should not 
only be asked to explain why they need a larger channel but to prove the 
need, instead of allowing others to present vague and questionable testimony. 

We urge you to get a reevaluation from the Army engineers of the benefit-to- 
eost ratio based on the present method of transportation and that you restudy 
the project in the light of these facts. We also ask you to carefully weigh 
the slight saving in money to practically one company against the high cost 
to the taxpayer, possible loss of life through floods, loss of underground water 
supply, and the damages to the people of south Jersey, which cannot be proved 
until it is too late. 

We thank you for the opportunity to present the true facts from the view- 
point of the American public, as a whole, whom you represent. We believe 
we are all trying to stop wasting money on useless projects and hope now to 
balance the budget. A balanced budget by the United States would be the 
best worldwide publicity to prove that our democracy is the most efficient form 
of government. 


Mr. Ragsavut. We will meet again at 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 


(Whereupon, at 4: 30 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, March 20, 1956.) 


Marcn 20, 1956. 


Butxiocks Point Cove AND SAKONNET Harpror, Lone IstaAnp 
WITNESS 


HON. AIME J. FORAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Rapavut. The first witness on our schedule is Congressman 
Aime J. Forand, of Rhode Island. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
appear before you this morning to request that you include in your 
bill appropriations for two projects in my district, both of which 
are authorized by Public Law 780, 83d Congress, 2d session. 

My first request is for an appropriation of $166,400 for improve- 
ment of Bullocks Point Cove, House Document 242. This is the esti- 
mated cost to the Federal Government according to the Army engi- 
neers. To this amount local interests will contribute an additional 
$140,000. The benefit rate on this project, according to the Army 
engineers, is 1.7 to 1. Annual benefit, $24,620; annual cost, $14,685. 
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The Chief of Army Engineers, in a letter to the Sec retary of the 
Army, dated July 20, 1953, said, and I quote: 


The Chief of Engineers recommends improvement of Bullocks Point Cove by the 
dredging of an entrance channel § feet deep and a harbor channel 6 feet deep, 
the dredging of a turning basin 6 feet deep and covering an area of 29 acres, the 
dredging of an anchorage basin of the same depth and covering an area of 8.3 
acres and the reconstruction of Bullocks Point at the cove entrance to form a 
breakwater and confine the tidal flow. 

The Bullocks Point project is not only desirable, but it is urgently 
needed for several reasons. 

From a national-defense angle, it is worth noting that the small 
boatyards at Bullocks Cove employ approximately 30 men, who have 
proven themselves capable of executing Government contracts. 

During World War IT, they constructed vessels for the United States 
Navy ranging in size from 85 feet to 160 feet in length. These crafts 
commonly known as minesw eeping type, were, as you know, in great 
demand. It would be impossible today to even launch such vessels be- 

‘cause of the filling in by the storm and the gradual movement of the 
sandbars, which means that the boatyards are, as of now, limited in the 
type of craft that they can build. 

From an economic point of view, I invite your attention to the fact 
that the boatyard industry in this area is in serious jeopardy. With 
the heavy unemployment now prevailing in Rhode Island, this is a 
very serious thing. 

Bullocks Cove is home for a large number of pleasure crafts. We 
must bear in mind also that this cove provides a safe anchorage for 
smal] boats caught in summer squalls and in the past has proven to be 
a harbor of refuge i in many instances. 

While the improvements recommended by the Army engineers 2 
years ago were based upon conditions existing at that time, the need 
for such improvement has greatly increased as a result of the hurri- 
canes that struck Rhode Island since then. 

These storms not only brought additional fill-in to the harbor, but 
they completely washed away 12 2 homes and badly damaged 60 others. 

Congress having authorized this project, the owners of these homes 
hada right to assume that it would not be long before the breakwater 
was built and on that assumption started to rebuild their homes. Of a 
fleet of 80 boats that were in Bullocks Cove at the time of the storms, 
only 2 remain. The damage to yachts alone was estimated at well 
over $100,000. 

As I stated before, the Army engineers have estimated that the 
benefit ratio of this project would be 1.7 to 1. 

I am of the firm belief that the improvement of Bullocks Cove as 
recommended by the Army engineers is warranted. It would provide 
adequate channels and mooring basins for the existing local fleet of 
pleasure and fishing boats and for the anticips ited addition thereto as 
a result of the expanding activities in recreational boating, and it 
would provide a harbor of refuge for the many small boats sailing in 
the Providence River and in Narr agansett Bay. 

I would therefore urge your committee to take note of the recom- 
mendation of the Corps of Ei ngineers that funds for the entire im- 
provement should be appropriated in 1 fiscal year so as to secure 
economical prosecution of the work and to prevent rapid shoaling of 
dredged areas. 
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I now turn to my second recommendation (H. Doc. 436). 

That is for an appropriation of $555,400, to which local interests 
will add 4 percent of the cost for the modification of the existing 
project on Sakonnic Harbor. The Army engineers estimate that the 
benefit ratio of this project is 2.12 to 1. 

They recommend that the existing project be modified to provide 
for extending the breakwater northe: asterly 400 feet and dredging the 
harbor to a depth of 8 feet. 

This project, according to the Army engineers, would eliminate 
vessel damage, increase benefit to the local fishing fleet, increase bene- 
fits to outside fishing vessels, and increase benefits to the local recrea- 
tion fleet. The estimate of increased benefits to the local fishing fleet 
is based on the assumption that an additional 750,000 pounds of fish 
would be landed annually by the present fleet, due to winter fishing, 
and that an additional 4,500,000 pounds would be landed due to the 
construction of new boats and the transfer of vessels from other loca 
tions. The annual catch landed at Sakonnet now is about 6 million 
pounds. 

The plan at the time the Army engineers recommended these im- 
provements was based on existing conditions. However, Sakonnet 
Harbor, like Bullocks Cove and other parts of Rhode Island, suffered 
so heavily from the recent hurricanes that the need for this project is 
now most urgent. The fishing fleet, which was badly damaged by 
the hurricane, i is fast being restored and it is our hope that the im- 
provements suggested for Sakonnet Harbor may come soon enough 
to afford protection for the fleet in the future in case we have more 
hurricanes. 

Mr. Chairman, since the 1949 hearings held at Little Compton by 
the Army engineers, the local interests have shown their willingness 
to cooperate with the Federal Government in this project, and have 
spent nearly $100,000 on improvements and added landing facilities. 

To cite but a few: The Point Trap Co. has doubled its fish-landing 
facilities—its wharves, trucking area, and traps, at a cost of $65,000. 

A new wharf completed in 1953 enables the company to operate two 
shifts while the heavy fish runs are in season, ‘thus making it pos- 
sible to pull its traps twice a day, instead of once a day as in the past. 
This increases the fish y ield. 

The Wilcox Co. has increased its landing wharf by 40 percent. 

The F-o-c-s-l-e Co. has built two new wharves for lobster tr awling, 
handline and sport fishermen. At these new wharves fresh water is 
available for the boats and small craft can take on supplies and gaso- 
line when the fishing wharves are congested. 

This same company has increased its retail capacity and is now 
preparing plans for new railway facilities in Sakonnet Harbor. These 
will be submitted to the Army engineers and other appropriate agen- 
cies in the near future. 

At the time of the 1949 hearings, our local committee was thinking 
only in terms of commercial fishing, but since that time, as the clouds 
of war gradually ae we have noticed a decided increase in pleasure 
bo: ating in the ar This is now a fast- growing industry. 

Sakonnet ator is so located that it is an ideal place for small 
pleasure craft, allowing them to be out of the way of the Navy conges- 
tion around Newport, and sav ing them the long run to New Bedford. 
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As automobiles need roads and bridges, boats need anchorage, 
shelter, and supply bases. 

We believe that this project is in the national interest. First, for 
the safety of the persons involved; and, second, for the protection of 
shipping; and, I might add, third, I am sure all you men are aware 
that Rhode Island has been declared a labor surplus area, and we need 
jobs. 

At present, navigation difficulties are such that the harbor is ex- 
posed to winds and waves coming from the north. The anchorage 
within the harbor is restricted and not down to a depth considered 
desirable for either fishing boats or pleasure craft. 

The deepening requested would relieve the heavy congestion of 
ships and boats of all kinds in the area, and would render a great 
service to the Navy at Newport, by allowing them refuge inside the 
harbor. 

This harbor of refuge would be midway shelter between Newport 
and New Bedford, Mass., which, incidentally, is a heavily traflicked 
waterway. 

In addition to this, there is a loose rockpile that presents a con- 
siderable hazard to navigation. It is on this rockpile that many of 
the boats were scuttled during the last hurricane. 

This project, in my opinion, is most worth while when one con- 
siders the safety of persons and the protection of shipping. The ex- 
penditure involved in this project is proportionately small when we 
consider the benefits it will provide. 

I respectfully urge you gentlemen to give favorable considera- 
tion to the inclusion of these two projects in this appropriation bill. 

The fact that they were not included in the President’s budget by 


no means detracts from the urgent necessity of both of them. 

Mr. Rasavur. The committee expresses its appreciation to you for 
your fine statement. 

Mr. Foranp. I also have a statement on the need for flood contro] in 
Rhode Island, particularly in the Woonsocket area on the Blackstone 
River. 

Mr. Ranaut. The committee will have it at this time. 


Fioop Conrrot In Ruope Istanp 


Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as all 
of you are aware, I am sure, the subject of flood control in Rhode Is- 
land is a vital one. 

The city of Woonsocket, and other cities and towns bordering on the 
Blackstone River, the most severely damaged by floodwaters in August 
and again in September of last year. Lives were lost, hundreds of 
families were driven from their homes, thousands were made jobless 
when manufacturing plants and business places were inundated, and 
property and business losses ran into the millions. 

There is but one authorized major flood-control project in Rhode 
Island; namely, the protective works and channel improvement proj- 
ect in the city of Woonsocket. 
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The Federal cost of this project is estimated to be $4,200,000 and the 
cost of local assurances in which the State of Rhode Island is par- 
ticipating is another $1 million. 

Money has already been allocated for an early start of this project, 
the plan for which call for completion in 2 years. It is my under- 
standing that the budget item which you are considering for this 
project is only $600,000 ‘for fiscal year 1957. 

I respectfully suggest, gentlemen, that if in fiscal year 1957 only 
$600,000 is to be spent on this project, which is to cost in excess of 
$5 million it will mean that the project will not be completed at the 
time now contemplated in the plan and I respectfully request that 
the appropriation for the Woonsocket project be doubled the figure 
that is now in the budget that is, increased from $600,000 to $1,200,000. 

I offer this suggestion because, having lived through the floods re- 
ferred to previously, I realize the importance of this project and I am 
also aware of the possibility of repetition in the coming summer of the 
disaster that struck us last year. 

Gentlemen, the horrors of last year’s floods in the city of Woon- 
socket are beyond description and for that reason, | respectfully ask 
your most serious consideration of the requests I make for doubling 
the budget figures for this project in the 1957 fiscal year appropri: ition. 

Thank you very much for your consideration, gentlemen. 


Marcn 20, 1956. 


Bett Line Rartiroap Bripce: Cranry IstAnp; THIMBLE SHOALS, 
VIRGINIA 


WITNESSES 


HON. PORTER HARDY, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 

G. ALVIN MASSENBURG, PRESIDENT, VIRGINIA PILOT ASSOCIA- 
TION, ON BEHALF OF THE HAMPTON ROADS MARITIME ASSOCIA- 
TION 

H. M. THOMPSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, HAMPTON ROADS 
MARITIME ASSOCIATION 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PORTER HARDY, JR. 


Mr. Rapaut. We have before us our colleague, Congressman Porter 
Hardy, Jr., of Virginia, who is well known to this committee as always 
plugging for his district. 

We will be pleased to hear Mr. Hardy at this time. 

Mr. AnberseN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to join in those kind 
remarks relative to Mr. Hardy. He is always not only working for 
his district, but also for the Nation. 

Mr. Razsavur. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply grateful for these remarks. 

I do appreciate the privilege of being here. We will not take but a 
very few minutes of the committee’s time. 
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I have with me two gentlemen; one of them I can claim as a con- 
stituent, although one of them lives in another congressional district. 
Both of them represent the Hampton Roads Maritime Association in 
their official capacity this morning, and they wanted to present very 
brief testimony in connection with three items that are contained in 
this bill. 

I believe that Mr. H. M. Thompson, who is the executive vice presi- 
dent of the Hampton Roads Maritime Association, will probably 
speak for that association. 

The three items with which we are concerned are, Mr. Chairman, 
the Thimble Shoals Channel, which is a new item; belt line railroad 
bridge, which is a continuing appropriation; and the Craney Island 
disposal basin, which is also a continuing project. 

I believe that the funds provided in this bill for the Craney Island 
disposal basin and the belt line railroad bridge will virtually complete 
those two projects. 

The other project, which is widening the Thimble Shoals Chan- 
nel, is a project that is new; but it is an expenditure that is needed 
badly particularly because of the increased size of the Navy ships that 
must go through, and the fact that commercial shipping and.the Navy 
vessels both have to use that same channel and frequently at the same 
time. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. Thompson, who 
will speak for the Hampton Roads Maritime Association. 

Mr. Razwavt. We will be glad to hear him. 


STATEMENT OF H. M. THOMPSON 


Mr. Tromrson. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement here. 

The matter of the necessity for improvement in the Thimble Shoal 
Channel in Norfolk Harbor has been long recognized. As far back 
as the 1930’s, we have copies of notices issued by the district engineer 
in Norfolk restricting the use of this channel to certain types of vessels. 

This channel is the connecting link between deep water in the lower 
Chesapeake Bay at the Virginia Capes entrance, extending across 
Thimble Shoal into the relatively deep water of Hampton Roads just 
below Old Point Comfort, and serves as the only deepwater entrance 
into the great port of Hampton Roads and the harbors of Norfolk 
and Newport News, Va. 

The 83d Congress received recommendation of the Chief of Engi- 
neers that this channel be widened from its project width of 750 feet 
to 1,000 feet throughout its length and that auxiliary channels 32 feet 
deep and 450 feet wide be provided on each side of the deepwater 
channel, this latter to permit of the passage of vessels of relatively 
light draft without interfering with those of deeper draft, whic 
would require the main deepwater channel. 

However, the Congress saw fit, in considering this recommendation, 
to provide only for the widening of the main channel from 750 feet 
throughout its length to 1,000 feet, and to defer action on the pro- 
posed auxiliary channels until a later time when the movement of 
traffic through the waterway gave further justification for these 
additions. 
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In the meantime, with the development of the Yorrestal type car- 
riers, the situation has become more acute. In addition to this par- 
ticular type of vessel, of course, the Atlantic Fleet is based on Hamp- 
ton Roads, and it has been necessary in frequent instances in the recent 
past, when vessels of the Forrestal type were using the channelway, 
to impose restrictions on commercial vessels operating therein. 

There is attached copy of letter from the commander, Fifth Coast 
Guard District, listing the dates and times on which it has been neces- 
sary to place restrictions against the use of this channel by commer- 
cial vessels because of the operational requirements of the U. S. S. 
Forrestal, and of course, these conditions will continue and restric- 
tions will be placed from time to time until some improvement is 
made in the channel. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD, 
March 14, 1956. 
Mr. H. M. THompson, 
Executive Vice President, 


Hampton Roads Maritime Association, 
Norfolk, Va. 

DEAR Mr. THompson: Your letter of March 5, 1956, requesting information 
as to the times and dates wherein the Newport News and Thimble Shoals Chan- 
nels were restricted for passage of the U. S. S. Forrestal (CVA-59), is 
acknowledged. 

The Newport News and Thimble Shoals Channels were restricted to sole use 
of the U. S. S. Forrestal to insure safe passage of that vessel, as indicated below : 


NEWPORT NEWS SHIP CHANNEL 


Approximate effective 


Restrictions time of restri*tions 


Aug. 29, 1955........| From 2 p, m. until vesse] bas passed clear of east end_.....| 1 hour, 30 minutes. 
Sept. 2, 1955...__.__._.| From 8 a, m, unti! vessel has passed clear of west end __ Do. 
Sept. 21, 1955.._._._...| From 8 a. m. until vessel has passed clear of east end _- Do. 
Sept. 23. 1955 From 2 p. m,. until vessel has passed clear of west end Do 
Sept. 29, 1955 From 8:45 a. m, until vessel has passed clear of east end Do. 


THIMBLE SHOALS 3 SHIP CHANNEL 


Aug. 29, 1955 From 4 p. m. until vessel has passed clear of east end_---_- A hour, 45 minutes. 
Sent. Ff, 1055. ...... From 7 a. m. until vessei has passed clear of west end | 2 hours, 1§ minutes, 
Sept. 21, 1955..._.._.._| From 10a. m. until vessel has passed clear of east end 1 heur, 4f minutes 

Sept. 23, 1955...... _| From 12:30 p. m. until vessel has passed clear of west end--} 3 hours, 30 minutes. 


Very truly yours, 
R. E. Woop, 
Rear Admiral, United States Coast Guard 
Commander, Fifth Coast Guard District. 

Mr. Trompson. It is our understanding that vessels currently on 
operational status which experience diffic ulty in navigating this chan- 
nelway while commercial vessels are also using it are vessels of the 
battleship and large carrier types, such as the Jowa, New Jers Ys 
Wisconsin, and carriers, in addition to the Forrestal, of the Midway, 
Franklin D. Roosevelt,and Coral Sea types. 

The Forrestal, of course, has an overall width of 252 feet. which 
makes it. practically impossible for the vessel to pass in a channel of 
this width, due to cross tidal curre1 its, winds, et cetera. 





146 


The improvement haar has had the support of the Navy Depart- 
ment, for the Fifth Naval District and the Atlantic Fleet, and we 
understand the Navy’s Bureau of Yards and Docks. 

The importance of this waterway to commercial shipping in the 
port of Hampton Roads also will be recognized when attention is 
‘called to the fact that 7,286 vessels entered Hampton Roads in 1955, 
and 7,294 sailed during that year. The port of Hampton Roads now 
ranks first in export tonnage among all United States ports, and its 
total annual waterborne commerce has reached the staggering total of 
some 50 million cargo tons. In 1955 there were 3714 million tons of 
coal exported through this gateway, and nearly 1 million tons of grain, 

more than 50 million bushels. 

In addition, its imports rank high in tonnage and, because of chang- 
ing world conditions, probably will increase materially in the im- 
mediate future. 

The State of Virginia, the cities of Norfolk, Portsmouth, and New- 
port News, and the shipping industry in the area maintain develop- 
ment agencies geared to advance the progress of this, the community’s 
great asset. 

Actually, the situation fully justifies the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineers to the 83d Congress, that is, that not only the 
main ship channel be increased in width from 750 to 1,000 feet, but that 
auxiliary channels of 32 feet depth and 450 feet width also be provided. 

However, should the existing channel be widened as now proposed, 
a substantial measure of relief will be given, and we strongly urge 
that the recommended appropriation for this purpose, which we under- 
stand to be $862,000, be approved by this committee. 

We would also like to add a word in support of the continued ap- 
propriations for other important projects in the Norfolk-Hampton 
Roads, Va., area, that is funds for the completion of the Craney 
Island disposal area, a basin to receive dredged materials from the 
port of Hampton Roads and the harbors of Norfolk and Newport 
News. 

An amount of $1 million now is requested for continuing work on 
this project, which is now some sixty-odd percent completed. 

Another project recommended at ‘the same time for which no funds 
have been appropriated is that providing for deepwater anchorages 
off Lamberts Point in Norfolk Harbor. The condition precedent to 
the establishment of this anchorage area is that the work is to be 
undertaken after the Craney Island disposal area is completed and 
available to take the dredged material from this anchorage project. 

These anchorages are designed to serve the extensive coal and gen- 
eral cargo transshipment facilities located at Lamberts Point, Nor- 
folk, Va. 

There is no deepwater space available off Lamberts Point in Nor- 
walk Harbor at the present time suitable for the anchorage of deep- 
draft vessels, and it is necessary for ships which are aw aiting berths at 
either of these terminals to anchor off Sewells Point, which is some 
distance away in Hampton Roads. 

In 1955 a total of 12 million tons of coal was exported through the 
coal-transshipment facilities at Lamberts Puint. To accommodate 
this, 1,293 vessels were loaded at these terminals. 

In addition to this, 1,034 vessels were handled at the Lamberts 
Point general-cargo terminals. There are still other vessels which 
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go to points further up the Elizabeth River, particularly those pro- 
ceeding to the several oil and fertilizer terminals in that area. 

To await the wind and tide conditions, because of the bridge situa- 
tion in the Southern Branch, these vessels must anchor off Sewells 
Point in lower Hampton Roads, thus increasing the time in transit. 

Therefore, it is doubly important that because of the strategic 
position of these terminals in the Hampton Roads port picture, that 
work on the Craney Island project be continued and completed as 
soon as possible. 

We would like to urge the continued appropriations of funds for 
the work of rebuilding the Norfolk & Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad 
bridge across the Southern Branch of the Elizabeth River. This 
waterway serves an important industrial area. The project has been 
divided into three phases. 

Funds for the first phase already have been appropriated and work 
started. Now the engineers are recommending an additional $1,140,- 
000 for the second phase of this work. 

Both of these projects are of utmost importance to care for the 
ever-increasing water traffic in the ports of Hampton Roads and the 
harbors of Norfolk and Newport News, and we sincerely recommend 
them to your most favorable consideration and urge that the appro- 
priations be approved by this committee. 

This statement was signed by the Hampton Roads Maritime Asso- 
ciation by Walter C. Maher, G. Alvin Massenburg, and H. M. Thomp- 
son, committee. 

T would just like to say, following what Congressman Hardy has 
said, that this statement outlined the necessity for this Thimble 
Shoals project, which is the primary thing we are talking about today, 
because this is the only 1 of the 3 for which new money is to be appro- 
priated. The others are continuing. 

This channel is 9 miles in length, and it is the channel through 
which all traffic has to pass, coming into and going out of Hampton 
Roads. 

The conditions there have become critical since the building of the 
Forrestal-type of carrier, and because of the width of that vessel and 
the necessity for operating in a channel of this size, it is absolutely 
necessary that the channel be widened. 

Mr. Razavur. How much is involved ? 

Mr. THompson. $862,000 is the amount recommended in the budget. 

I would like to say, sir, that last year the commercial shipping in 
Hampton Roads, in and out of that port, exceeded 7,000 ships; and 
that the export tonnage was greater than it was in the port of New 
York. 

There were some 37,500,000 tons of coal alone exported through 
that port; and, of course, with the general development of business 
in this country and the importing of ores and things of that kind, 
the import business is also growing. 

Now, we would like to say just a word with reference to the Craney 
Island disposal area, which is a continuing project and which is some 
60 percent-odd completed. 

There is $1 million recommended in the budget for that, and that 
will practically complete that project. 

Dependent upon that is the Lamberts Pont Anchorage, which is 
badly neded, but this work will not be undertaken until the Craney 
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Island disposal area is in position to take care of the dredged material 
from that, in order to reduce the cost. 

Mr. Rasaut. When will that be? 

Mr. Tuompson. It will be in 1957, provided this appropriation is 
made this year. 

Mr. Rasaut. That is budgeted ? 

Mr. THompson. That is right. 

Then, of course, there is the $1,400,000 for the Belt Line Railroad 
bridge, a continuing project, also. 

Those are the things that we have in this memorandum, and we 
earnestly recommend them for your serious and favorable consider- 
ation. 

Mr. Raznavt. They are all covered in your statement ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it if it will not delay 
matters too long, if Captain Massenburg may make a comment or two. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT, G. ALVIN MASSENBURG 


Captain Massennurc. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, there is very little that I can add to what has already been said, 
except possibly from a practical standpoint. 

I am a pilot by profession, and I know the necessity and need for 
improving the Thimble Shoals Channel, due to the fact that we not 
only have a tremendous increase in shipping i in the port of Hampton 
Roads, but we are confronted with the ever-increasing size of the 
vessels that are being constructed, both commercial vessels and naval 
vessels. 

With ships the type of the major ore boats, which will draw 35 feet 
or more entering Hampton Roads, and with the larger battleships 
and carriers, the Thimble Shoals Channel is inadequate to take care 
of the situation. 

I believe in this brief which was submitted, there was some mention 
made of auxiliary channels besides the 1,000-foot channel. We be- 
lieve the best procedure will be to get the 1,000-foot channel, the 
Thimble Shoals Channel, as soon as possible, because that is an 
emergency and something that we need very much, and the other 2 
projects have been covered, I think, sufliciently, both in the brief 
and by the 2 gentlemen that preceded me. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, in expressing my appreciation, I was 
perhaps remiss in not calling attention of the committee to the fact 
that Captain Massenburg, in addition to being one of the leaders in 
the Hampton Roads Maritime Association, is active in the Virginia 
Pilot Association. 

He knows more about the conditions of our harbor and the channels 
of that harbor and, indeed, of the eastern seaboard than anyone in 
our area, and if he says that the channel is hazardous, then that is 
the epitome of professional evaluation. 

He mentioned something else that Mr. Thompson touched on, and 
that is the auxiliary channel, which the engineers also recommend, 
and I think that in the course of time we will be asking for money 
for those; but they are not included in our request at this time. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ragaut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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Marcu 20, 1956. 
Mansrietp Froop Contrrot Progecr 
WITNESSES 


HON. MRS. CECIL HARDEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 

HON. JOHN V. BEAMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF INDIANA 

ROBERT KELLUM, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, INDIANA FLOOD CON- 
TROL AND WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION 

CARLOS LIFE, MEMBER, INDIANA FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
RESOURCES COMMISSION 


Mr. Rapavutr. We have before us our colleague, Congresswoman 
Cecil M. Harden, of Indiana, who will introduce her witnesses for 
our record, and we will be pleased to hear the statements of the wit- 
nesses that they want to file in the record, or tell us about it, whatever 
you want. 

Mrs. Harpen. Mr. Chairman, I do have a very brief statement, and 
then I shall introduce my witnesses. 

Mr. Razavut. You may proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN CECIL HARDEN 


Mrs. Harpen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear in behalf of the people 
of Indiana’s Sixth Congressional District—specifically, the need for 


construction funds in the present Federal budget for the Mansfield 
flood-control project. 

The Mansfield project, located in the southern section of the Sixth 
Indiana District, was authorized by Congress in 1938. Final engi- 
neering ‘ and design funds were appropri: ated by the Congress last year. 

The project is now ready for construction, with a favorable cost- 
benefit ratio of 1.4 to 1 having been established by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. Estimated cost of Mansfield is $7,500,000 and the Corps esti- 
mates that $500,000 to $1 million could be spent during the next fiscal 
year in the beginning phase of construction. 

Construction funds are not listed in the President’s budget, pre- 
sumably because engineering studies had not. been finally completed 
when the budget was drawn by the executive branch. 

The Mansfield project is viewed by the Indiana Flood Control and 
Water Resources Commission as the primary Indiana need in this field 
of water conservation and flood control. It is listed as a class I proj- 
ect by the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. 

There is, so far as I have been able to determine, no opposition 
to Mansfield’s construction among the residents of the affected area. 

They are, intsead, hopefully awaiting action by Congress which 
would get the project under way. The area narrowly escaped a 
serious flood during February of this year. 

One further point, which I feel has significance: The southern 
portion of the sixth district—the area in which Mansfield is located— 
has been plaged for many years by serious unemployment. Terre 
Haute, the major city in this section, is a class E labor surplus area 
under Government ratings and the unemployment situation has long 
been critical in that city. 
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Construction of the Mansfield project just a few miles from Terre 
Haute would help alleviate, at least to a degree, the unemployment 
problem. Moreover, the creation of a 1,250- acre lake would tend 
to attract to the area new industries, both because of the permanent 
water supply which would be established and because of the recre- 
ational value of such a reservoir to employees. 

The major need, however, is for flood control. The Mansfield proj- 
ect would provide flood protection to more than 7,000 acres of valuable 
farmland. It would stabilize the area’s water supply and add greatly 
to the economic well-being of a three-county area. 

With me today are representatives of the Indiana Flood Control 
and Water Resources Commission, also appearing in support of the 
Mansfield project. It is my pleasure at this time to present Mr. Robert 
Kellum, executive secretary of the commission. Mr. Kellum. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT KELLUM 


Mr. Ketitum. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Robert Kellum, executive secretary of the commission. 

I have two copies of documents for the committee. One is a letter 
from Governor Craig, of Indiana, and related material on work of 
the Corps of Engineers in Indiana, in cooperation with the Indiana 
Flood Control and Water Resources Commission. 

There are other projects, of course, at various stages of develop- 
ment in Indiana. The one at Mansfield now is the farthest along 
and ready for construction. 

We believe that the upper Wabash projects which have been sur- 
veyed but not yet authorized, are deserving of attention by the Con- 
gress, and the authori ization will be asked, and I think it would come 
to this committe in due time, possibly; the Public Works Committee, 
I believe, would act first on the authorization itself—but that is in 
the stage of preparation. 

I would like to read a brief letter from Governor Craig; is that 
agreeable? Itsums up the situation. 

“Mr. Rasavr. If you want to read it. 

Mr. Ketium. It is dated March 16, 1956, and it is addressed to the 
Appropriations Committee of the United States House of Represent- 
atives: The Honorable Clarence Cannon, chairman: 


The State of Indiana, through the Indiana Flood Control and Water Resources 
Commission, is cooperating with the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in 
advancing several important flood control water resources projects. 

The Corps of Engineers is making steady progress on its works within this 
State and its proposals for future improvement have the full indorsement of the 
State. 

In keeping with efforts of the State commission to keep moving ahead on a 
well-defined schedule for these activities, two projects are of immediate value: 

One, the Mansfield Reservoir on Raccoon Creek in west-central Indiana would 
be a key unit in contributing to control of the Wabash River, with resultant 
savings from such extensive damages from high waters as have occurred in the 
past. The Corps of Engineers has plans for construction prepared, so that the 
sum of $500,000 is deemed necessary during fiscal 1956-57 if no serious delay is 
to be experienced for this project. This amount would permit actual construc- 
tion to be started during fiscal 1956-57. 

Two, the upper Wabash three-reservoir project is being proposed for authori- 
zation by Congress. This plan has been prepared by the Corps of Engineers after 
exhaustive surveys. The three reservoirs would control a flood of 1913 volume, 
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worst of record, in the upper Wabash Valley. I urge that you give this proposal 
favorable attention when it is presented to you for action. 
Sincerely yours, 
Grorce N. CRaie, 
Governor of Indiana. 

Mr. Anpersen. What is the total estimated cost of the project? 

Mr. Ketium. Of the three? 

Mr. Anpersen. Of the Mansfield project. 

Mr. Kettum. Of the Mansfield project, the total estimated cost is 
$7,500,000. 

Mr. Anversen. And what is in the budget this year for it? 

Mr. Ketitum. Well, there is nothing in the budget as yet for it, the 
reason being that the construction plans have not been advanced far 
enough at the time the budget was prepared; but they are now pre- 
pared, so that the start of work could be accomplished in fiscal year 
1956-57, with the authorization of $500,000. 

Mr. AnpersEN. I am well aware of the project. I hoped that it 
would be in the bill last year. 

Mrs. Harven. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Kettum. Thank you. 

Mr. Razavut. What is that, planning money / 

Mrs. Harpen. Yes. 

Mr. Kettum. And that has been completed, the Corps of Engineers 
in the Ohio division having been, we think, very efficient in the plans. 

Mrs. Harpen. We will, of course, Mr. (¢ ‘hairman, have testimony 
from the Corps of Engineers relative to this project. 

Mr. Ketium. I have no other statement for the record except a 


summary that I have presented to you of the other petitions which are 
a matter of record in the material presented to the committee as part 
of the budget. 

(The related material referred to follows:) 


CONGRESSIONAL FUNDS NEEDED IN FIscAL YEAR 1956-57 IN INDIANA 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOUISVILLE DISTRICT 


1. Mansfield: $500,000 (construction) ($744 million estimated to be total 
cost). 

2. Upper Wabash: $100,000 (construction planning on first of three reservoirs). 

3. Wabash survey (Big Pine, Sugar, Little Vermillion) : $50,000 (survey). 

4. White River Basin—Monroe Reservoir: $10,000 (survey) (65 percent com- 
pletion by June 30, 1955). 

5. Vincennes: $400,000 (final section construction). 

6. Pigeon Creek, Evansville: No funds asked. Plans not developed sufficiently. 
Enough funds at hand for present resurvey to be completed by June 30, 1956. 

7. Niblack levee: No additional funds asked until local interests determine 
their position and pledge full cooperation on right-of-way and maintenance— 
$60,000 unspent in 1954-55. 

8. Markland lock and dam: $5 million (continue construction). 

9. Lock and dam No. 41 (Louisville) $1 million (construction). 

Total: $7,060,000. 


INDIANA FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION 


Mansfield flood-control reservoir, Raccoon Creek, Parke County, Ind. 

This project, authorized by Congress June 28, 1938, is a unit in a master plan 
for control of flood damages in the Wabash River Basin of west-central Indiana. 
Results to be attained from reservoir units of this kind on the Wabash River, 
when completed, will contribute greatly to improved regulation of streamflows 
on the Ohio River as well. 
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The Corps of Engineers reports that construction can be started on the Mans- 
field project soon after July 1, 1956, if the sum of $500,000 is included in the 
fiscal 1956-57 Federal budget for this purpose. The corps estimates that total 
cost will be $7,500,000, but that $500,000 is the practical sum needed for work in 
fiscal 1956-57. 

The earth-fill dam would be 112 feet high and 1,800 feet long, located at mile 
3214 on Raccoon Creek, north and slightly west of Ferndale, Parke County, Ind. 

Permanent pool at elevation 640 would cover 1,200 acres, and would extend 
upstream 6 miles. 

Flood-control pool with a top storage at elevation 690, would cover 4,000 acres, 
but would not stay at this stage for any length of time. The permanent pool 
would hold 16,000 acre-feet of water. The flood storage at full usage would be 
116,000 acre-feet, making a total of 132,000 acre-feet for both permanent pool 
and flood-storage at maximum periods of usage. 

The project would eliminate serious flood threats on over 7,000 acres of valuable 
farmlands in the lower Raccoon Creek Valley, as well as contribute to the control 
of floods on the main Wabash River. There is no work of this kind now underway 
in Indiana. 

The Indiana Flood Control and Water Resources Commission urges strongly 
that funds be made available to the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
for start of this important project at the earliest possible time. 


INDIANA FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION, MARCH 1956 


Upper Wabash three-reservoir flood control project 


(Titled: Report No. 824.04, Wabash River and tributaries, at and above the 
mouth of White River, Ind. 

This is a Corps of Engineers project in north-central Indiana. 

Authorization of the project by Congress now is sought. 

A survey on feasibility has resulted in a favorable report by the Corps of 
Engineers, the survey having been made in compliance with resolutions of the 
Committee on Flood Control, United States House of Representatives, May 23, 
1945, and the Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, May 9, 1949. 

The reporting officers find that a system of three reservoirs comprises the 
most favorable plan for providing flood protection for the extensive urban and 
farming areas along the Wabash River in the Logansport-Huntington reach, 
and that such a plan would provide substantial additional flood control benefits 
along the Wabash River below Logansport and, in lesser degree, along the Ohio 
River below Wabash River and along the Mississippi River below Ohio River. 
The elements of the plan are as follows: 

(a) Salamonie Reservoir, to be situated in Wabash and Huntington Counties, 
Ind., would be formed by an earth dam located on Salamonie River 3.5 miles 
above its mouth. It would control a drainage area of 552 square miles. Outlet 
works would include a broad-crested, ungated, saddle spillway through the divide 
between the Salamonie and Wabash Valleys, and controlled sluices through the 
dam. The dam would rise about 128 feet above streambed to top elevation 812 
feet above mean sea level. The spillway crest would be at elevation 791 and, 
under maximum storage conditions, the flood control pool would reach elevation 
806. At the latter elevation the reservoir pool would have an area of 19,230 
acres, and would extend upstream to about river mile 30. A permanent pool 
would be provided with surface area of 950 acres at elevation 730. The esti- 
mated first cost of Salamonie Reservoir is $12,610,000 at current prices. 

(b) Mississinewa Reservoir, to be situated in Miami, Wabash, and Grant 
Counties, Ind., would be formed by an earth dam located on Mississinewa River 
7.1 miles above its mouth. It would control a drainage area of 801 square 
miles. Outlet works would include a broad-crested, ungated, saddle spillway 
through the divide between the Mississinewa and Wabash Valleys, and controlled 
sluices through the dam. The dam would rise about 137 feet above streambed 
to top elevation 797 feet above mean sea level. The spillway crest would be at 
elevation 779 and, under maximum storage conditions, the flood control pool 
would reach elevation 790. At the latter elevation the reservoir pool would have 
an area of 17,170 acres, and would extend upstream to above river mile 35. A 
permanent pool would be provided with surface area of 1,300 acres at elevation 
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712. The estimated first cost of Mississinewa Reservoir is $17,990,000 at current 
prices. 

(c) Huntington Reservoir, to be situated in Huntington and Wells Counties, 
Ind., would be formed by a dam located on Wabash River above Huntington, 
Ind. The structure would consist of an earth embankment with gated concrete 
spillway section, and would control a drainage area of 708 square miles. Con- 
trolled sluices would be provided through the concrete section of the dam which 
would rise about 90 feet above streambed to top elevation 805 feet above mean 
sea level. Under maximum storage conditions, the flood control pool would 
reach elevation 797, at which level it would have an area of 7,840 acres and 
would extend upstream about 23 miles to Bluffton, Ind. A permanent pool is 
not contemplated. The estimated first cost of Huntington Reservoir is $11,835,000 
at current prices. 

Functioning as a system, the proposed reservoirs would effect reductions of 
the following order in the crest stages of such great floods as those experienced 
in 1913, 1943, and 1950: 


Reduction in crest stage (feet) 


Location along Wabash River 


| Flood of Flood of Flood of Jan- 
March 1913 May 1943 uary 1950 


Huntington 

MU a caccoeeues = 
Pern 

Logansport 
Lafayette-_-- 

Terre Haute 
Vincennes 


The reporting officers estimate the total first cost of the 3 reservoirs proposed 
is $42,435,000 at current prices. Local interests would be expected to contribute 
1 percent of the first cost at the time of construction, in recognition of the portion 
of project benefits which would result from enhancement of agricultural land 
values. The current estimate of the local share of the first cost is $425,000. The 
reservoirs would be operated and maintained by the United States. 


Anton Hulman, Jr., chairman; Ralph Roessler, vice chairman; Charles 
H. Bechert; H. Earl Capehart, Jr.; Louie H. Dunten; Ewing 
Emison; John T. Hays; Richard C. Heck; Robert J. Giltner; 
IF. W. Legge; Carlos A. Life; John C. Mellett; Albert J. Peine; 
B. A. Poole; Robert F. Schnaus; Eugene C. Shireman; Anson §, 
Thomas; Carl E. Vogelgesang ; Kenneth B. Woods. 

Now, I would like to present Mr. Carlos Life, the president of the 
Wabash Valley Trust Co., of Peru, and a member of the Indiana Flood 
Control and Water Resources Commission. 

Mr. Hann. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. Mrs. Harden, incidentally, has been very active in this 
matter. Now, she has indicated in her statement that this flood- 
control project would protect 7,000 acres of land. 

Can you give the committee information as to the market value of 
that land to be protected? What is the value per acre? 

Mr. Ketitum. Well, the value per acre varies, and Mrs. Harden could 
probably do that better than I. 

Mr. Hann. If you do not have the information presently with you, 
then either you or Mrs. Harden might supply that for our record. 

Mrs. Harpen. I will be very glad ‘to supply that to the committee. 
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(The information requested is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOovuSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 20, 1956. 
Hon. Louis C. RABAvut, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN RaApavut: In my appearance this morning before the subcom- 
mittee hearing Ohio Valley flood-control requests, I was asked to submit figures 
bearing on the value of land which would be protec ted against flood damage 
by construction of the Mansfield flood-control sound in Parke County, Ind. 

According to the Army engineers, construction of the Mansfield project would 
eliminate serious flood threats to over 7,000 acres af farmland in the lower 
Raccoon Creek Valley, as well as contribute to the control of floods on the main 
Wabash River. 

Farmland in this area sells currently at prices of from $200 to $3800 an acre. 
An average figure might be $250 per acre, for a total of $1,750,000, The figure 
could be greater or less, and could not be correctly stated except by direct survey 
of all the farms in the control area. 

The engineers have, however, arrived at a benefit-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1 for the 
Mansfield project. This ratio is based on an estimated construction cost of 
$7,500,000. 

To get preliminary construction work underway during the fiscal year begin- 
ning July 1, approximately $500,000 would be necessary. This appropriation is 
not included in the budget because engineering studies had not been fully com- 
pleted when the budget was drawn. 

I want to again thank you for your courtesy in scheduling me for testimony 
before the subcommittee. Your sympathetic consideration of the Mansfield 
project will, I assure you, be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 


Crcr. M. Harpven, Member of Congress. 


Mr. Ranaut. Would you care to make a statement, Mr. Life? 


STATEMENT OF CARLOS LIFE 


Mr. Lire. My name is Carlos Life, and I am from Peru, and T am 
a member of the Indiana Flood Control Water Resources Commission, 
and I appear on behalf of the commission as well as the various munic- 
ipal organizations and civic groups in the upper Wabash region. 

I have a number of pictures, photographs here, that were taken 

Mr. Rapavut. Let me see them. 

Mr. Lire (continuing). Of the 1948 flood in the upper Wabash 
region. I thought you might like to look at them. 

Mr. Ranaut. We certainly will. 

Mr. Lire. This project comes about from years of study of the 
Army engineers, to give us a solution in the upper Wabash. 

They have recommended a series of three dams. 

The Wabash River, above the mouth of the White River, is 16,440 
square miles, of which 320 square miles are in Ohio; 4,670 square miles 
are in Illinois; and 11,460 square miles are in Indiana. 

The Wabash River above the mouth of the White River is 379 miles 
long; and Salamoni, it is 82 miles long; at the Mississinewa it is 100 
miles long. It starts in Darke County, Ohio. The basin covers an 
area of 810 square miles. 

The Peoria Dam that we recommend on the Mississinewa covers 
801 square miles of drainage area through that 1 channel; at Dora on 
the Salamoni there are 552 square miles of drainage area, and at 
wremegee a B on the Wabash, there are 708 square miles of drainage 
ares a large tract there. 





vo 


It is estimated that the 3 dams would control 55 percent of the 
watershed in this territory above Logansport. 

The United States Army engineers are asking for $100,000 of plan- 
ning money at this time to begin engineering studies on the first of the 
3 dams, to start the plans on the first dam. 

It is estimated that these 3 dams would control approximately 8 
inches of rainfall over the area. 

The value of the property involved in the flood area above the White 
River is estimated to have a value of $214,400,000 so there is quite a 
lot involved. 

I would like to leave the balance of this statement, with your per- 
mission. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is it ? 

Mr. Lire. Just a summary of the recommendations and the benefits 
to be derived from it. 

Mr. Rasaut. It will be made a part of the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


UprenR WABASH RIvER BASIN 


Property involved: In upper Wabash River region, approximately 15 com- 
munities involved, with property value of $132,815,900; subject to floods. 

Agricultural areas: Approximately 357,500 acres of agricultural land in the 
area, of which 291,500 acres are under cultivation; farmland is estimated to 
have a value of $60,986,000, figuring the land at $170 per acre. This farmland 
produces a gross annual yield of $17,600,000. The area is flat and highly agri- 
cultural and as a result floods are frequent and destructive. 60,000 people are 
employed in the area. 

Transportation routes: In this flood area there are 6 main highways and 5 
railroads, having a total value in 1954 of $24,144,000. 

Total value: All property in the flood area above the mouth of the White 
River is estimated to have a value of $214,400,000. 

1913 flood: Covered 357,000 acres of land along the Wabash River, not in- 
cluding its tributaries. 

Food damages: Occurs almost every year, sometimes several times a year 
Railroads and highways suffer heavy losses. 

Specific losses, upper Wabash Valley region: 

1943, $10,660,000 (6 persons drowned). 
1950, ($1,662,000 (4 persons drowned). 
1913, $25,000,000 (unknown). 

Losses would have been much greater at today’s values. 

Depression of real property value: Many acres of valuable land has reverted to 
natural state because of floods. About 17 percent or 50,000 acres has been per- 
manently removed from cultivation. Other property is only partly used, and 
all is depreciated. 

Estimated annual damage: Annual damage in area, based on 1954 values, 
amounts to $7,077,700. 

Main rivers involved: 

Wabash, above mouth of White River : 379 miles long. 

Salamoni: 82 miles long. 

Mississinewa, 100 miles long, starts in Drake County, Ohio. Basin covers 
an area of 810 square miles. 

Results: The three dams would hold a flood equal to the 1913 flood, the worst on 
record. 

These reservoirs are a part of the comprehensive plan for flood control in the 
Ohio Valley, and benefits would accrue on the lower Wabash, Ohio, and Missis- 
sinewa Rivers. Total annual benefits of the 3 dams are estimated at $2,330,500. 

Had the three dams been in operation in 1913, the 1913 flood would have been 
reduced as follows: 

Peru, 8 feet. 
Lafayette, 4 feet. 
Terre Haute, 1 foot. 
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Mr. Ranaut. We will now hear from our colleague, Congressman 
Beamer, of Indiana. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN V. BEAMER 


Mr. Beamer. For the record, Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I would 
like to say that the upper W abash River flood-control program affects 
6 of the 10 counties that I am privileged to represent. I live in the 
city of Wabash, a neighboring city to Peru, which was represented 
by Mr. Life , who spoke to you previously. 

We have experienced floods over a long period of years. I can 
look back particularly to the flood of 1918 which left millions of dollars 
of damage in the area. 

I am not going into detail because I think that all of this will be 
presented to. you by the Army engineers much more carefully and 
fully than we can present it. 

I might state, however, that the total project is estimated by the 
engineers to be more than $42 million, or approximately $42,500,000. 

The State of Indiana in the last session of the legislature to ‘indicate 
its interest in the program and in the project appropriated $50,000 
as a part of its 1 percent, which will be its assessment or its portion 
of this payment. I merely indicate that. 

Mr. Kellum has already indicated the approval of the Governor 
of Indiana; and I understand that Governor Stratton of Illinois like- 
wise gives approval. 

I think that you will find a very, very large majority of the people 
in the area involved will be very much in favor of the flood-control 
program. 

I have appeared before the committee on previous years, I think 
the members will remember, asking for continuation of funds to con- 
tinue the study. The engineers have practically completed the study 
and, as I understand, at the present time through regular procedure, 
it has been cleared by various agencies with one exception, and that 
will be cleared this week because they have until the 25th of March 
to conclude the 90-day period. After that it will appear before the 
Appropriations and Public Works Committees. I want to give that 
statement because I feel it is something that should be considered 
by this Congress, and we are hopeful that it ean be given consideration. 

T think, Mr. Chairm: an, that I would like to go into longer details 
when the proper time comes, but we are just presenting those facts 
to you now. 

Mr. Rapaur. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hanp. Is there any substantial opposition to this project? 

Mr. Beamer. I would not say substantial opposition. I would 
say that the opposition will come, if it is termed opposition, from the 
people who will be relocated in this particular area. I think that 
Mr. Kellum and Mr. Life can give you better details than I can. 

There will be several communities that will be relocated in the 
southern part of Wabash County. There is the village or town of 
Somerset. The entire town will have to be located. Some of the 
people are resigned to it; others welcome it; and some will raise 
objections. 

Mr. Hann. How large a community is that ? 

Mr. Beamer. I understand it is approximately 280 people. 
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Mr. Hanp. With possibly 40 houses, approximately ¢ 

Mr. Beamer. Well, more than 40; 50 or 60 houses. 

Mr. Hanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Beamer. There are two other small communities, Dora and 
Monument City, but they are very small communities; and also there 
are some small number of farms. 

Mr, AnversEN. I would like to recount for the record the efforts put 

forth by Mrs. Hardin and Congressman Beamer for this project, which 
is evidently a very important “project to them, and I appreciate their 
coming before us. 

Mr. Beamer. One more statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranavr. Yes. 

Mr. Beamer. In addition to the flood control, as this indicates, is the 
water-resources program. Storage of water is important, because the 
water level is falling throughout the country and we notice it in our 
State, very much so. This is part of the water program, the water- 
shed program which will help give some more storage of water and 
probably, in time, help our water situation. 

Mr. Lire. I might say that the commission has gone on record by 
passing a resolution. 

Mr. Ketxum. That part of Indiana, the Wabash River area, I might 
mention, is very import: int in the economy of our e¢ ountry. The trans- 
continental railroad lines pass through the area. 

The Wabash is the last major tributary to the Ohio River which 
does not have flood protection and it is just as vulnerable now as it was 
in 1913 to serious flood damage. 

Mr. Hanp. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Razavut. Thank you. 


Marcu 20, 1956. 
NauGatuck VALLEY 
WITNESS 


HON. JAMES T. PATTERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Rapavur. Congressman James T. Patterson of Connecticut 
wishes to submit a statement relative to the Naugatuck Valley 
project. 

Mr. Parrerson. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this 
committee, once again it is my duty and privilege to appear before 
this committee and | speak, with all the emphasis at my command, of the 
urgent necessity for appropriations for flood-control projects not only 
in my district, but in all New England as well. 

As the distinguished chairman pointed out when I last appeared be- 
fore this committee, it was my district—the Naugatuck Valley of 
Connecticut—that was the most severely damaged of all areas during 
the floods of August and October of last year. Thousands of my good 
constituents were rendered homeless overnight in the wake of the flood 
of August 19, 1955, and property devastation skyrocketed into the 
millions of dollars. 

In addition to this, there were some 77 persons who lost their lives 
when the boundless might of nature swept through our valley without 
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warning. As my colleagues of this committee well know, there were 
numerous factories in the Naugatuck Valley that were sev erely devas- 
tated, and some that were completely destroyed. Thus many of Con- 
necticut’s great industrial workers lost not only their homes, but their 
source of economic livelihood as well. 

In this connection, it is only fitting that once again I remind the 
committee of the importance of the Naugatuck Valley from the stand- 
point of national defense. There in a somewhat concentrated locale, 
we manufacture more copper and brass products than in any other 
area in the United States. In addition, there are important watch- 
clock industries that manufacture important timing devices that are 
indispensable in the production of weapons of ni ational defense such 
as the Nike and other guided missiles, to mention only several. Im- 
portant rubber fabricating plants are also located in the Naugatuck 
Valley. 

As we meet today, in the midst of the spring equinoxal season—the 
time of year when spring hurricanes are most likely to occur—there 
is compelling need that we reexamine our Government’s policy toward 
providing effective flood-control projects in flood-hazard areas, such 
as the Naugatuck Valley and other areas of New England. 

It is only natural that as Representative of Connecticut’s Fifth Con- 
gressional District which includes the flood-devastated Naugatuck 
V alley, my foremost concern is centered upon an effective flood- control 
program for my district. 

It is difficult, Mr. Chairman, for anyone who has not been a first- 
hand observer of a tragedy such as that of last August, to imagine 
the relentless terror that haunts the minds of persons who live in a 
flood-hazard area. Now it has been said that a flood of the propensity 
of the August 19 disaster occurs only once in every 100 years. But the 
absurdity ‘of this type of reasoning, which is apparently based upon 
statistics, is manifested by the fact that a similar catastrophe occurred 
in the Naugatuck Valley less than 2 months after the flood of August 
19. Each time rain begins to fall in the Naugatuck Valley, quite 
understandably many people there fall to their knees and beg the 
Heavens for mercy. That is precisely characteristic of the state of 
fear that exists throughout the Naugatuck Valley today—and will 
exist until we, who make our Nation’s laws, relieve their minds by 
providing those good people with a flood-control system that wiil 
prevent future flood disasters. 

Concerning flood control in the Naugatuck Valley of Connecticut, of 
foremost importance is the construction of the Thomaston Dam and 
Reservoir. The site of this project would be located 1.1 miles north of 
the city of Thomaston, Conn., on the Naugatuck River, 30 miles above 
confluence with the Housatonic River. The estimated cost of the 
project would be $16 million. 

This project is justified, Mr. Chairman, principally because its con- 
struction is necessary to effect major reductions in flood damages along 


Ss 


the Naugatuck River, Conn., from Thomaston to the mouth including 


Waterbury, Naugatuck, Beacon Falls, Seymour, Ansonia, and Derby. 
The importance of the Thomaston Reservoir is evidenced by the fact 
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that preliminary estimates indicate that had the project been in opera- 
tion in August 1955, more than $77 million in damage would have been 
prevented. 

Moreover, as early as 1944 this reservoir was strongly recommended 
by the United States Army Corps of Engineers, and the cost at that 
time would have been far less than it is today. Thus a great mistake 

ras made as early as 1944 when our Government failed to con- 
vada this project whic h, as I mentioned above, would have prevented 
$77 million in damages in 1955. Thus, Mr. Chairman, the pressing 
question before this Cc ongress is: “* Are we going to make the same 
mistake that our predecessors did that cost my constituents more 
than $77 million?” 

Ilowever, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this com- 
mittee, notwithstanding the facts that. I have mentioned, the Thomas- 
ton Reservoir is only one important element in preventing future 
flood disasters in the State of Connecticut. Take the city of Winsted, 
Conn., that was probably the worst devastated town of all. That 
unfortunate community is located north of Thomaston, and the 
Thomaston Reservoir would offer no protection whatsoever to Win- 
sted. Nor would the Thomaston Reservoir, vital as it is, afford the im 
portant city of Torrington, Conn., with protection against future 
floods. 

Also, I wish to reiterate the necessity for the initiation of a “crash” 
program to get actual construction work under way. As Army eng 
neers have pointed out, even with suflicient funds available, they will 
encounter a manpower bottleneck on engineering skills that are essen 
tial to safe and sound installation planning. This is occasioned by an 
acute shortage of engineering specialists in hydrology and hydraulics. 

Therefore, I want to stress, with all the emphasis at my command, 
that engineering staffs should concentrate on the worst flood-hazard 
areas first. Then there would be sufficient personnel to accomplish 
these vital tasks quickly, and our engineers could move on to the next 
project. Otherwise, if we spread our essential engineering skills too 
thinly over all flood-hazard areas in the United States simultaneously, 
as I pointed out to the committee before, it may result in no appreci- 
able flood protection anywhere this year. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to go on 
record as strongly endorsing plans and surveys for flood- contro] proj- 
ects in the Naugatuck River Basin, the Farmington River Basin, and 
the Housatonic River Basin. Also, I strongly endorse the recommen- 
dations of the 12 distinguished Senators from New England who are 
asking for funds in addition to current budget estimates submitted 
by the Army Corps of Engineers. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Rasavr. The committee appreciates your statement. 


75562—56—pt. 2——-11 





Marcu 22, 1956. 
Frencu CREEK 
WITNESS 


HON. CARROLL D. KEARNS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Rasavut. The committee will hear next from the Congressman 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. Kearns. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
highly honored to appear before this committee today in behalf of 
the French Creek Basin flood-control project near Meadville, Pa., in 
Crawford County. Annual flood damages in the basin are estimated 
at $720,000. 

On November 29, 1955, an Army engineers board in Washington 
recommended a $94,000 study of an alternative plan for flood control 
in the French Creek Basin. On March 19, 1956, I was assured by 
the Army engineers that every effort would be made to initiate work 
on the survey if it were funded in the fiscal year 1957, 

The Army engineers estimate that a total of $94,000 will be needed 
for this study, of which $22,000 could be used in the fiscal year 1957— 
if funds are made available—for field survey and subsurface explora- 
tion of the two dam sites not completed in the preliminary survey. 
For your information a 1936 act authorized construction of a single 
dam, whereas the alternate plan calis for two smaller dams. 

This French Creek project ties in with the Allegheny River Reser- 
voir in northwestern Pennsylvania in which my colleague, Mr. Gavin, 
is so interested, especially so since the recent disastrous flood at War- 
ren, Pa. Funds for both studies would be most helpful toward ulti- 
mately controlling the water problem for the entire area. 

Meadville is a highly industrialized town and this is a constantly 
recurring and very serious problem to the people living there. At the 
present time the Erie Railroad is putting up a new building in order 
to do all the car repair work for the entire system at Meadville. I hope 
they won't be too discouraged by the recent floods which put the whole 
area where they are building under water. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I know you have 
many, many projects of this kind to consider; however, I assure you 
I would not appear today to make this appeal if this were not a worthy 
project that merits your consideration. I do hope it will be your good 
judgment to try to find the relatively small amount of $22,000 that is 
needed to initiate this study so that the people of Crawford County 
will be reassured that the Federal Government is interested in them. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for the privilege of appearing 
today in behalf of this important project in my congressional district. 





Marcu 20, 1956. 
Muskineum River Reservorr 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN E. HENDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

FRED E. MERRELL, MANAGER, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ZANES- 
VILLE, OHIO 

W. A. KESLAR, PRESIDENT, CITY COUNCIL, ZANESVILLE, OHIO 


Mr. Ranaut. We will now hear from Congressman John EK. Hen- 
derson on the Muskingum River Reservoir. 

Mr. Henderson, I see that you have some witnesses with you. You 
can identify them for the record and we will be pleased to hear from 
you now and also from them. 

Mr. Henperson. My name is John KE. Henderson and I represent 
the 15th District of Ohio. I have with me Mr. W. A. Keslar, the 
president of the City Council of the City of Zanesville, Ohio; and 
Mr. Fred FE. Merrell, the manager of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Zanesville, Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, as a preface tomy remarks, I wouid like to distribute 
a brochure concerning the subject on which I am going to speak. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, on 7 separate ocea 
sions, from 1943 through 1950, as a result of action by this committee 
and the Congress, there have been appropriated funds totaling $8,826, 
800 for the construction of the Dillon Dam on the Licking River in 
Muskingum County, Ohio. By means of the expenditure of these 
funds, the project now stands one-third finished, but that expenditure 
is useless and wasted until the project is completed. 

Very frankly, Mr. Chairman, I must respectfully report that the 
people of the Muskingum Valley are more than bewildered by the 
failure of Congress to continue this important project, begun so 
many years ago. They know of no plausible explanation for a policy 
of delay. Muskingum people who are accustomed to thinking in 
mere tens, hundreds, or possibly thousands of dollars—are positively 
perplexed by the waste they see in millions of dollars of relocated 
roadbeds, unfinished bridges, dikes, and thousands of tons of good 
steel stored in railroad yards—all performing no useful function. 

Mr. Chairman, under the committee system as it exists in the Con 
gress, | have no opportunity to present certain aspects of this problem 
by means of the examination of witnesses. You, Mr. Chairman, and 
your colleagues on this committee are my spokesmen as you are for 
all Members of Congress who are not members of the committee. 
Similarly, [am a spokesman for you and other Members as I sit on 
the committee to which I am assigned. 

Let me respectfully ask you, Mr. Chairman, that when the Army 
engineers appear before your committee that you ask them certain 
questions which I believe are most relevant in your consideration of 
this project. These questions are: 

1. Is Dillon Dam a sound flood-control project which is vital for 
the protection of lives and property in the Muskingum Valley and 
in ‘the Ohio Basin ? 

2. Does the cost-benefit ratio warrant its continued construction ? 
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as 


3. Is the need for this project as great as when an appropriation was 
last made for it? 

4. Would you recommend that a sum be appropriated this year to 
continue construction ? 

Mr. Chairman, these are the questions that my people in the 15th 
District of Ohio are asking and that I would ask. To have them 
answered before your committee would be of great value in under- 
standing the need for this project. The people of southeastern Ohio 
and 1 have been led to believe that the answers to each of these ques- 
tions will be in the affirmative. 

1 do not seek to inquire here why the project was not included in 
the current budget recommendations. The simple fact is that it was 
not. But, Mr. Chairman, this project has been justified repeatedly, 
has been authorized by the Congress, has been undertaken, and is now 
one-third completed. We in the Congress are responsible to the peo- 
ple of America. If the request has been omitted, we may correct the 
omission. In so doing, we will have performed our duty and re- 
lieved ourselves of the criticism of being members of a Government 
which would leave a memorial of $9 million of wasted effort in 
Muskingum County—a memorial to a Congress and Government 
which can pour countless millions and billions into overseas projects 
while it cannot complete at home a project which would protect the 
lives and property of the people who help to pay for these will-o’-the- 
wisp projects in the other continents of the world. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not dwell at length on the justification or the 
imminent need for this project. That ph: ise was adequately covered 
when the project was authorized and each time that money has been 
appropriated. 

Mr. Anpersen. I would like to ask you this question. 

Mr. Henperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anprrsen. What was the reason given or inferred by the Army 
engineers, if any, for not pursuing this | project? What is the think- 
ing of the budget relative to it, do you know ? 

Mr. Henperson. I think at this time that, and this is my own 
personal opinion, I feel at this time that if this question were raised 
by vonr committee, that the Army engineers and the budget would 
both deal with this favorably. 

It was omitted from the budget, but I do feel that they would 
give favorable consideration to it. 

At this time I should like to direct the attention of the members of 
the committee to a very comprehensive brochure which was prepared 
by the Zanesville, McConnelsville, and Marietta Chambers of Com- 
merce in complete explanation of the project. A great amount of 
effort and money has been expended in its preparation, attesting to the 
tremendous sense of urgency with which we in southeastern Ohio 
regard this project. The content is convincing and the treatment of 
the subject is commendable. It was prepared for you. 

I should like to furnish the committee a thumbnail sketch of the 
project just to bring the information down to date. 

The Dillon Dam and Reservoir project, authorized in the Flood 
Control Act of June 28. 1938, provides for the construction of an 
earth-fill dam on the Licking River 5.8 miles above the confluence 
of the Licking and Muskingum Rivers at Zanesville, Ohio. Its chief 





16: 


purpose is for urgently needed flood control. The maximum height of 
the dam will be 118 feet with a top length of 1,350 feet. An uncon 
trolled concrete-lined spillway will be provided in the left abutment 
and the outlet works will consist of two gate-controlled conduits near 
the right abutment. Four dikes will need to be constructed for the 
reservoir. The project also includes the relocation of 19.5 miles of 
tracks of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, 12.2 miles of highways, 32.7 
miles of powerlines, 17.2 miles of pipelines, and 34.2 miles of tele phone 
and telegraph lines. It also includes the relocation of 360 graves and 
the acquisition of 15,180 acres of land. 

The estimated cost of the entire project is $28.8 million of which 
$8,825,300 or nearly $9 million has been appropriated thus far. No 
additional funds are required for further planning—all that has been 
done. The ¢ Lene of Engineers has now estimated that it could profit- 
ably utilize $2.6 million ‘dur ing the first fiscal year in which construe- 
tion is resumed. 

This sum would provide for the construction of trackwork and ap 
purtenances on the relocated alinement for the railroad. The grading 
work was all completed prior to suspension of work during the Korean 
emergency. All preconstruction planning has been completed and 
contract for the trackwork could be awarded in August 1956. 

The recommended funds would also provide for land acquisition 
and utility and county road relocations, thereby permitting initia 
tion of actual construction of the dam early in the fiscal year 1958 
Relocation of State highways could also be initiated in fiscal year 
1958 and the entire project could be completed during the fiscal year 
1960. 


According to information I have received, the funds would be ap 
pled as follows: 


Continued land acquisition ; $190, GOO 
Continued county road relocation - cane 30, 000 
Initiate and complete trackwork and appurtenances, B. & O. RR. 
relocation 5 ‘ : aa 2, 045, 000 
Continued utility relocations ‘ ; 5 60, 000 
Kngineering and design_- ; 105, 000 
Supervision and administration ; 170, 000 


Total eae ‘ ; - $ __ 2, 600, 000 


This project will serve as an essential supplement to the 14 existing 
reservoirs in the Muskingum River Basin and a meritorious unit in the 
system of reservoirs for reduction of floods on the Ohio River. The 
reservoir will control approximately 29 percent of the prese ntly ul 
controlled area above the highly industrialized ¢ ity of Zanesvill, Ohio. 
It will greatly decrease the hazards of heavy damage from extreme 
floods that still exist in the Muskingum River Valle ‘v. The benefits 
to be obtained will accrue largely along the Muskingum River below 
the mouth of the Licking River, including the cities te Zanesville, 
McConnelsville, and Marietta, Ohio. Zanesville, with a 1950 popula 
tion of 40,517, has many varied industries and m: mufac ie plants 
including iron and steel and products thereof, chemical, and electrical 
equipment. The area below Zanesville includes 2 large steam electric 
plants (Philo, capacity 500,000 kilowatts and Muskingum River, 400, 
000 kilowatts and expanding chemical and industrial developments. 
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In addition, benefits will be provided by the project to the rapidly 
expanding industrial developments, cities and towns, valuable farm- 
lands, and railroads and highways along the Ohio River from Mari- 
etta, Ohio, to Cairo, Il. 

A new unit of the Carbide & Carbon Chemical Corp. was recently 
completed on the Ohio River bank immediately below Marietta. Large 
steam-electric plants were also recently completed on the Ohio River. 
at Graham Station, W. Va., about 50 miles below Marietta and at 
Cheshire, Ohio, to provide power for the Atomic Energy Commission’s 
Portsmouth, Ohio, project. Benefits will also accrue to the project 
by operation of the conservation pool to provide increased low-water 
flow during dry periods. 

The Corns of Engineers has estimated the benefit-cost ratio to be 1.31 
to Lasof July 1955. The Corns has also estimated the average annual 
benefit from the project at $1,570,000 broken down as follows : 

Flood control_____- i a $1, 464, 000 
Conservation and public use i s es : poses 61, 500 


Water supply and sanitation________- d dees ; hi 40, 500 
Navigation 


co —— 


However, considering tie finde Reais expended as of no benefit 
until completion of the entire project. the cost-benefit ratio on the 
funds yet needed would be 1.83 to 1. 

Mr. Chairman, this project is justified and sorely needed. The 
people of my district are overwhelmingly favorable to its completion. 
Those below the dam are almost unanimous and many above the dam, 
who mav have been less favorable, now feel the project should be 
completed. Those who own property within the reservoir or within 
the 5-year flooding frequency area, will be compensated for their land. 
Those within the 20-vear frequency flooding area will be paid for a 
flooding easement which will mean that they can continue to farm 
or otherwise use the land except that permanent structures must be 
removed, The ereatest feeling now is from the indecision of knowing 
full well that the day will come when the project will be completed. 
but not knowing when. The people of the area cannot properly plan 
for the future until the project is once more on the way. 

Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I urge your favorable 
consideration of this plea th: at vou grant $2.6 million so that the work 
at the Dillon site may avain be continued next year. 

Mr. Hann. What did you say was the amount suggested for this 
fiscal vear ? 

Mr. Henprrson. The suggested figure is $2.6 million, which has 
been said conld be profitably expended. 

IT have it broken down in mv statement, how that would be used; 
but it could be profitably used, I understand, about $2.6 million. 

Mr. Hann. Your statement is very clear and concise and T thank 
vou for it. 

Mr. Hennerson. Thank von. 

Mr. Anpersen. You feel, in other words, that the project should 
either eo ahead or be abandoned ? 

Mr. Henperson. Well. IT do not think that it should be abandoned 
after the expenditure of $9 million. Tt should go ahead. 
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Mr. Rasaur. Was most of the $9 million spent on construction ¢ 

Mr. Henperson. Some on planning, but $9 million has been used. 
I do not have the breakdown of it, but the Army engineers do have. 

Mr. Rapautr. We will look into it. 

Mr. Henperson. All right, sir. I would like to introduce at this 
time the gentlemen from Zanesville. I would like to have Mr. Meriell 
called upon to make a brief statement. 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF FRED FE. MERRELL 


Mr. Merrett. My name is Fred E. Merrell. I am manager of the 
Zanesville, Ohio, Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to recount that I very 
well remember going through a number of floods, and I know very we si] 
their devastating effects. 

I remember that as a Boy Scout, a native of Cincinnati, Ohio, that 
I worked in the 1937 flood, rerouting traffic when the Ohio River 
fiooded roads. 

Later on, when I was a resident of Colorado, I remember my family 
being driven from home on one Sunday morning when our whole 
neighborhood was inundated. And now, as a representative and a 
resident and worker for Zanesville and the Muskingum River Valley 
area, I can really understand the past flood problems of these com- 
munities and the hazards of future destruction which are still threat- 
ening. 

ven as late as 10 days ago we were rather concerned as the Licking 
River rose. 

Two generations ago, Zanesville and its downstream neighbors suf- 
fered the greatest flood of their history, comparable in every way to the 
recent flood disasters in New England and on the west coast. Death 
and destruction came in March of 1913 as the Zanesv ile business com- 
munity was paralyzed by a property loss of nearly $3 million. 

Later on when Federal funds became available duri ing the depression 
vears, Muskingum Valley citizens, under the leadership of the Muskin- 
gum Valley W Vatershed C onservancy District, were already organized 
to move forward with a comprehensive flood- prote ction program. Un- 
derstanding the importance to act, Congress authorized in 1938 a net- 
work of 15 reservoirs for the Muskingum Valley and incorporated 
them as part of an overall plan of flood control for the Ohio River 
Basin. 

This authorization included construction of the Dillon Reservoir, 
located on the Licking River, about 6 miles above its confluence with 
the Muskingum River at the city of Zanesville. 

Intervening years have seen construction of 14 reservoirs on the 
Muskingum River, which have many times justified their construction. 
Today the 15th of these reservoirs—Dillon—remains approximately 
one-third completed, while the threat of flood damage it could control 
hovers over cities of Zanesville, McConnelsville, Marietta, and other 
towns and rural areas along the Muskingum and Ohio Rivers. 

Though grateful for the protection atlorded by the existing dams, 
our people are alarmed in the delay of building Dillon Dam. The 
protection it would afford our community areawise nearly equals that 
now protected by all the other 14 dams put together. To leave this 
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project dormant any longer displays an obvious and unsightly example 
of waste. To resume work on it would demonstrate an understanding 
of the responsibility to complete a project of flood control to protect 
the lives, property, and economic future of the citizens of the area. 
Appropriation of funds for the Dillon project would be fulfillment 
of promises and plans m: ade and approved for many years past. 

Certainly, further delay of the Dillon project means “the barn door 
is left unlocked.” The recent devastation wrought by the eastern 
floods and those on the west coast serve to alert us to a similar threat. 
Repetition of a flood comparable to the one of 1913 would at today’s 
values bring damages far greater than those recorded 43 years ago. 

The people living through lower Muskingum Valley have been left 
disturbed and uneasy, especially those immediately above the dam 
site. Depressed economic conditions evidence themselves in this area 
because development here has come to a standstill, pending comple- 
tion of the Dillon project. 

Dillon Reservoir was, and is, of great importance or it would not 
have been planned to begin with, nor would Congress have spent 
nearly $9 million to date, if it were otherwise. 

Authorization of this final link in the fiood-control program of the 
Muskingum River system goes back 28 years. 

Authority for this project is in the Flood Control Act, June 28, 
1938—Public Law 761, 75th Congress—approving the comprehensive 
plan for the Ohio River Basin contained in Flood Control Committee 
Document No. 1, 75th Congress, Ist session, with such modifications 
thereto as in the discretion of the Secretary of War and the Chief of 
Engineers may be advisable. Basis for authorization of Dillon Dam 


is — uined in Report 2353 of the Flood Control Committee, dated 
May 15, 1938, which accompanied the bill. This report made the 
following statements: 


Since the submission of the report of the Chief of Engineers, published as 
Fiood Control Committee Document No. 1 (75th Cong., Ist sess.), the War De- 
partment has continued its investigations and studies in the Ohio River Basin 
and the latest plans and estimates have been made available to this committee. 
These recent studies confirm the soundness of the general plan for flood control 
in the Ohio River Basin which was set up in Committee Document No. 1 (75th 
Cong., 1st sess.), although certain minor changes in detail were found desirable 
and these have been made. The comprehensive flood-control plan was set up 
Yor the Ohio River Basin and provides for a system of 49 reservoirs (including 
inilon) on tributaries of the Ohio * * * and some 235 levee and flood-wall 
projects for the protection of cities, towns, and agricultural areas along the 
Ohio River and its tributaries. * * * 

The 1946 Flood Control Act, approved July 24, 1946, made no change 
in the authorized Dillon project. This project has been studied and 
restudied time and again. There have been public hearings at which 
opponents have had an opportunity to present their views. Congress 
has learned on each occasion that by far a majority of the people 
urgently favor the project. 

Engineering specifications call for a rolled earth-fill dam, maximum 
height 118 feet, crest length 1,350 feet, reservoir total storage 273,- 
800° acre-feet, of which flood control storage is 261,100 and conserva- 
tion storage 12,700 acre-feet. The reservoir extends 21.7 miles up- 
stream. There is no electric power generation plan in the project. 

The Dillon Reservoir will ‘supplement the 14 existing flood-control 
and conservation reservoirs in the Muskingum River Basin, through 
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control of approximately 29 percent of the now uncontrolled area 
above Zanesville. The reservoir will greatly decrease flood damages 
in the Muskingum Valley and will effect marked reduction in floods 
on the Ohio River. 

The flood-control benefits are along the Muskingum below the mouth 
of the Licking River I, ine luding the towns of Zanesville, MeConnels 
ville, and Marietta in Ohio, and many cities and towns along S00 
miles of the Ohio River from Marietta to Cairo. The Dillon Reservoir 
will reduce the crest of the 1913 flood by 4 feet at Zanesville, in addi- 
tion to the reduction from the present series of dams, and will re- 
duce the peak flow at the dam site by 39,000 cubic feet per second. 

The Dillon Reservoir will provide a conservation pool of 12,700 
acre-feet extending a distance of 10 miles, a flood-control pool 
261,100 acre-feet exte nding a distance of 21.7 miles, or a total storage 
capacity of 275,800 acre-feet. 

At the present time, the 14 completed flood-control dams in the 
Muskingum Valley control 4,267 square miles. The Dillon Dam will 
add a control of 748 square miles of drainage area. In other words, 
the existing reservoirs control 62 percent of the drainage area of the 
watershed at Zanesville. When Dillon is completed, it will raise 
that control to 73 percent at Zanesville. 

A flood equivalent to the 1913 flood—one that reached a stage of 
51.2 feet at Zanesville—would, with the present series of dams, be 
reduced to 37.8 feet, but with the Dillon Dam, the reduction would be 
lowered to 33.8 feet, a 4-foot drop, by this one dam alone. 

The uncontrolled area above Zanesville, including the Licking River, 
is 2,572 square miles, which is 37.6 percent of the total area above 
Zanesville. The Dillon Reservoir with a flood storage capacity equiva- 
lent to 6.5 inches of runoff will control 748 square miles, or 2.1 per- 
cent of the presently uncontrolled drainage area at Zanesville. It 
is estimated that the present average frequency of floods in excess of 
flood stage at Zanesville (25 feet, published by United States Weather 
Bureau), as modified by the existing reservoirs, is equivalent to one 
occurrence in about 4 years. With ‘the Dillon Reservoir completed, 
this frequency will be reduced to one occurrence in 16 years. 

It is proposed that a conservation pool will be maintained in the 
reservoir during periods of normal flow in the river. This pool will 
have a capacity of 12.700 acre-feet, which is equivalent to 0.3 inch 
of runoff. During dry periods when stream flows are extremely low 
and the streams become polluted with domestic and industrial waste, 
it would be possible to alleviate these conditions by release of pari 
of the conservation storage. These low-flow increases would be bene 
ficial, not only to the abatement of pollution in the Muskingum River 
at and downstream from Zanesville, but also in providing ine ‘reas ed 
water supply for lockages at the Muskingum and Ohio Rivers’ navi- 
gation projects. Advantages of the Dillon project, in scnition to its 
primary need for flood control, is the conservation pool which could 
also provide for the propagation of game fish, a haven for migratory 
waterfowl, and recreational facilities, such as camping, boating, 
and fishing for the residents in a wide surrounding area. 

By completing Dillon there will be control of 62 percent of the 
total Muskingum drainage area at Marietta, whose 8.038 square miles 
places it seventh largest of the 20 major drainage areas of 1,000 
cease miles or more, tlirectly tributary to the Ohio River. 
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Certain low-lying areas will remain subject to some flooding under 
extreme floods even after construction of the Dillon Reservoir. It is 
worth noting, however, that even these low-lying areas will receive 
almost complete protection from the operation of the Dillon Reser- 
voir. In fact, no flood of record subsequent to that of 1913 would 
flood these low-lying areas, assuming the operation of the 14 Mus- 
kingum River Reservoirs and the Dillon Reservoir. 

On the other hand, with the 14 Muskingum Reservoirs alone they 
have been flooded several times since the system was placed in 
operation. 

Highly significant is the fact that with the completion of the Dillon 
project. the control of flood in these areas would be sufficient to make 
it practical to construct a levee adjacent to the Licking River to afford 
full flood prtection, even of a flood as great as one considered as of 
200-veor frequency. 

Inspection of the Mohawk project which the Muskingum Watershed 
Conservancy District has made such a fine showplace suggests that 
proper use of land in the Dillon Reservoir area would likewise be 
made. As Mohawk is adjacent to Dillon and controls a watershed of 
approximately the same size, it is reasonable to assume that land in 
Dillon Reservoir would be affected by floodwaters to about the same 
extent, 

Mohawk Reservoir has a flood storage capacity of 285.000 acre-feet 
and a net drainage area of 817 square miles. The highest flood-control 
capacity that has thus far been used in Mohawk Reservoir is 126,800 
acre-feet of 44.5 percent of its capacity occurring = June 10, 1947. 
That flood inundated 4.968 acres of the total area of 7.950 acres. Dillon 
Reservoir has a total flood storage capacity of 261,100 acre-feet, a 
drainage area of 748 square miles and a water surface area of 10.285 
acres at spillway crest. Approximately 7,900 acres of the reservoir 
at spillway level are located in Muskingum County, the remaining 
2.385 acres being located in Licking County. Tf Dillon Reservoir had 
been constructed and in operation during the June 1947 flood and had 
stored an amount of runoff equivalent to that stored at Mohawk 
Reservoir, 44.4 percent of its capacity would have been utilized. The 
flood would have inundated 5.012 acres in the reservoir. of which 
approximately 4,212 acres would be in Muskingum County and the 
remaining 800 acres in Licking County. 

Since work on the Dillon project was discontinued, the need for 
its completion has increased with the economic changes which have 
occurred in the Muskingum Valley during the past few vears. Un- 
usual expansion of industry in southeastern Ohio is coming about, 
sparked by the building of a $40 million generating plant by the 
Ohio Power Co., a subsidiary of the American Gas & Electric Sys- 
tem. The lower end of the valley toward Marietta has already at- 
tracted many new industries. 

Normal flood stage at McConnelsville is 11.0 feet (published by 
United States Weather Bureau). The major flood of 1913 crested 
at 33.5 feet at the United States Government gage at McConnels- 
ville. The already completed 14-reservoir system would reduce such 
a flood to 19 feet. With the Dillon Reservoir also in operation, the 
crest of such a flood would be reduced to 14 feet at McConnelsville. 

Already Congress has appropriated $8,826,800 for this project. 
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Funds allocated thus far have been expended in connection with 
railroad relocation, lands, easements, and amok Way necessary 
therefor, and utility changes nec essitated by the comp rlete “d work. 

During the Korean war the project became dormant due to Federal 
Government restrictions. Natur: ally, during these past years erosion 
has taken its toll on that portion alre ady completed. Steel for three 
bridges, already paid for, lies in storage. Erosion to date indicates 
several thousand dollars must be respent to restore work already 
done. Further delays will increase the costs each year resumption of 
work is delayed. 

Already completed are the Nashport Dike and the construction of 
a railroad right-of-way for a distance of 19 miles in the Licking 
Valley. Funds now requested would make possible the completion 
of the railroad relocation. 

The completion of this relocation would enable the Federal Gov 
ernment to release itself from the maintenance costs and other inc: 
dental expenses which must be borne by the Government until 
railroad phase of the project is completed and turned over to t) 
railroad company, who then will assume the regular maintenance 
expenses. 

With the railroad pha se completed it would be possib ‘le to proceed 
with the building of the dam itself, along with the dike at Pleasant 
Valley, and the two smaller dikes at Black Run and ‘Township Hall 

Remaining cost to complete the Dillon Reservoir project is est 
mated at $20 million. Estimated benefits in flood damages prevented 
is $1,570,000 per year. The benefit-cost ratio of completing the project 
is $1.83 to $1. 

Communities along the Muskingum River from Zanesville to Mar 
etta, although protected by eX; sting reservoirs to an ap ypreciable de 
gree, today are still subject to great flood hazard as long as the wate: 
shed area to be controlled by Dillon Reservoir poses the ever-present 
possibility of a flood down the Licking and Muskingum Rivers. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Why do you feel that the budget did not provide 
any money for this? 

Mr. Merrety. I have no direct knowledge of that. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You have no opinion as to why there was no money 
put into the budget this project ? 

Mr. Merretyi. I am afraid that—— 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. Is there something wrong with the project ? 

Mr. Merrett. I feel there is no objection to the project in the area. 

There has been in the past, I believe, some small objection by the 
small communities that may be affected. I think that a better under 
standing has come about of the project by those people in the area 
and I think their concern now is that it go forward, because they have 
had a problem in whether to go ahead and improve their properties 
or not. 

Mr. Rapavutr. Would your knowledge of the subject include know 
ing whether or not these people that are opposed to the project have 
gone before the budget ? 

Mr. Merrecy. I have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Henperson. I also have Mr. W. A. Keslar, who would like t« 
speak on this item. 
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STATEMENT OF W. A. KESLAR 


Mr. Kesiar. Mr. Chairman, I am W. A. Keslar, of Zanesville, Ohio. 
[ am president of Zanesville City Council and a past president of 
the Ohio Junior Chamber of Commerce. I speak to you about the 
need for Dillon Dam from having experienced three floods during 
my 20 vears of residence in Zanesv ille. 

Having been a director of the Ohio Citizens Committee for Adop- 
tion of the Hoover Report of 1949, I would like to direct your atten- 
tion to certain facts which I feel are contrary to economy. 

By Public Law 761, 75th Congress, Flood Control Committee Doc- 
ument No. 1. 15 dams were authorized for the Muskingum Valley; 
14 of these dams have already been constructed and approximately 
one-third of the 15th dam has been constructed. However, for a 
number of years there has not been any money appropriated for Dil- 
lon, the 15th dam. These years have had a very undesirable effect 
on the economy and morale of the people of the Muskingum Valley. 

Economic planning has veen very much inhibited at family, com- 
munity, and valley levels. Hundreds of tons of steel for the com- 
pletion of this project have been in storage at Zanesville and Newark 
for many years, costing the taxpayers needlessly for storage and 
maintenance. Nineteen miles of railroad bed have been completed and 
one dike built. Erosion has destroyed a portion of this work already 
finished, and keeps destroying more each month. People living in 
the areas where work has already been done are in greater danger of 
floods than they were before work was started. The Government is 
paying certain railroad maintenance costs because the project has 
been delayed. 

After almost 20 years of living under hopes established by the 75th 
Congress and reaffirmed by Congress in 1946, each and all of the 
aforementioned facts have lowered the ambitions and morale of our 
citizens. I know I speak for each of our people, some of whom 
originally opposed the dam, but now feel it should be finished, when I 
ask this group to end the waste of almost $10 million and appro- 
priate the necessary $20 million to make our 20 years of anticipation 
a reality, and to end the waste of a partially finished project. Twenty 
million dollars could easily be saved in one devastating flood. 

The flood-control plan of the aforementioned 75th Congress was 
to reduce our highest flood crest by 17.4 feet, the 14 dams already 
built have decreased the level by 13.4 feet. Thus you may see that 
only 75 percent of the original objective has been att: ained. From 
an area protection basis the original 15 dams were designed to protect, 
5,015 square miles. Dillon Dam will protect. 748 square miles, or 
14 percent of the total anticipated protected area. It will control 
almost 214 times as much area in square miles as the average of the 
completed 14 dams control. 

The Muskingum River is the largest inland river in Ohio. The 
Muskingum Valley meee? areas that were the original settle- 
ments in the great Northwest Territory. For gener ations this fertile 
valley has been denied the progress to which it is entitled—progress 
that would come naturally to our valley due to its great resources 
and its geographic location. Our whole future depends on the con- 
servation of our land and our water, and T appeal to you for the 
favorable consideration of Dillon Dam. 





I have neglected to emphasize the vast amount of power being 
produced in our valley. All of which is carried away at high trans 
mission costs to sites where floods are not a hazard. With the defense 
of our Nation so important a segment in all national planning, 1 
believe that this project has a national significance in the policy of 
sporadically locating industry. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now, I want to ask you a question, When was th 
work discontinued ¢ 

Mr. Kesar. The actual work was discontinued, Mr. Chairman, 
about 1946. I would like to reestablish that. It may be about 1950. 

Mr. Ranaut. Could you give the exact date on that for the record ¢ 

Mr. Kesar. | will. 

(‘The information requested is as follows :) 

The Army engineers have reported that active construction work on the 
project was suspended in 1950. 

Mr. Ranaut. When did they have the last flood or damage result- 
ing from the absence of this? 

Mr. Kesiar. 1947, I believe—1952, excuse me. 

Mr. Ranaur. What happened at that time? 

Mr. Kestar. Well, a certain section of our town which lies in the 
area, not now protected by the other 14 dams, was under water. 

[ happen to be in the hotel and restaurant supply business, and ] 
had a number of customers that had considerable damage. Also one 
of several main routes through town, Route 40, which is a national 
highway, was impassable; it had water up to the windows of auto 
mobiles, if you attempted to go through it. 

Mr. Rasaur. How much money is required to complete this 4 

Mr. Kestar. Twenty million dollars. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much has been spent—s9 million ¢ 

Mr. Kestar. Approximately $9 million; yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. About the only thing they did was to relocate 
railroad ¢ 

Mr. Krsitar. They have established the payment for relocating the 
railroad and they have built one dike and they have started work on a 
couple of other dikes. 

Mr. Rasaur. What reason did the engineers give for discontinuing 
work ¢ 

Mr. Kestar. One important thing was the Korean conflict, which 
came along and made materials scarce. 

Mr. Rasavr. They stopped use of materials there and used the 
materials for the war effort ’ 

Mr. Kestar. Yes, sir, in the Korean conflict. 

Mr. Rapavut. And now you feel, because that is over, that you 
want it resurrected ? 

Mr. Kestar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaur. The committee will look into it. 

Any questions? 

Mr. Hanp. I am interested in the point the gentleman made about 
the storage of steel. Without taking too much of the time of the 
committee, IT would like to know how many tons and how long and 
what the storage cost is, if you have that information. 

Mr. Kestar. I have part of that information: yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. If you can get it, would you submit it for the record ¢ 

Mr. Kesiar. Yes, si 
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(The information referred to is as follows:) 


ZANESVILLE, Onio, March 21, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, & Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In response to a question yesterday by the Honorable 
T. Millet Hand, a member of your subcommittee, during my testimony in behalf 
of the Dillion Dam project in Muskingum County, Ohio, I wish to furnish in- 
formation concerning steel previously purchased for this project. 

I am informed by the Huntington (W. Va.) district office of the Corps of 
Engineers that approximately 500 tons of steel for this is currently in storage. 
The major portion is stored in the Baltimore & Ohio railroad yards at South 
Zanesville, Ohio. A smaller quantity is maintained at Toboso, Ohio. 

The steel consists of girders, beams, plates, angles, castings, and forgings 
in addition to bolts, rivets, and small miscellaneous items. It is intended for 
use in permanent and temporary bridges over the Licking River and was origi- 
nally purchased at a cost of $85,458.55. It has been stored since May 15, 1948 
with storage costs approximating $940. The costs of spot painting, weather 
protection, and supports incident to the storage total $2,445.28. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM A, KESLAR. 

Mr. Hann. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Raravur. Now when it comes to local opposition to this, you 
have some for it and some against it. Now, one of the abiding rules 
of the Appropri: itions Committee is that when there is a quarrel on 
we always take the path of not spending the money. That has been 
one of our long-est: ablished rules here over many years because if the 
people of the area do not know whether or not they want something, 
it is difficult for the committee to decide whether somebody ought to 
have it and somebody ought not have it. We want them to iron out 
their own business in an area. 

Now, what about that situation? Has it been cleared up? 

Mr. Kestar. Yes, sir, I believe it has. 

Mr. Rasavt. Or is it still in a pugnacious stage? 

Mr. Kesnar. I believe, for the most part, it is cleared up. 

Mr. Rapaur. Well, we have had no witnesses so far opposed to it, 
but there are other witnesses this morning. 

All right, is there anything else on this? 

Mr. Anversen. I want to commend him for his fine statement. 

Mr. Henprrson. Thank you. Now, just an elaboration of the ques- 
tion asked, there has been local opposition to this project in the past, 
but it has been minor and vocal. It has been heard from, but it has 
been substantially a minor opposition from the point of the numbers 
of persons involved, and most of that opposition has been removed 
by changes in the plans. 

Mr. Ranaut. Ch: anges in the plans? 

Mr. Henverson. Changes in the plans in the upper part of the dam, 
so it would not cause some of the difficulties that had been feared; 
secondly, a new policy of the Corps of Engineers has been important 
in affecting local attitudes. This policy is on the acquisition of land 
and the providing for the payment for flooding easements. This has 
taken out some of the other portions of the opposition, and I would 
respectfully ask that when the engineers appear before your committee, 
you ask them about this. 
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Mr. Taser. Could you tell me whether or not this is to be a dry dam 
or not 4 

Mr. Henperson. No, Mr. Taber, this dam is to contain a reservoir of 
a total of 261,000 acre-feet, 12.7 of which are to contain water, 12.7 out 
of 261.1. It is a very small reservoir. 

There is one final point that I may make, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. 

Mr. IHlenperson. The statement has been made there are 14 other 
dams, that possibly they could control the situation. They cannot, 
because of the direction of the prevailing winds. The 1952 flood was 
a devasting flood for the Zanesville area, which lies below the dam, 
and I would like to introduce this sketch, which will show the rainfall 
frequency in the 1952 flood, which did not aflect the areas controlled 
by the other dams, but only in the area which is yet uncontrolled. 

The Muskingum River watershed is shown in this sketch with the 
amounts of rainfall which occurred during the period of January 
95-29, 1952. The numerals on the map indicate the inches of rain 
which fell within the areas between the lines. The heaviest rainfall 
was recorded in the vicinity of Newark where 4 inches or more rain 
was dumped on Licking River watershed. The drainage area con- 
trolled by each of the existing Muskingum River reservoirs is outlined. 
The major portion of the rain during this storm fell on the areas 
downstream from the reservoirs. Only a fractional amount of the 
total storm occurred over the controlled areas upstream from 14 
Muskingum River reservoirs. 

This condition gave rise to a rumor that the Muskingum dams were 
not operated, which was not the case. Floodwaters stored in the Mus- 
kingum reservoirs were sufficient to effect a reduction of 6.2 feet at 
Coshocton. You can easily visualize how important Dillon Dam 
would have been in controlling the floodwater surging down Licking 
River toward Zanesville. 

Mr. Rapavut. We cannot put the map im the record, but we will 
tuke it for the committee. 

Mr. Henperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Marcn 20, 1956. 
Sutron Reservorrn, West VIRGINIA 
WITNESSES 


HON. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 

HON. ROBERT C. BYRD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 

CHARLES D. HODGES, MANAGING DIRECTOR, CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE, CHARLESTON, W. VA. 

THOMAS J. BLAIR, JR., PRESIDENT, WEST VIRGINIA WATER SERV- 
ICE CO., CHARLESTON, W. VA. 


Mr. Rasavutr. We will now hear from our colleague, Congressman 
Bailey, of West Virginia. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavut. Wil you introduce your witnesses and put their names 
on the record. We will be pleased to hear you now on the Sutton Res- 
ervoir on the Elk River. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CLEVELAND M. BAILEY 


Mr. Battery. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I have 
as my guests my colleague Mr. Byrd of the Sixth Congressional Dis- 
trict of West Virginia; Charles D. Hodges, secretary of the Charles- 
ton Chamber of Commerce, Charleston, W. Va.; and Mr. Thomas 
Blair, general manager of the West Virginia Water Service Co. of 
Charleston, W. Va. 

It will be my purpose, Mr. Chairman, to be brief indeed and allow 
Mr. Hodges, who has all of the facts at his fingertips, to make the 
presentation most of the time. 

I would just like briefly to recount for a minute the history of this 
project. 

This originated initially in 1946. There were expended approxi- 
mately, for acquiring rights of way and the cost of relocating some 
of the railroad trackage, about $1,800,000, 

The Appropri: itions Committee in 1950 included for the 1951 budget 
$1,300,000, At that time the Korean trouble broke out, and Pr esident 
Truman froze the $1,300,000, and it was not until last year’s budget 
that we got around to putting that $1,300,00 back in and reopening 
the project. 

Mr. Rapavur. To be used for construction or stucly ¢ 

Mr. Bary. No. Everything was ready for the award of the con- 
tract. 

The $1,300,000 in this year’s budget—the estimate by the budget for 
next year, the year beginning July 1 of this vear, to July 1957 is 
$4,500,000; that is the estimate in the present budget. 

Mr. Rasavr. I see. 

Mr. Bartey. Now, the reason for our appearing here is this: The 
Army engineers have awarded contracts for the completion of reloca- 
tion of the railroad tr ackage and for access roads, and that has eaten 
in on the appropriation that will be up for next year to the extent 
of about a little better than $3 million, so the purpose of the presenta- 
tion this morning is to induce you to increase the item that the Army 
engineers submitted. 

The reason for that Mr. Hodges will, I think, present in his argu- 
ment. 

The reason is, we do not want to award the contract and then have 
to close it down because of lack of funds in this current budget to 
carry it on. In other words, when we award the contract, of course 
the contractor would like to continue with his work, and what we 
want is to ask for funds that we will need next year. We better ask 
for them for this year because we will get a better bid from the con- 
tractor if all of the funds are available so that he will be able to operate 
continuously throughout the year. 

At this time I would like to introduce Mr. Byrd. 

Most of the benefit from this project will accrue to his district. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ROBERT C. BYRD 


Mr. Byrp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I will not 
greatly impose upon your time. 

I am grateful for this opportunity to be heard. I represent the 
district in which Mr. Hodges lives, and it is a district to which the 
benefits would greatly accrue. 
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I am very much interested in increasing the amount of money to 
be made available for this dam this year, particularly because of the 
unemployment which exists in West Virginia. I think that it will be 
au boon to employment. 

Other advantages which will accrue to my district he in the fact 
that this dam would insure us a proper water supply during low-flow 
periods, and it would also provide flood control. I am confident that 
Mr. Hodges will be able to present the facts which are most pertinent, 
and I know that he will present them succinctly and well. 

I am here just to indicate my interest, and I am grateful to your 
distinguished committee for this opportunity which has been granted 
to Mr. Hodges and the other gentlemen in which to present the facts 
to you. T hank you very much. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will hear from you, Mr. Ilodges. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. HODGES 


Mr. Hopérs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I see 
no reason to belabor the committee on this point because it is a very 
simple one as far as we are concerned. The interest which our com- 
munity has is very vital and it has been brought out in hearings 
last year, which can be found in the subcommittee records, and so 
there is no use in going into the merits of this composition. 

Suffice it to say that in our county, which is the State capital 
county, we have about one-eighth of the people and one-fifth or one- 
sixth of the entire economy of the State. So, we have a very vital 
interest in this river from two points of view. 

First, we get our primary domestic and commercial water supply. 
Out of 45,000 customers, about three-quarters get their water out of 
the Elk River and this project would contain a low-water augmenta- 
tion feature which will assure water supply. 

To show you how vitally we are concerned about this, Mr. Chair- 
man, we need about 16,500,000 gallons of water a day from Elk River 
and that requires a minimum of about 25 second-feet of flow. When 
I tell you that the river has gone down as low as half a second-foot, 
you can see the dilemma tnat we sometimes occasionally face. We are 
interested, therefore, in the domestic and industrial supply and the 
downstream augmentation to maintain the proper volume of water. 
So much for that. 

Mr. Rapavut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hopvers. Of course, this dam is a part of the general overall 
flood-control picture for the Ohio River Basin. 

Mr. Baitey. It is not a power project. 

Mr. Hopcrs. No. It is not a power project at all. One-sixteenth of 
it has been allocated downstream for augmentation and the other 
fifteen-sixteenths for flood control. 

There is an appropriation in the bill of $4,500,000 for this coming 
fiscal year and we rather see that about three-quarters of this is going 
to be required for relocations, flood easements and so forth, which 
would leave only about $1 million for actual construction work on the 
dam itself. 


75562—56—pt.@—_—12 
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The plans are entirely completed and work could begin on the 1st of 
April if the contracts were ready. 

So, knowing that, I wrote to the United States Army engineer 

arly in January, before the appropriations bill could come up to ask 
him what amount of money could be efficiently expended on the cer- 
tain project this year, and I have a reply from him and I want to 
give that for the record and to the committee. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you want to place that in the record ? 

Mr. Hovers. Yes, that is the essence of our appeal to you this 
morning. 

The United States Army engineers informed us that if we can 
increase this to $6,700,000 a very substantial increase in employment 
ean take place, and that that amount of money can be efficiently used. 
That assumes that. the contract for the dam would be let about the 
Ist of July, or about the middle of summer. We understand $3,200,000 
comes out first for these other things that have nothing to do with 
construction. 

Now, if the contract could be awarded, if the Congress should pass 
this budget bill as early as May 1, if that were possible, as much as 
$7,500,000 could be used; but if the prospect for the appropriations 
bill is such that the contract could not be awarded before midsummer, 
then the Army engineers advise us that there could be efficiently ex- 
pended in the fiscal year $6 million or $7 million. 

So the gist of it now, Mr. Chairman, is that we believe that the 
Congress wants to expedite these projects as rapidly as the money is 
available, as r apidly as practicable; and since we are a class IV labor 
area in West Virginia, which means an area of maximum unemploy- 
ment and surplus labor, you can see why we are so anxious to have 
the maximum allocation that can be efficiently expended during the 
fiscal year. 

Mr. Ranaut. There is something to what you say about the situa- 
tion of labor down there. 

Mr. Hopers. We do not contend that is the reason for building a 
dam. 

Mr. Razsavut. No. 

Mr. Honces. But if we are going to build a dam, it is a very good 
reason to start now. 

Mr. Rasavur. That is, this would be a good time to do it ? 

Mr. Hopeers. That is right. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Now, you want to put that in the record ? 

Mr. Hopers. This copy of the letter from the United States engi- 
neers, with the table on the sceond page. 

(Letter referred to is as follows:) 

CoRPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
HUNTINGTON DIST moor, 
Huntington, W. Va., January 24, 1956 
Mr. Cn arces E. Hopces, 
Managing Director, Charleston Chamber of Commerce, 
Charleston, W. Va. 

Dear Mr. Hopces: Reference is made to your letter of January 5, 1956, regard- 
ing the progress of construction for the Sutton Reservoir project. I have delayed 
answering your letter pending receipt of the contractor’s proposed operating 
schedule for the relocation work. 

Funds allotted through fiscal year 1956 have provided for advance planning, 
engineering, the sealing of an abandoned coal mine in the right abutment at the 
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dam site, the purchase of certain lands and partial relocations of the railroad. 
highways, and utilities. With funds expected in fiscal year 1957, it is planned 
to start construction of the dam in the middle of the summer of 1956 and continue 
certain relocations and the purchase of land. The budget now before Congress 
provides for $4,500,000 for fiscal year 1957, of which approximately $3,250,000 
will be required for payments on the relocation contracts, land acquisition, ete. 
A limited start can, therefore, be made on the dam proper. 

The following is in response to your specific question as to the amount of funds 
which could be efficiently used and the employment which would result there- 
from. Plans and specifications for the dam are now complete; and if funds were 
available, it would be possible to award a contract for the construction of the 
dam about April 1, 1956, whereby advantage could be taken of the full working 
season. In that case an amount of $7,500 could be utilized during fiscal year 
1957. Otherwise, on the basis of awarding a contract about the middle of the 
summer of 1956, an amount of $6,700,000 from fiscal year 1957 appropriations 
would. provide for efficient construction progress at the most economical overall 
rate, considering the job as a whole. Appropriations during fiscal year 1957 of 
$4,500,000, $6,700,000, or $7,500,000 would result in approximate employment at 
the site on the first of each month, as follows, and as indicated on the enclosed 
graph: 


$4, 500, 000 $6, 700, 000 %7 500 000 


july 1956__.-. ‘ 170 170 
August 180) 220 
September. 1°0 on 
October_. 140 270 
November ‘ 190 240) 
Decernber 185 320) 
Tanuary 1957_- ; 200 320 
February 130 220 
March. 130 240 
April : : . 170 290 
May... «. ‘ 250 370 
June-. i , 360 440 
July =, ; 440 500 


The above estimates of employment are necessarily approximate, as the num- 
ber of employees will vary, depending on the methods of construction pursued by 
the contractor. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. T. Drerpy, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
District Engineer. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. BLAIR, JR. 


Mr. Rapaut. Have you a statement to make, Mr. Blair? 

Mr. Buatr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Thomas J. 
Blair, Jr., and I am president of the West Virginia Water Service Co. 
of Charleston, W. Va. 

Now, I feel that what I might say would be a repetition of what 
Mr. Hodges has already said and what Congressman Bailey has 
said, and Congressman Byrd. 

We are very anxious to have the dam constructed as rapidly as 
possible, both for flood control and for low-flow augmentation. 

Mr. Rapavur. You have these items budgeted this year ? 

Mr. Honors. Yes, we are only asking for the increase from 45 to 67. 

Mr. Ranaut. We have so many projects, you know. 

Mr. Hopees. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Razavr. I want to commend you men for coming here. It is 
people like yourself that make America what it is, people that come 
from time to time to do things for others, trying to help communities, 
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making life better for others, and I want to commend you for your 
interest. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Chairman, may I make an additional statement? 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. 

Mr. Battny. Now, we have a peculiar situation in regard to this 
reservoir and I am going to take the time to lay it before the 
committee, so that you can realize how important it is that we hasten 
this project and complete it. 

Back in 1946, when this project was initiated, the Federal Govern- 
ment still owned the Big and Little Inch gas line that came from 
Southwest bringing eas—that was due to war emergency. 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 

Mr. Bairey. Following the war they disposed of those, and they 
are now in the hands of private capital, the John Kearn gas station 
of the Hoppe Gas Co., located on this stream below this reservoir, 
which is the eastern terminal of the Big Inch gas line; and the Kobb 
station belonging to the United Fuel Gas Co., which is the eastern 
terminal of the United Fuel Gas Co. 

Now, after that gas started coming in from the Southwest, that in- 
creased the horsepower of the John Kearn Station from 6,000 to 
17,000. There are 300,000 cubic feet of gas that passes through that 
station. 

In the testimony, Mr. Hodges referred to, there were representa- 
tives of the Hope Gas Co. and the Uinted Co. to tell about the damages 
that they suffered in the last 30 years. In the case of the John Kearn 
Station, they had tremendous losses, by reason of floods in this area. 

Now, they have extended those gas lines to Richmond, Washing- 
ton, Baltimore, Philadelphia, and into New York State. They have- 
one of those companies alone has over 18,500,000 domestic consumers 
of gas. 

I am raising the question that we must build this reservoir as quickly 
as possible because if you let another flood occur there, you are cutting 
off the fuel supply of 24,500,000 people, largely in the Eastern part 
of the United States, who are consumers of gas passing through those 
two stations and both of them are in flood areas, and both of them have 
been damaged to the extent of $3 million—— 

Mr. Rasavr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Byrn. I have just one other short statement, Mr. Chairman. 
The fact should be mentioned that this area which will be affected is 
an area in which the largest concentration of chemical plants in the 
Western Hemisphere is located, and it is necessary to assure an aug- 
mented flow, as well as flood.control of water for the chemical industry. 

Thank you very much. 





Marcu 20, 1956. 
KENTUCKY PRoJEcTS 
WITNESSES 


HON. WILLIAM H. NATCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. NOBLE J. GREGORY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

R. L. BOLIN, DIRECTOR OF THE DIVISION OF FLOOD CONTROL AND 
WATER USAGE, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, COMMON- 
WEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

ERNEST P. MITCHELL, PRESIDENT, PADUCAH ASSOCIATION OF 
COMMERCE, PADUCAH, KY. 

JAMES LESTER, EDDYVILLE, KY. 

LABAN P. JACKSON, COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION, THE COM- 
MONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

GABE McCANDLESS, COUNTY COURT CLERK OF LIVINGSTON 
COUNTY, KY. 

FORREST BUGHER, PRESIDENT OF BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION 
TRADES COUNCIL OF PADUCAH, KY., AND VICINITY 

EUGENE WILLIAMSON, PHARMACIST, CALDWELL COUNTY, KY. 

JOHN 0. HARDIN, HOPKINSVILLE, KY. 

JAMES M. LASSITER, REPRESENTING MARSHALL AND LIVINGSTON 
COUNTIES, KY. 

ERNEST LACKEY, HOPKINSVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

W. E. LACY, HOPKINSVILLE, KY. 

HON. CHESTER A. PORTA, MAYOR, HOPKINSVILLE, KY, 

LLOYD EMERY, CITY MANAGER, CITY OF PADUCAH, KY. 

HON. GEORGE JACOBS, MAYOR, CITY OF PADUCAH, KY. 

DR. C. F. ENGLEHARDT, PRINCETON, KY. 

F. B. MOODIE, JR., SALEM, KY. 

EDWARD HANK, SMITHLAND, KY. 

LEWIS MADDUX, SALEM, KY. 

V. A. DUKE, SMITHLAND, KY. 


Mr. Focarry. We now come to the Nolin Reservoir and Cumberland 
River pre jects. 

Mr. Narcuer. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like 
to present the different Members who are present at this time and 
further, on behalf of the Kentucky de ‘legation, I want to thank you 
and the members of the committee for giving us this opportunity to 
appear at this time on behalf of the projects of great importance to 
Kentucky and to adjoining States. 

Mr. Focarry. I am very happy to see our colleague Mr. Gregory 
here: and our former colleague, who has graduated from this side of 
the House, Senator Clements, with us this morning. 

Mr. Narcurr. I want to present my ig distinguished colleagues, 
Senator Earle C. Clements, and Noble J. Gregory, of the First Dis 
trict of Kentucky. Will you take over, Congressman Gregory ? 

Mr. Grecory. I would like to yield to Senator Clements, because I 
have a great number of people from my district, and when I present 
my statement I would like to let them follow with their own statements. 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator Crements. Mr. Chairman, these folks have come a long 
way. Although your time is set pretty thin on this committee, I have 
a statement here, and may I say at this time that my distinguished 
colleague, Senator Alben W. Barkley, i is keenly inte rested in all these 
Kentucky projects discussed here today and concurs with me in urging 
funds for them. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the budget est1- 
mate for this project includes only $200,000 to continue the advance 
planning and design on the structure. An identical amount was appro- 
priated by the Congress for fiscal year 1956, and according to the 
Corps of Engineers, enabled the planning to be carried to the point 
where it is not only feasible but desirable that a construction start 
be made in fiscal vear 1957. Because of this fact, last fall I urged the 
Bureau of the Budget to include $2 million in their estimates for 
the purpose of starting construction. Tam now advised by the Corps 
of Engineers that good progress on construction could be made during 
the coming fiscal year should the Congress appropriate $1.300,000; 

$500,000 of this would be used by the Corps of Engineers to continue 
a ance planning and design and $800,000 would be used in construc- 
tion. Therefore T strongly urge that a minimum of $1,300,000 be 
appropriated for this projec t. 

Each vear that the project is delayed only means substantial losses 
by depriving the Nation and the area of the many benefits which will 
be derived from this multipurpose structure. 

Navigation benefits: I am advised that most towing companies 
which are licensed to operate on the Cumberland River have now 
discontinued operations pending modernization of the navigational 
facilities and that a Nashville shipbuilding company has been forced 
on numerous occasions to decline orders for modern floating plant 
equipment for use on the connecting waterways, but which are now 
too large to be transported through the obsolete locks now in oper- 
ation on the lower Cumberland River. However, there is considerable 
evidence of the navigational potential of the Cumberland River. In 
1930, 18 million ton-miles of cargo were carried on the Cumberland 
River. This rose to approximately 130 million ton-miles in 1941. 
In 1954 the tremendous commercial activity on the river was reflected 
by a then record-breaking 292 million ton-miles. Preliminary esti- 
mates recently released by the district engineer in the Nashville dis- 
trict, United States Army Corps of Engineers, show that ton-mile 
traffic in 1955 was up 14 percent over the 1954 record ton-mile year. 
Last year 329,708,000 ton-miles of traffic traveled on the river now 
served by obsolete and inadequate facilities. The commercial impor- 
tance of the river is further illustrated by the many varied products 
being carried on its surface such as sugar, salt, molasses, sulfur, 
limestone, sand, gravel, pig iron, steel-mill products, asphalt, carbon 
electrodes, roof decking. 

The construction of the lower Cumberland Dam will replace five 
obsolete navigational structures on the river facilitating the movement 
of items essential to commerce and national security. 

Flood control: Construction of this multipurpose project will con- 
tribute substantially to the reduction of flood flows on the Cumber- 
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land River below the dam and in the Ohio River. During the March 
1955 flood, existing structures in the Cumberland River Basin pre- 
vented $3,600,000 in damages, according to estimates of the Corps 
of Engineers, and under normal conditions this flood would have 
approached the maximum flood on record. These facts favorably 
forecast the flood-protective features of the dam and further empha 
size the importance of obtaining the earliest possible completion date. 

Power benefits: Power production from completed projects in the 
area during fiscal year 1955 for the most part has exceeded the esti 
mated annual output. The continuing increase in power demands 
in this rapidly developing region, both on the part of industrial and 
domestic users, is, of course, another important reason for acceler- 
ating progress on this project. The concentration of defense indus 
tries in this portion of the Ohio River Basin not only adds to the 
project’s feasibility, but also provides additional justification on the 
basis of ~ contribution the power will make to our national security. 

Other benefits: Although recreational benefits are not included in 
the economic analysis for the project's justification, the importance of 
the attendant recreational benefits to be derived from the project 
should not be overlooked. There is no question but that the project’s 
construction will add considerable commercial stimulus to the area 
in the utilization of the reservoir’s recreational potential. The tre- 
mendous attraction of the recreational aspects of the existing reser- 
voirs on the Cumberland River can be illustrated by the fact that 
visitations were in excess of 5 million visitor-days during 1955. 

Of tremendous importance is the fact that the reservoir in checking 
flood flows will at the same time maintain a storage of water for agri- 
cultural, industrial, and municipal use. This in the face of one of 
the Nation’s fastest growing problems—adequate supplies of usable 
water—is another factor pointing up the wisdom of constructing the 
reservoir at the earliest practicable date. 

It is simply this, that the engineers need $500,000 to complete the 
a? and they need $800,000 to initiate a construction start on the 

Cumberland River in fiseal year 1957. Actually, as the statement 
showed, it takes $1,300,000 to do all of the things that the engineers 
think should be done and which we in Kentue ky, and our friends in 
Tennessee, who are likewise interested in Cumberland, think should 
be done this year. 

It is desirable, from the standpoint of navigation; from the stand- 
point of flood control; from the standpoint of some power benefits. 
It is vital to this area and certainly there is no reason to have the 
upper part of it navigable and not be able to reach this on account of 
the m: jor dam near the mouth of the river not being constructed. 

Mr. Chairman, while I am at it, I have a statement with reference 
to the Green River Basin. 

Mr. Fogarty. All right. 

Senator CLrements. Mr. Chairman and members of the subeom- 
niittee: 

Rough River Reservoir: In continuing the development of the water 
resources of the Green River Basin, the budget estimate for fiscal 
year 1957 recommends an appropriation of $1,500,000 to continue con- 
struction on the Rough River Reservoir. For those of us in the Ken- 
tucky delegation who conferred with Bureau of the Budget officials 
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last fall, urging funds in this amount for the Rough River Reservoir, 
the recommendation is most pleasing, and I strongly urge that the 
lmdget estimate be included in the appropriation bill as reported by 
the subcommittee. 

The Rough River Reservoir is one of those authorized by Congress 
as a means of controlling flood flows on the Ohio River, and as such 
attains a position of importance outside of the area in which it will 
provide immediate and direct benefit. More important to the citizens 
and residents of the Green River Valley, its completion will represent 
the initial step in providing flood protection for the Green River com- 
munities; $500,000 was appropriated last session, which gave the reser- 
voir its initial construction money. 

The economics of the project are sound, as reflected by the benefit-to 
cost ratio, computed by the Corps of Engineers as an impressive 2.4 
to 1. In this connection, IT think it is well to recount the words of 
Col. Paschel N. Strong, representing the Army Chief of Engineers at 
a public hearing held by the Public Works Committees of the House 
and Senate in September of 1952: 

“* * * that its economics are sound: that it will fit into any plan finally 
adopted for the basin: and that it would he a profitable venture on the part 
of the United States to start its construction at the earliest practicable date. 
This is the Rough River Reservoir, located on the headwaters of that stream 
which would provide immediately substantiai relief from floods for those fertile 
Rough River bottom lands and a measure of the same type of benefits along 
the Green below the mouth of the Rough. 

Aside from the direct flood-control benefits, the project will be of 
considerable importance to the residents of the area. because the rese r- 
voir will provide attendant recreational values not now available in 
this portion of the State. Moreover, although not considered in the 
economic justification of the project, its water storage, wildlife con- 
servation and pollution abatement features prompt me to urge its 
early completion. 

Planning on remaining flood control reservoirs: Last fall, T 
pointed out to the Bureau of the Budget the importance of proceed- 
ing with the total development of the water resources of the Green 
River Basin by making steady progress on the planning and design 
of the other upstream reservoirs recommended by the United States 
Corps of Engineers—Nolin Reservoir, Green River Reservoir No. 2 
and Barren Reservoir No. 2.. The construction of additional reser- 
voirs in the headwaters of the Green River Valley will serve along 
with the Rough River Reservoir, in reducing floodwaters in that 
area, as well as in the Ohio River. It is important, in discussing the 
various projects which make up the flood-control portion of the 
planned development of the Green, that we do not lose sight of the 
fact that the individual benefits to be derived from the construction 
of any 1 of the 4 authorized reservoirs are magnified any time another 
of the projects is completed, so that the whole is much more significant 
than an independent study of each reservoir would indicate. The 
average annual flood damage in the Green River Basin has been 
estimated to be as much as $5,357,000—based primarily upon damage 
to agricultural lands and crops, with damage to roads, railroads and 
other improvements contributing substantially to the total. 

Consequently, I think that the important “objective in carrying 
(forward the water resources development program in the Green 





River Valley is that appropriations be applied in such a manner as 
to obtain a construction start on an additional reservoir at the earliest 
practicable date. In this connection, I have been advised by the 
Corps of Engineers that it would be more feasible to concentrate 
planning and design on one reservoir, pursuing to completion that 
phase of the project development in order that a construction start 
may be had in fiscal year 1958. If it would be possible, by pursuuing 
such a course of action, to have in operation a dam providing water 
storage and flood control at an earlier time than if the Corps of Engi 
neers’ limited staff and personnel were required to pursue advance 
planning and design on all three projects simultaneously, such a 
course of action would be most desirable. I am advised by the Corps 
of Kngineers that the $50,000 recommended in the budget for advance 
planning and design on the Nolin Reservoir will not place this project 
in readiness for construction in fiscal year 1958. LT am advised, how 
ever, that the Corps of Engineers could use an additional $100,000 on 
the project in fiscal year 1957, and that 1f such an appropriation is 
provided i will enable a construction start in the following fiscal 
year. th this reason, I urge that an edditional $100,000 be appro 
priated for this important structure and such other —. as the 
Corps of Engineers indicates can be expended during fiseal year 1957 
on the planning of 1, 2, or all 3 of the remaining headwater reser eis 
of the Green. 

Cypress Creek preliminary study: The Cypress Creek area within 
the Green River Basin is subject to considerable flood flows, causing 
substantial damage to a large agricultural area. The Corps of Engi 
neers has estimated that this area warrants a detailed study in order 
to determine the most feasible plans for flood control and allied pur 
poses, and has indicated that the study could be completed in 18 
months, at a total cost of $22,000. The corps has stated that it can 
profitably expend $17,000 during the next fiscal year to initiate the 
study. Although the survey was authorized by resolution of the 
Senate Public Works Committee on July 25, 1955, in the budget ree 
ommendations submitted to Congress no funds were included for initi- 
ation of this important project. 1 consequently urge an ap propria 
tion of such an amount for fiscal year 1957 as will enable the Corps of 
Kngineers to complete the prelimin: wy study in the following fiscal 
year. 

We will amplify this at a later time. Now, I would just like to sit 
here and listen to the others present their statements to the committee. 

Mr. Fogarry. You are certainly welcome. 

Mr. Grecory. I have a prepared statement. I think that the Sen- 
ator has covered various phases of it very well indeed. It has about 
the same line of thought that I _— ind that he and all of us main- 
tain in the western Kentucky area. 

The major problems ianaieed in this thing are irrigation, navi- 
gation, flood control, and recent floods on the Cumberland River that 
make this a move important feature the generation of additional 
electric power for the area; and last, but not least, the recreation 
facilities. 

I am very enthusiastic in my support of this program. I think 
that it means a great deal of this country in general, particularly the 
navigation angle. We have, as Senator Clements said, now, a river 
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which is partly navigable and under the present plans of the United 
States Engineers, w ith the construction of this dam, there is supposed 
to be a canal cut between that and the Tennessee River, which is a 
very short distance away, which will make traffic available up and 
down the river. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement 
for the record. 

Mr. Focarry. All right. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN NOBLE J. GREGORY 


Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee; I 
appreciate the kindness on the part of you and the members of your 
subcommittee to give us the opportunity to discuss the lower Cumber- 
land River program with you. I know you have a very busy schedule 
and you could certainly classify as patriotic, public servants with the 
long hours you devote to the various programs which are presented 
to you. 

I know from observing the crowd in the hall outside this hearing 
room that you have a crowded schedule. Here from my section of 
Kentucky are some 30 or 40 individuals from all walks of life, who 
are much interested in this development, so I will use a minimum of 
your time in order that some of them may be heard. 

I have talked to several of you person: ally over a period of months 
about the proposal on the lower Cumberland River in Kentucky in 
which I am vitally interested. We in west Kentucky know something 
about the benefits to accrue from such developments, for this pro- 
posal is in the general area of Kentucky Dam on the Tennessee River. 
With the construction of Kentucky Dam our area has prospered and 
profited, which of course, has benefited directly to the local, State, 
and Federal Treasuries because of increased revenues from taxation, 
and has brought generally a higher standard of living. 

The site of the project in which we are interested is very near to 
the Tennessee River, and the proposal of the United States Engi- 
neers is to eventually cut a canal connecting these two projects, which 
will greatly enhance the usability of both projects, 

Congress kindly authorized this project some 3 years ago. I sup- 
ported | this authorization. Later, through your kindness and good 
judgment, money was allocated for the purpose of exploration and 
investigation. We are here today to ask for additional money for 
the completion of the survey and investigation and also funds for 
the initiation of the project. I am not sufficiently versed in engi- 
neering skill to tell you just how much money we need, but I have faith 
in the judgment and the wisdom of the Corps of Engineers, and they 
are of the positive opinion that they could well use some $2 million 
in a direction of further survey and exploration and initial construc- 
tion so that this previously authorized project may move along in an 
orderly way. 

There are several phases of this progr ‘am, each of which would 
ery the development. Principal phases, in my opinion, are irri- 

gation, navigation, flood control, the production of electric power, 
and by no means least or last comes the feature of recreational facil- 
ities. In the field of navigation I might say that this project is a 
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key link in the navigation and flood-control piojects of the Cumber- 
iand River and without this benefits from other projects may never 
be fully realized. 

For 2 successive years the lower Cumberland River has been sub- 
jected to prolonged flood conditions, taking many, many acres of land 
out. of utilization for many useful purposes. This project when 
completed will form a natural storage basin for 1,250,000 acre-feet of 
water for flood control of the lower Ohio and Mississippi Valleys and 
would provide vast quantities of water for all economic purposes. 

According to recent releases from the Office of United States 
E ngineers commerce on the Cumberland River in 1955 totaled almost 
million tons, or about a 30-percent increase over 1954. This ton- 
nage _— practically all commodities produced in and out of the 
general are 

The aaasin of transportation today is a serious one and if not 
we would not have before the House proposals for extensive highway 
construction. When we make it possible to move heavy commodities 
Ly water, we relieve our highway system proportionately. Cumber- 
land River transportation now has reached its peak because navigation 
facilities are inadequate to accommodate modern towing equipment. 
The plan considered now would replace the obsolete locks and dams 
and provide a modern navigation channel adequate for the use of 
almost any type of towing equipment. Many towing companies have 
discontinued operation on the Cumberland River due to loss of time 
and money of running the locks and damage to their equipment. With 
this improvement, there is every assurance that this type of trans- 
portation would be treme ndously increased. 

The normal, continuous growth of commerce by all means of trans- 
portation is inevitable and I think it behooves those of us who are here 
in Congress to improve the facilities of transportation at every op- 
portunity. This helps move raw material and manufactured prod- 
ucts to market at a lower cost which is thereby reflected in the 
economic life of every citizen regardless of his place of residence. 

Another important feature in this program is the production of 
electric power. QOur area is now facing an acute power shortage 
particularly at Calvert City, Ky., where a - number of large companies 
are engaged in the manufacture of critical materials and chemicals 
without which our national defense cannot be properly protected. 
I am told by the United States Engineers that this project would have 
a 150,000 kilowatt generating capacity. 

Much could be said on the subject of irrigation, navigation, flood 
control, and electric power and there is no yardstick which could 
measure the savings and benefit to all citizens of this great country 
as a result of this and similar projects throughout the United States. 
In addition to the above-mentioned features there are many recrea- 
tional features which is by no means a minor factor. Recreational 
features are beneficial to our people physically and to many people 
financially. 

Last, but not by any means least, is the employment feature during 
the period of construction and final operation. I live in an area in 
which there are many garment factories employing female labor. 
There is a great need in west Kentucky for something to employ male 
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labor. This construction and operation would aid materially in a 
solution to this problem. 

I do not want to make a lengthy record but I do want to urge all 
of you in all sincerity to follow the judgment of the United States 
engineers appropri: iting such funds as are currently necessary for the 
continuation of the survey and the preliminary work. If we are not 
to take the judgment of experts in this line of endeavor, by the same 
token, I see no reason why we should take the judgment of experts in 
other agencies affecting all phases of American life to include national 
security. 

I have given this project a great deal of study and have made con- 
siderable investigation over a period of many months. There are two 
communities involved which will be affected very materially. I have 
been concerned about them but recent assurance from the United States 
engineers as to the treatment of the people in the directly affected 
areas has been such that I am gratified with what they may expect 
in the matter of rehabilitation and relocation. 

Thank you for your patience and for your sympathetic understand- 
ing and above all, I earnestly urge you to follow through with the 
request of the United States engineers for an adequate appropriation 
at this time. 

Now, since there are present people representing various counties, 
I would like to give them the opportunity to speak, with your permis- 
sion, Mr. Chairman, of the situation in their respective areas. 

But, before I do that, I would like to state that Senator Barkley. 
who is unable to be here, is keenly interested and concurs in these 
statements. 

Mr. Fogarty. Yes. 

Mr. Grecory. The first witness will be Mr. Laban P. Jackson, com- 
missioner of conservation, of the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I have here a letter from the Gover- 
nor of Kentucky, which I would like to file with you. 

Mr. Focarry. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER 
FRANKFORT, March 19, 1956. 
Mr. RALPH R. ROBERTS, 
Clerk, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. Roperts: Mr. Laban P. Jackson, Commissioner of Conservation for 
the Commonwealth of Kentucky, is my authorized representative to speak on 
projects now under construction or proposed for Kentucky: The Markland Dam, 
New Richmond Dam, Lock 41, Lower Cumberland project, Buckhorn Dam, 
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Kentucky River Watershed, Green River Watershed projects, and the need for 
the more than 1,000 small watershed projects in Kentucky. 
We will appreciate your courtesies to our representative. 
Cordially, 
A. B. CHANDLER. 


STATEMENT OF LABAN P. JACKSON 


Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before you. 

The department of conservation is divided into five parts. One 
division of this department is the division of flood control and water 
usage. We are intensely interested in Kentucky in the improvement 
of the Ohio River Valley—the Ohio River and its tributaries. We 
are possibly more inte ‘rested than our neighboring States, because of 
the fact that Kentucky has more miles of nav igable streams than any 
other State in our Union. We often wonder if the Ohio River is not 
misnamed, because for the majority of its length, it flows within the 
confines of the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The department of 
conservation of our Commonwealth wishes to go on record in its full 
and unqualified support of the long-range program of the United 
States Corps of Engineers regarding the replacement of the outmoded 
and obsolete structures now in operation on the Ohio River. For the 
fiscal year of 1957, we wish to join with the Ohio River Valley Im- 
provement Association in the following recommendation : 

(1) Locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky., to complete advance engineer- 

ing and design and commence reconstruction $1, 150, 000 
(2) New Cumberland locks and dam, New Cumberland, W. Va., to 

continue construction ; 10, 090, OCO 
(3) Greenup locks and dam, Greenup, Ky., to continue construction__ 9, 800, 000 
(4) Markland locks and dam, Markland, Ind., to continue construc- 

tion__- 5, O00, OOO 
(5) New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio, for advance 

engineering and design 150, OOO 

We firmly believe from our investigation and research of the divi- 
sion of flood control and water usage that these amounts are the 
lowest that can be used for maintenance, and efficient and orderly 
rehabilitation of this outmoded and obsolete chain of constructions 
now in use on the Ohio River. Moneys recommended for the con- 
tinuing construction of the New ¢ ‘umberland, Gree ‘nup, and Markland 
projects are the same as requested by the President in his budget. 

We are fully aware that the amounts appropriated in years ahead 
will have to be substantially larger to maintain the original con- 
struction schedules. We also believe that any reduction of the above 
figures would result in a serious delay in the construction of these 
desperately needed facilities. 

We note with a great deal of concern that the present budget does 
not include funds to start the reconstruction of locks and dam 41 
at Louisville, Ky. This is a very serious thing. River traffic is 
already facing serious delays at locks and dam 41, and this will amount 
to a major bottleneck unless the moneys are available to push this 
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badly needed construction forward. Let us emphasize again the 
seriousness of any delay on the locks and dam 41. 

We feel that Markland and Greenup along with New Richmond 
are of vital importance to completing the chain of the Ohio Valley. 

We are particularly interested in not only the construction of the 
Markland project but in the possibility and feasibility of a dam 
causeway or roadway crossing the Ohio at this point. Governor 
Chandler especially sent me here to ask that a roadway bridge or 
causeway of some type be considered at the Markland Dam. This 
would then become a multipurpose project at a very little extra cost, 
and it would be a mighty link between the North and South. 

Before I left Frankfort, the Governor said, “Commissioner, go up 
there and ask those Congressmen for a bridge across the Markland 
Dam because we want a connecting link from the North to these 
fine roads I'm going to build down here in Kentucky—another link 
in the chain to unite the North and the South.” 

As you can readily understand, I am not an engineer, nor am I 
here to attempt to discuss the technicalities of these projects from 
an engineering standpoint. For that inform: ation, we have the finest 
engineers in the world, the Corp of Army Engineers. I have un- 
bounded faith in their judgment and their tee eae al abilities. I would 
like to tell you why we in Kentucky want this work to go forward, 
not only for the benefit of Kentucky, but for the benefit of the Nation 
asa whole. 

Back in 1910, when the Gatling gun was the latest word in fire 
power, our Government started the project of developing the Ohio 
River system. It was completed 21 years later in 1929. In 1929, 
the year of completion of this project, 13 million tons were being 

carried on the Ohio. Thirteen million tons was supposed to have 
a en the amount that the river could carry under the 1910 plans. 
Twenty-four years later the same river with the same Meg et 
that it had in 1929 carried 60 million tons of cargo—twice as mucl 
as the Panama Canal; more than the tonnage carried on the 1,800 i 
of the Mississippi from Minneapolis to Baton Rouge. We are trying 
to carry the load of a modern diesel freight train “with oxcart facil- 
ities, and it is only by the ingenuity and ‘resourcefulness inherent in 
the American people that we ‘have been able to do as well as we have. 

In the past few years the Paw Valley has been the scene of a vast 
industrial expansion program. This has been caused by and is the 
net result primarily of the a cost mass transportation afforded by 
this great waterway and its navigable tributaries. In the expansion 
program more than $8 billion has been invested in new and expanded 
eee il facilities. This has been within the past 5 years. This has 

‘ated more than a million new jobs, has brought into the Federal 
Soames approximately $214 billion in corporate income taxes and 
nearly $2 billion in social security and individual income taxes. There 
is no doubt but that a great percent: age of this a ee is due 
to the original projects started in 1910 and completed in 1929 on the 
Ohio River. 
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The traflic on the Ohio River increased 582 percent from 1929 to 
1950 and the per capita income in the Ohio Valley increased 10 per- 
cent over the Nation’s per capita increase during the same period. 
When you get into the broad picture of the benefits derived by the 
Nation from the $150 million invested in the period from 1910 to 1920, 
it is beyond the realm of human calculation. The taxes derived from 
the $8 billion that has been spent by private industry in the past 5 
years computed at only 1 percent per annum would have paid back 
the cost of the entire project and its maintenance in slightly more than 
2 years. 

"The cold hard facts are that this condition of inadequacies of the 
installations, are becoming with each passing day a hindrance to 
the future growth of the valley and of the Nation. 

Karly in 1960 by the most conservative estimate, the existing locks 
will be burdened far beyond their economic capacity. Only by the 
farsighted vigorous prosecution of the long-range program proposed 
can this tremendous economic growth be assured. The most conserva- 
tive of our engineers tell us that the saving in time and transporta- 
tional cost will exceed capital, maintenance, and operational costs 
sIX or more times. 

But this is not the yardstick that we should use or consider in 
measuring the true returns from these projects. The tremendously 
expanded productivity, the vastly improved standard of living for 
millions of our citizens, greatly increased revenues to the coffers of 
local, State, and the Federal Treasury greatly in excess of the ex- 
penditures involved, the tremendous strengthening of our national 
security that will come from providing an efficient modern water 
highway in the industrial heart of our Nation. This and this alone 
should measure and be the yardstick used to estimate the productivity 
and return from the dollars invested. 

We also are interested in the development of the Kentucky River 
and we ask for moneys necessary to survey this river from its mouth 
at Carrollton, to its beginning, deep in the heart of the Cumberland 
Mountains. ‘The land that the Kentucky River drains holds millions 
upon millions of tons of coal—coal to run the plants that produce 
electricity for an atomic world. The Federal Government has shown 
its deep interest in the development of the Ohio and its tributaries 
by placing its great atomic-energy plants along its banks. To run 
those plants, to produce the sinews of war, will require the mining 
and transportation of this high-grade coal lying along the headwaters 
of the Kentucky River. 

In order to bring this coal, and many other products of this vast 
region of our Commonwealth, to promote the industrialization of 
Kentucky, to furnish jobs for our men and women, to raise the stand- 
ard of living of our people, to permit us to increase our contribution 
to the Nation’s welfare, it is of vital importance that we proceed 
immediately to bring the Kentucky River. the Green River, the Rough 
River, the Big Sandy River. the Big South Fork River, the Laurel 
River, the Little Sandy River, and Tygarts Creek, Cyprus Creek, 
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and the vast interconnecting network of our streams to their fullest 
productivity. 

We ask that the moneys recommended by the Ohio River Valley 
Improvement Assoc ‘iation for these very necessary projects be granted. 
We in the Department of Conservation of the Commonwealth of Ken- 
tucky are dedicated to the development of our rivers and our streams. 
We feel very deeply that the development of the small watershed 
program at the headwaters of these navigable streams, the proper 
installations along our rivers—these things are of prime importance 
not only to the future of Kentuc ky but for the well- being of our 
Nation. Just as surely as the Ruhr Valley holds the key in Europe, 
the development of the Ohio Valley, in this land of liberty and free- 
dom, holds the key to our expanded economy and the well-being of 
our people. 

We thank you for giving us this opportunity to tell you how we 
and the Governor of the Commonwealth of Kentucky feel about this 
matter. 

Some additional data for the record is as follows: 

(The data referred to is as follows :) 


ADDITIONAL DATA 


To further this important program we urgently recommend fiscal 1957 appro- 
priations as follows for flood-control reservoirs in the Ohio River Basin, each 
of which is an important unit in the comprehensive Ohio River Basin plan 
approved by the Congress: The amount if any requested by the President’s 
budget is set forth for convenient reference in each case. 


Recom- Requested in 
mended by | President’s 
OVIA budget 


ea ae , | > }----—- 
Initiate construction: (1) Buckhorn Reservoir, Kentudky River, Ky | $1, 600, 000 aS 
Continue construction: (1) Rough River Reservoir and channels 1, 500, 000 $1, 500, 000 
Advance engineering and design: | | 

(1) Nolin Reservoir, Ky 100, 000 

(2) No. 2 Barren River Reservoir, Ky 100, 000 

(3) No. 2 Green River Reservoir, Ky a 50, 000 


We also recommend appropriation for authorized local protection projects as 
follows: 


Recom- Requested in 
mended by President’s 
OVIA budget 


Continue construction | 
1) Catlettsburg, Ky $1, 500, 000 $1, 000, 000 
(2) Barbourville, Ky 765, 000 765, 000 


In addition we believe that continued progress in water-resources development 
requires surveys and reappraisals to evaluate the feasibility of projects in the 
light of current conditions. ‘To that end we recommend the following appropria- 
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tions for surveys (the amount if any requested by the President’s budget for these 
items is set forth for convenient reference in each case) : 


Recom- Pequested in 
Flood-contro! studies mended President's 
by OIVA budget 


General: (1' Ohio River Basin review... -- iy a $100, 000 $100, 000 
Specific studles: (1) Kentucky: 

Big Sandy River Basin, ky., Va., and W. Va ‘ ’ 76, 000 

Big South Fork, Ky. and Tenn_-.- é 10 400 | 

Clark’s River (Tennessee River Basin) 28 15 000 

Kentucky River Basin | 50. 000 | 

Laurel River, Ky. (Cumberland River Basin) ~-_-- : 10, 000 | 

J.ittle Sandy River and Tyzart’s Creek ___- d 20 000 

Cypress OCreek................ seth hie = | 17, 000 


The President’s budget provides for only $500,000 for snagging and clearing 
projects. Such projects may be undertaken under existing law when the total 
expenditure for any one project will not exceed $100,000. They provide a sig- 
nificant measure of protection for small communities subject to frequent flood- 
ing. In view of the great benefits derived from these modest expenditures for 
work which can be accomplished quickly, we recommend more liberal provisions 
for these projects. 

Mr. Jackson. Now, Mr. Chairman, since I will be with you just 
about all day on the various projects that Kentucky is interested | 
from the standpoint of Kentucky as a whole, why, I think since time 
is of great. value, to let the people who represent the particular proj- 
ects on the lower Cumberland speak for themselves. I think that is 
probably more effective. 

However, we do want to say that the conservation department and 
the Governor of Kentucky are in support of it. Water is the key, 
not only to Kentucky’s economy, but to the national economy, and so 
we will say amen to that, and without further adieu, I will let Mr. 
R. L. Bolin, the director of the division of flood control and water 
usage, department of conservation, Commonwealth of Kentucky, pre- 
sent our official statement. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF R. L. BOLIN 


Mr. Bourn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Robert Lee 
Bolin. I am director of the division of flood control and water usage 
of the department of conservation, Commonwealth of Kentucky. 
Our division is vitally interested in the development of the water 
resources of our State in order that flood damages might be substan- 
tially decreased and the loss of life therefrom eliminated. One of 
the more import unt of the proposed flood-control projects in Kentucky 
is the lower Cumberland lock and dam. This project comprises the 
construction of a dam, navigation lock, canal, and hydroelectric power 
generating plant. 

The dam site is located on the Cumberland River about 30 miles 
above the mouth where the Cumberland empties into the Ohio River. 
The reservoir would extend for about 118 miles upstream to ‘he 
Cheatham lock and dam. An interconnecting canal is planned 


—56—pt. 2 
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miles upstream from the dam site at a narrow ridge separating the 
Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers. An assumed power installation 
of 130,000 kilowatts would produce an average of 600 million kilowatt- 
hours of energy annually. The reservoir would have an area of about 
96,000 acres and provide a storage capacity of 2,248,000 acre-feet. A 
capacity of 1,273,000 acre-feet would be reserved for regulation of 
flood flows. 

The location of the proposed project near the mouth of the Cumber- 
land River makes it especially advantageous for flood-control pur- 
poses; as a result, very substantial flood regulation on the lower Ohio 
and the Mississippi would be realized as a result of this project. 
Certainly the power system installations will add a much needed gen- 
erating capacity to the existing power system on the Cumberland 
River. This project is expected to give a great boost to navigation on 
the Cumberland River. It will reduce maintenance and transporta- 
tion costs and will be a vast improvement to navigation service because 
of fewer locks and greater channel depth. The United States Corps 
of Engineers have estimated that the benefits that accrue from these 
primary functions of this project will approximate $9,500,000 an- 
nually. Other benefits in which the division of flood control and 
water usage is vitally interested include a great industrial expansion 
program which naturally follows where there is plenty of power and 
water supply. The recreational benefits that result from a project of 
this type are of great value to any State. It is our opinion that farm- 
ing would be enhanced and that farmers in this area would take ad- 
vantage of providing themselves with water for irrigation. 

It has been estimated that the United States Cor ps of Engineers 

need approximately $500,000 for advanced planning and design. Of 
this amount only $200 000 has been placed in the President’s budget. 
The division of ‘flood control and water usage requests an additional 
$300,000 be allocated to complete the advanced planning and design 
of the lower Cumberland lock and dam. We further request that 
an additional $800,000 be allocated to this project to initiate con- 
struction after advance designs and plans have been completed. This 
would permit a contract to be let duri ing fiscal year 1957. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST P. MITCHELL 


Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman, the next man that I want to present 
is Ernest P. Mitchell, president, Paducah Association of Commerce. 

Mr. Mircueiy,. Gentlemen, my name is Ernest P. Mitchell and I 
am president of the Paducah Association of Commerce and a partner 
in the Mitchell Machine Shop, Paducah, Ky. 

I would like to tell you why we, the business people in Paducah 
and west Kentucky, think that this dam should be started as soon as 
possible. 

As you know, we in Paducah were faced with a serious situation 
and we are still faced with it, as the result of the boom which was 
there a few years ago, when we experienced something which no 
community in the U nited States had ever experienced before. We had 
a project dropped in our lap and they said, “Here it is; you take care 
of’—and we did. 





193 


But we need something now in the economic picture to bridge over 
from the peak of this construction when we had 90,000 people in the 
1 county alone. All of the businessmen expanded under pressure to 
meet the needs and supply these great number of people. 

Now, they are pretty much in a jam, many of them. The popula- 
tion now is down to around 60,000 and many of the businessmen are 
having a little bit of a hard time with their increased overhead trying 
to make a go of it. 

We believe that this would furnish something of a temporary nature 
that would help that situation considerably. 

Also, this is something which we believe that the Federal Govern- 
ment will recover in taxes and in other ways. I believe it will all be 
recovered eventually. And we would rather see you spend the money 
this way than to have to come back here next year and ask you for a 
handout, for some less-needed project or something; or being classed 
as a distress area—and we are bordering on that now—we have a little 
pride. We do not want that. 

I appreciate your time this morning, which I know is very limited. 
In the space allotted me I know I cannot tell the story of the small- 
business man of the small city of Paducah, way down in Kentucky, 
which, if something is not done, may soon be described in a thesis of 
some university graduate student in economics as one of America’s 
first casualties of atomic warfare. 

I am not speaking humorously. I am speaking seriously. And I 
think that those of you who will take the time to read this prepared 
testimony will agree with me, at least to this extent, that Paducah, 
Ky., is a very special case among all the small cities of this country. 
And, perhaps, if you are not convinced that there are, indeed, some 
aspects of “atomic economic casualty” in Paducah’s special situation, 

ou will agree that Paducah, among all the small cities of the country, 
tee a special claim upon the Federal Government for the kind of 
investment that we are asking, a big multipurpose dam. 

We believe that this dam will more than repay the taxpayers of this 
Nation for their investment in production of cheap hydroelectric 
power, control of floods, not only on the lower Cumberland River, but 
on the Ohio, and even well down the Mississippi River, and in benefits 
to navigation and industry. Other witnesses have presented to you 
the very impressive economic factors that support the soundness of a 
Federal investment in lower Cumberland Dam. 

I propose to dwell on Paducah’s special need. 

IT am a small-business man. Right now my job is trying to keep 
enough work in my machine shop to try to hold together a force of 
highly skilled mechanics, who will be lost to this area if the volume 
of work is not increased. My job is also trying to pay off the debt ac- 
cumulated in expansion of this shop to meet the requirements of the 
Atomic Energy Commission’s big facility near Paducah, when it was 
in the construction stage, and the requirements of the two big steam 
powerplants built to supply it with electricity at the time they were 
under construction. , 

To meet these requirements, Ernest Mitchell, small-business man, 
went overboard financially. To met a similar set of requirements 
every businessman in Paducah, Ky., went overboard financially. It 
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was likewise with the city of Paducah, the government of McCracken 
County, and all of our public and private institutions. When many 
of these public and private institutions lagged a bit, after those in 
charge took a long look ahead and said to stockholders or taxpayers, 
“Took here, we are overexpanding,” the Federal Government gave us 
a nudge, and often a shove. 

Its spokesmen at AEC said: “See here, there’s a race for atomic 
production to be won. It may be tough on you, personally, as a busi- 
nessman; it may be tough on you as a holder of public office, who 
must be elected by the people; it may be tough on you as a home- 
builder or a banker, who supplies credit for dubious expansion, but 
we can prove you are making lots of money now, and if you don’t 
do it Uncle will have to do it for you. We'll tell your people and your 
business associates you are failing in your patriotic duty, if you don’t 
go ahead, now.” 

And, on occasion, the representatives of the Government of the 
United States did just that. In public statements they pushed for 
expansion of corporate limits and expansions of city and county 
services, expansions of privately and publicly financed housing, and 
all kinds of other services. With our private lenders and our private 
builders saying “No,” they forced FHA to reverse its judgment and 
demanded and got 2,000 expensive units of rental housing, much of 
which today stands vacant. 

As a result FHA has hung up the bankrupt sign on 700 units of 
this rental housing, and has foreclosed these properties and is offering 
them for sale at public auction. With all these units of FHA-insured 
rental housing suddenly forced onto an auction sale market, can you 
gentlemen imagine the plight of the small owner of several units of 
rental housing or a motel. You should see the “For rent” sions and 
the “Vacancy” signs in Paducah and McCracken County. Much of 
this came because AEC felt that it might be doubling and tripling 
the size of its atomic installations even before construction was com- 
plete on the first units. We do not blame the Federal Government 
for the AEC’s attitude. With the foreign situation as it was, theirs 
was the prudent course. 

In 1950 Paducah was a town of not enough of anything for any- 
body, with the Government agencies issuing statements underlining 
these shortages. In 1953, at the peak of the boom, Paducah and Mc- 
Cracken County had a population of 90,000 and every business and 
public service was expanded to serve that 90,000 with as near “a plenty 
at reasonable prices” as it was humanly possible to supply. Today 
Paducah and McCracken County has a population cut to around 
60,000, and the clerks in the department stores wonder which may be 
the next to be let off. 

These were not all of our headaches. Our city tax rate was increased 
to the maximum allowed by the State for cities of our class. City and 
county issued bonds right and left to provide services that ranged 
from widened streets to new sewers and firehouses. A special payroll 
tax was enacted to provide extra revenues for the city government. 
These payroll taxes could not be collected on employees of the Fed- 
eral Government or of the contractors building the Government proj- 


ects. But they fell and fell hard on everybody else. 
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Even a year ago these taxes yielded in excess of $230,000. Today 
their yield is down to $187,000. That is a fair jedi of what has 
happened to Paducah. 

Do I sound as if I were complaining? Gentlemen, I am not com- 
plaining. I am simply trying to persuade you to take a long look at 
Paducah, Ky. 

Some of you gentlemen, who are members of this Appropriations 
Subcommittee, I “feel sure were in Congress at the time the vast atomic- 
energy program was launched. You remember how the job was done 
at Oak Ridge and at Hanford, Wash. The Government moved in 
and from scratch did everything. Oak Ridge was simply a couple of 
hundred farms and some timbered hillsides when Uncle Sam moved in. 
He did not push on to the little towns of Clinton and Harriman or the 
big city of Knoxville in east Tennessee even a part of the job of supply- 
ing a place to live and all the services that sustain life. At Oak Ridge 
Uncle Sam footed the bill for everything from the construction days 
clear through the production days. Uncle picked up the bill for every 
service from sewers to schoolteachers to store buildings, buses, and 
garbage collectors. 

The Congress of the United States recognized the flaws in this 
pattern. It saw the fallacies of making the Federal Government the 
proprietor of an entire city. For a long while at Oak Ridge, as you 
gentlemen remember, our Government even owned a diaper laundry. 
To those who believe in free enterprise such a procedure was not very 
appealing. 

At Paducah the Government went the other way and with a right 
angle, skidding turn. In our town the Government helped a little in 
financing of service expansions, but in comparison to expenditures that 
had to be made by the city of Paducah and the McCracken County 
government, the Federal expenditure was small. We believe in free 
enterprise, but in meeting the terrific load imposed by the construction 
days of AEC, we could have done with a little more Government aid. 
The only place where the Government stuck to the kind of paternalism 
that existed at Oak Ridge and Hanford, it complicated our long term 
problems tremendously. 

There was no arm’s length dealing in the marketplace for wages for 
labor. In one of the tightest constr ruction labor markets in the coun- 
try, the policy of the Government appeared to be to instruct its con- 
tractors and subcontractors to bid against each other, bid the wage 
structure and fringe benefits up. Featherbedding was encouraged 
rather than discouraged. The union organizers, who, by the way, have 
a place in free society, a very important place, responded to this “sky’s 
the limit” stimulus from the Federal Government with excesses that 
got our town on the front pages of newspapers and magazines all 
over the country. 

Paducah wound up with a wage scale higher than Nashville, Evans- 
ville, Louisvillle, or just about anyw here else, unless it’s one of the 
booming resort towns of Nevada. The pace of unionization was ex- 
treme, more rapid than the economics of a once small city and county 
of less than 50,000 could withstand. 

And ever since the construction boom simmered in 1953 and 1954, 
Paducah has been busy trying to recruit new industry to take its 
place as an employer. From what you have already heard and 
read of Paducah, you can imagine how the industrial locaters look at 
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our Association of Commerce industrial development recruiters. To 
them, this city has a “red ring” around it, and it will have for a long 
time. 

Do we blame our labor leaders? We say “No.” They reacted to the 
stimulus of Government construction employment policies, often 
against their better judgment. They are saddled with this inflated 
wage scale just as our town is. They have to run before their con- 
stituency to hold their jobs just as do your Members of Congress. 

The easy thing for you gentlemen to say to Ernest Mitchell to close 
this discussion is: 

“Yes: we know all that. But you asked for it. You didn’t throw 
up barricades at the county line and say, ‘No multimillion dollar 
AFC project for us.’ ” 

I say, “No; we didn’t.” We felt as businessmen and as rank-and- 
file citizens that we had a rare opportunity to perform a service to 
our country. Many of the more conservative among us rubbed our 
eyes when the announcement of the plant was made by AEC and some 
shook their heads and said: 

“Wouldn’t it be fine if they moved it somewhere else, instead of 
making Paducah a boomtown ?” 

But we thought twice, and decided not to shirk our duty, and to 
try to do the best we could. 

Testimony of our mayor, Mr. George Jacobs, like myself, a small- 
business man, and of our city manager, will show you how we re- 
sponded. 

Now the boom is over. There is no GI bill of rights for the city and 
community which has served its country bevond its means and is 
going through a period of rather drastic readjustment. And we are 
glad there is not. Our Association of Commerce does not believe in 
anvthing like that. 

The nearest thing to such a GI bill for the readiusting the city is 
the administration’s proposal of a $100 million Federal public-works 
program for depressed areas. We understand that this sum is likely 
to be amended upward to $250 million, and the terms for qualifying 
considerably relaxed beyond the administration’s original specifi- 
cations. 

But we don’t like this bill, either. Like I say, Paducahans are a free- 
enterprise people. They want to lift themselves by their own boot- 
strans. 

With 4,308 persons filing claims for unemployment insurance in 
February 1956, as compared to 3,921 in January of this year, our 
chamber of commerce, if had the “gimmies,” might take its place in 
line for the depressed-area subsidies and give up. 

We believe in pulling ourselves up and forward by our own boot- 
strans. That is why we are talking dam these days. 

We recognize the lower Cumberland project as a supplier of 600 
to 1,000 construction jobs a year for the 6 or 8 years it may be under 
construction. But more important, we recognize it as the kind of 
investment this country can well afford to make in the interest of its 
own future. 

In this period of water shortage for industrial purposes, we know 
that lower Cumberland Lake will supply a sufficiency of water for 
many new industries. Its cheap hydroelectric power will supply more 
power for such industry. Its vastly quickened barge transportation 
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will serve as an inducement to still other types of industry. The tre- 
mendously desirable recreational features of this reservoir will supply 
new means of earning a livelihood for our unemployed thousands. 

A Federal Government which is stuck to the tune of $25 million or 
more, because AEC ignored the sound advice of our own businessmen 
and the FHA that Paducah was overhoused save for a period of pos- 
sibly 6 months, will not have to sell its bankrupt rental housing units 
for scrap. 

Like the upper Colorado River—Big Thompson project in the West, 
which the Congress has just approved; like the Jordan River project, 
and a dozen others in foreign countries, which the Government has 
eer for this country’s taxpayers to finance, or lower Cumber- 

land Dam would constitute the kind of economic aid we need to aid 
our bootstraps’ climb back up. 

Give us this opportunity, gentlemen. We know the dam will pay off. 
And with the extra income taxes we will be able to pay by reason of its 
construction and the good things its completion will bring, it will pay 
off at what will amount to a very high interest rate. 

Paducah did not ask for the privilege of becoming what I choose to 

call the “Nation’s first atomic economic casualty.” On the other hand, 
it did leap forward to embrace an opportunity to serve the rest of the 
Nation, once the Atomic Energy Commission designated it as a site. 

We ask you now to give us the kind of assistance that will enable us 
to keep our self-respect and move forward again. We do not relish the 
prospect that, should this dam not be constructed shortly or assurances 
given that it will be, we may have to forget our town pride and come 
forward before another committee of Congress and seek a designation 
as “one of the first depressed area 

Please, give Paducah the different kind of helping hand she asks. 

Mr. Foaarry. Thank you. 

Mr. Grecory. The next man I wish to present is Mr. Lester. Mr. 
Lester is from Lyon County. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many people here present in the committee 
room; there are others who were unable to attend and who have not 
presented prepared statements. May they mail them to you in the 
next few days? 

Mr. Focarry. Yes, sir; next week. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES LESTER 


Mr. Lester. My name is James Lester, Eddyville, Ky. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am representing Lyon County. 

We have got a little different situation down there, I think, than 
anybody else. We are situated right in the middle of a pond. I had 
to go through the 1937 flood as chairman of the Red Cross and I know 
what it means and I know and realize what we have got to go through 
with when this dam is built, but I am in favor of it, I think that it is the 
greatest thing that has ever happened to western Kentucky. 

But I do want you to bear in mind that these people, this town, Eddy- 
ville, will have to be moved clear out of there. There will be something 
like 25 or 30 feet of water right in the middle of the town, and we will 
have to go, and I want to ask you gentlemen to weigh that c: arefully 
and to remember that we have this situation, that the thing that we 
have to do is get out of there and when we do get out of there, then we 
ought to get a new one. 
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I am before this committee as the official representative of Mayor 
Frank Tanner, of Eddyville, and the city council of our small com- 
munity of approximately 1,100 people. I came at their request and 
understand that I may be joined here by one of our councilmen, an 
Ohio River towboat captain, who is leaving his boat downstream from 
Paducah to fly here. 

Gentlemen of the subcommittee, I believe that our position here is 
different from that of any of the other witnesses you will hear or see 
today. I represent a small town that will have to be completely re- 
moved as the waters of lower Cumberland Lake begin to rise. Yet I 
am for this dam, and I am speaking for the mayor and town council, 
when I say I am for it. 

Here is our situation at Eddyville. For years we have known that 
either this dam or a series of low-navigation dams would be built. 
The present lock system between Paducah and Nashville is completely 
inadequate to handle the vast traflic that has risen, and the duty of 
the Federal Government to provide suitable navigation facilities on a 
river like the Cumberland is too well established for us to believe that 
eventually something will not be done. Either the low-navigation 
dams will be built or the high dam will be built. 

At first our citizens were completely opposed to both, but as we 
realized that either one or the other was inevitable, we became sup- 
porters of the high dam. The congressional authorization for the low- 
navigation dams 3 years ago were rescinded, and a single high dam 
authorization took its place. Since that time everybody has known 
that, if only a single pressure existed, that of navigation interests the 
high dam finally will be built. Business in our town has come to a 
stagnation. People who have had investments in either residential or 
commercial property feel that they cannot even make necessary re- 
pairs, until some final word is given. Homes go unpainted. People 
move away. Eddyville is caught in the middle. 

The uncertainty, the inaction, and the delay has become unbearable. 
It has forced the business interests of our town to this conclusion. 
From the butcher to baker to candlestick maker we want the high dam 
and we want an early start on construction. 

Then we can move our town to the beautiful hills that overlook the 
proposed new lake and begin to plan for the industry and recreational 
business that will surely come. Then we can hold our young people, 
we can hold our older businessmen who do not enjoy the prospect cm 
spending their productive years in a community whose fate, as far a 
progress is concerned is sealed. 

We want the dam built. We want it to be built as soon as possible. 
Then the talk of a new and more prosperous life may be depended 
upon to revive the spirit of Eddyville that for so many years made it 
one of the most vigorous little towns along the lower Cumberland. 

I am attaching as exhibit to my testimony some interesting figures 
on the cost-to-benefit ratio supplied by the Cumberland Valley Asso- 
ciation. I would like to say, incidentally, that a majority of the con- 
gressional delegation from the State of Tennessee consider this dam 
to be the single most pressing river development project before the 
Congress this. year. 

Attached is the cost-to-benefit ratio of the Cumberland Valley 
Association. 

(The figures referred to are as follows:) 





Power benefits _ - : $3, 300, 000 
Flood control benefits 2, 304, 000 


Subtotal annual benefits (1) 19, 139, 000 


Total annual costs $6, 840. 000 
Benefit-to-cost ratio nee 2.80 to | 
Recreation benefits (2) $12, 800, 000 
Total annual benefits (1) plus (2) $31, 939, 000 
Total annual costs $6, 840. 000 
Benefit-to-cost ratio. — ——- 1.67 to 1 


Mr. Lester. It is my understanding that Mr. Charles Everhart, 
Nashville, Tenn., president of the Cumberland Valley Association, will 
appear before this committee along with interested citizens of Ten- 
nessee on March 28. At this time he will fully explain the manner in 
which these estimates were compiled and supply the necessary sup- 
porting documents. 


Lower Cumberland project—Benefit to cost ratto 
Navigation benefits: 

Extension of existing benefits (conservatively estimated as de- 

preciation and interest required for in-kind replacement) $595, 000 
Elimination of operation and maintenance cost for existing 

structures 23, 000 
Elimination of channel dredging expense 2, 000 
Annual savings in locking time over existing structures. (Aver- 

age over 50-year life of 18,037 tow-hours at $70 per tow-hour) __ , 263, 000 
Annual savings in tow-hours resulting from elimination of aline- 

ment bottlenecks in existing project and increased efficiency 

in deeper pool 680, 000 
Savings for Cumberland River traffic originating on inland water- 

ways downstream from the Tennessee River by virtue of the 

canal. (Approximately 20 miles saved by using Kentucky 

Pool. Average over 50-year life of 2,750 tow-hours at $70 

per tow-hour) 92, 000 
Provision of the alternative route to the Ohio by virtue of the 

canal in case of unavoidable lock closure on either the Ken- 

tucky or lower Cumberland lock 90, 000 
Savings to new traffic by construction of Lower Cumberland 10, 120, 000 


Total navigation benefits _ 
STATEMENT OF GABE M’CANDLESS 


Mr. Grecory. The next man I want to introduce is Mr. Gabe 
McCandless, of Livingston County. 

Mr. McCanpuess. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is 
Gabe McCandless, and I am the county court clerk of Livingston 
County, Ky. 

We are interested in the county in this on account of the floods, 
mostly flood control. Now, at this time, we have three school bus 
routes and, when we left home, the water had already cut off those 
children; they were not able to go to school; and, practically, every 
2 or 3 years we have the fluorspar mines that are flooded. 

The farmers on this land below the dam in the Cumberland Valley 
are borrowing money from the banks and such places as that and they 
are going to have to have some help from the Government because the 
banks have gone about as far as they can go in extending money, and 
they are going to have to call on the Government to help. 

In 1950 the Red Cross had a cost in Livingston County of $42,000; 
in 1937 it was over $100,000. 
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Also, after the 1950 flood we wrote Congressman Gregory here 
about getting a flood wall, and he turned the letter over to United 
States engineers and they looked the situation over and told us that 
they could not build a flood wall there, that we would have a dam and 
that would take care of that—and we are still waiting on that. 

At this time, we have about 800 unemployed persons there and 
about 700 smalltown farmers who are going to have to have some 
help in some way or another and if they cannot get help for their little 
farms, they will have to leave the State or county. 

There are five of us representing Livingston County here today; 
one represents the fluorspar mines; one is a banker and farmer; 
another is a river captain; and another is a hardware dealer and dealer 
in farm machinery. 

Now, on the transportation through there, they claim that it takes 
about 10 hours to have a boat get through that inadequate lock at 
Eddyville, and after the new dam is built they expect that they will 
get through in about 20 minutes. 

I am here before this committee, because I am like you gentlemen 
of the committee, politically minded. The farmers and businessmen 
of the various communities of Livingston County want to see Lower 
Cumberland Dam built. 

They feel that it offers great opportunities to themselves and their 
children. 

Since I am in politics and have to run my office, I know that you 
gentlemen know that I would not be here, if the overwhelming majority 
of my home folks were not strong for the dam. 

They know that, for one thing, it will protect those of us below the 


dam from the succession of floods that have plagued us for so many 
years. 

But they also are for it, because it means economic opportunity, 
new jobs, not just in the construction stage, but more importantly 
in the days after the dam is built. 

Mr. Grecory. Now, Mr. Forrest Bugher, president of the Building 
and Construction Trades Council of Paducah, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF FORREST BUGHER 


Mr. Bucuer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am vice president 
of the Kentucky State Federation of Labor and I also represent 
several thousand building trades members of organized labor in 
west Kentucky, and I am president of the building trades council 
with jurisdiction in the First District. 

For 10 years, prior to 1950, the population of our section of Kentucky 
has decreased to a great extent, and it was likely due to the lack of 
employment opportunities. 

In 1951 we received an atomic energy installation there which 
created quite a chaotic condition. 

The local government had to spend thousands of dollers to try to 
meet the needs of the increased population, and the increased require- 
ments that it has caused, and that has caused a considerable expense. 

Now, after the boom was over, we had hundreds of empty homes 
there and we have in the five-county area over 3,000 people 
unemployed. 
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The building trades union are faced with the responsibility of 
calling all over the country to secure employment for their members 
so that they can feed their families. 

There are hundreds of trailers left apart because those people have 
gone to other places and, as I say, there are lots of empty homes and 
the people who were making those paymeuts have gone to other parts 
of the country. 

We are for the dam. We feel it will bring about new job opportuni- 
ties, which will be permanent and it will bring new industry in and it 
will afford business opportunities for those who are interested in 
business and it will relieve us from the responsibility of later on coming 
before some committee hearing to request funds for depressed areas. 

The situation as far as employment is serious and we respectfully 
request this committee to allow the funds for the beginning of con- 
struction of the dam. 

This unemployment in the five-county area in western Kentucky 
surrounding the dam is due in part to the fact that: 

A great number of people. who migrated to this area during the 
atomic plant construction, desire to make Kentucky their home and 
have purchased homes on FHA and GI loans. 

2. Partly to guaranteed annual wage in the auto industry, which has 
a tendency to stabilize production schedules in this Detroit industry. 
Therefore, the job opportunities which existed in the North have either 
oe diminished or disappeared altogether. 

3. There are a vast number of people here who attempt to survive 
on eae farms by supplementing their incomes with casual 
employment, who by the way, are not reflected on une mployment 
census. These people have all the ambitions of any other American 
but they do not have the opportunities. 

If the high dam were built on the Cumberland, it is our belief that 
it would be one of the greatest contributions to the economic growth 
of west Kentucky and Tennessee that could happen in our lifetime. 
It will afford job opportunities to the illiterate as well as business 
opportunities to the enterprising young or old businessman. 

We believe it will cause Kentucky to move more rapidly to an 
industrial State and check the loss of its population. 

We need, we want, we urge the appropriation of funds to begin 
construction for this project. We sincerely believe it to be a must 
for the economic health of this area. 

It is our further belief that every citizen of the United States will 
profit either directly, or indirectly, by the construction of this project. 

I wish to thank you gentlemen for vour patience and consideration, 
in fact all of the laboring people of the area which I represent, urge 
your consideration of their need and thank you for your cooperation. 

I thank you. 

STATEMENT OF EUGENE WILLIAMSON 


Mr. Greoory. I will next introduce Mr. Eugene Williamson, from 
Caldwell County. 

Mr. Wiuuramson. My name is Eugene Williamson, Princeton, Ky. 

I am a small-business man in the town of Princeton, Ky. I run a 
drug store there and have learned to love this community and to 
appreciate its opportunities since I came here. I was reared in north 
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Alabama, where, as you know, the great TVA development has con- 
verted an eroded agricultural area into one of the heaviest Federal 
income-tax paying areas of the entire United States. This transforma- 
tion took place in a period of less than 20 years, and the Federal 
Government has profited taxwise from its investment in addition to 
the return from power, flood control and navigation, which is standard 
for such projects. 

May I say that the people of north Alabama who have benefited 
from this transformation of their lives as well as their income-tax 
levels are now among the best customers for all the Nation’s manu- 
facturers. With other consumers of the TVA area they constitute 
the Nation’s largest market for electric applianees. As you know 
practically all of the manufacture of such products is at plant sites 
hundreds of miles away from the Tennessee Valley. 

I have no doubt that the 600 million kilowatt-hours annually of 
cheap power from lower Cumberland Dam will stimulate the same 
demand for additional electric appliances in this area that it has 
within the Tennessee Valley. There are the same kinds of justifica- 
tions for this project that there were for the upper Colorado-Big 
Thompson project, the St. Lawrence seaway, and other major new 
river development programs just recently approved by the Congress 
of the United States. 

For our own immediate area we see untold opportunity. 

First, I would like to cite to you a situation that only recently has 
reached the attention of congressional committees. Last summer the 
House Government Operations Subcommittee headed by my good 
friend, Representative Bob Jones, of north Alabama, disclosed the 
alarming facts of life about the water shortage facing this Nation. It 
is just as pressing in the urban East as it is in the dry country of the 
West, although water supply has only recently become the subject 
of attention outside the arid areas. 

The lower Cumberland Dam, with its canalized connection with 
Kentucky Lake on the Tennessee River, will form the largest storage 
of fresh clean water in the entire eastern portion of the United States, 
outside the natural storage of the Great Lakes. With the national 
population increasing at the rate it is, and the demands of the new 
chemical industry for water increasing as it is, any water storage within 
a 500-mile range of the big centers of population is a great national 
asset. 

I can see the time just a few years ahead when pipelines carrying 
fresh water will connect our man-made reservoirs with the rapidly 
growing urban centers of population. 

I can see, of course, that this asset of fresh water is of the greatest 
value to those nearest the reservoir, but in the years to come this 
asset is certain to be widely shared. 

In the interim, the supply of fresh water in lower Cumberland Lake 
constitutes a most valuable addition to the drawing cards of our 
region for industry, particularly the new chemical industry. 

We can look less than 50 miles away from our town and see what 
Kentucky Dam has produced at Calvert City, Ky., now one of the 
Nation’s leading centers for manufacture of chemicals. 

We have been told that certain studies of the Tennessee State 
Planning Commission show that recreactional and industrial develop- 
ment resulting from the impounding of a reservoir the size of lower 
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Cumberland Dam will mean employment for from 12,000 to 14,000 
new workers. 

Such developments, of course, are in some ways the most effective 
answer this country has to world communism. As long as the popu- 
lation continues to increase as rapidly as it has, we must ever be 
searching for the means of profitable employment for the additional 
millions who must earn a living. We must contrive means for up- 
grading the incomes of those workers already in adulthood, whose 
ability to consume cannot just be maintained at one level, if our 
capitalist system is to continue to expand. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that various aspects of this particular project 
have been covered thoroughly and I will not take your time any longer 
to enlarge upon it. Instead, I think | would say that we, being the 
nearest. to my friend, Mr. Lester, of the adjoining county, that is 
going to be practically covered by this water, I think that our place 
and position is to extend the right hand of fellowship to our neigh- 
boring county. 

I would like to tell vou gentlemen a story. I was born in northern 
Alabama. I lived in Guntersville where they built that dam in 
that area. 

When they built that dam, I moved to Decatur, and when they 
built Wheeler Dam, and I saw all of these things happening, the trans- 
formation of an entire area and economy, that would be startling to 
the average person, had he not seen it with his own eyes, and I think 
I can express how persons feel. 

But I will tell you this, when they built this at Guntersville, this 
gentleman went to a meeting and he got up before the meeting and he 
made this particular statement. 

He said: “It is asking too much to give to the river gods the ashes 
of our fathers, and the temples of our God.” 

Six months later a mass meeting was held, 6 months after they had 
completed this dam, and he saw the various effects—recreational, 
agricultural, power production, the transformation of agriculture and 
the other features, all in this particular area, and he said: 

I have consulted with the ashes of my father, and through my pastor, I have 
consulted with my God, and I tell you today, gentleman, I was never more wrong 
than if I had been accepting a 3-dollar bill. 

And he was very happy about this transformation that had taken 
place. 

Thank you very much. 

I will next iintroduce Mr. John O. Hardin, of Christian County. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN O. HARDIN 


Mr. Harbin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is John O. Hardin, of Hopkinsville, Ky. 

Now, there have been various statements made about the lead for 
this project. But in a way, I do not think that these men have really 
touched on the meat of the coconut in this situation. Most of them 
have talked about a local matter—and certainly that area needs help 
and we would like to have this for the future development of the lower 
Cumberland Valley. But, this river has been developed everywhere 
except this one place. It is the national avenue of commerce. It 
could be the main source of travel in that area and for all the Nation. 
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_I have seen barges coming from up in Wisconsin, from the different 
big plants, hauling automobiles and all other types of commerce. 

This river right now is not navigable but for very small barges. It 
has 6 locks and dams between Eddyville and Nashville and it has 
taken 16 hours to put a total of 3 barges through those 6 locks. 

This dam will have a lock 800 feet long. It will accommodate any 
boat of any size that travels or traverses the waters of the main 
rivers of the United States, they can go through that lock in 20 
minutes and, from the commerce standpoint, a saving of 12 to 14 hours 
on one load of freight is certainly something to be looked at. 

The river bottoms all up and down this river have been ruined by 
sand for the reason that we have told our farmers to terrace their 
land and that has helped take the good soil off of their own land and 
it is not washed back and replenished from year to year. Now 
there is sand on their land. 

They have also been covered up with Johnson grass. It is the 
exception instead of the rule, when they make a crop. This particular 
river gets out of hand sometimes 4 or 5 times a year and there is not 
a farmer in the area that would not sell his land if he got a fair price 
for it. 

For instance, at Eddyville on last Saturday, the courthouse was 
packed, when the Corps of Engineers was there, they had, I would 
estimate, around 350 to 500 people that were present, and they 
called a vote as to whether or not—now, these were the people who 
lived in the bottoms, whose lands will be flooded—and they passed 
the resolution asking for this appropriation and that this dam be 
started, and all of the people that voted on that resolution, out of all 
of them there was one person who said no, and one good lady rose 
and said, “Throw him out.” 

So, this is a major national problem. This is one of the main 
waterways of the United States. It will take this dam to make it 
navigable. It is a source of flood control. It is a source of develop- 
ment of the area. 

By the way, it will be one of the greatest fishing lakes in the world, 
because the water will be 10 degrees cooler than Kentucky Lake, 
and when they get it built, I will invite all of you to come down and 
fish. [Laughter.] 

My friends here with me will tell you two things about me. I am 
a lawyer and a fisherman. I guess you could say, honestly, that first 
I am a fisherman and secondly I am a lawyer. 

And I want to invite every fisherman on this committee to come 
down to Hopkinsville when we get this dam built on the lower Cum- 
berland, and I will guarantee each and all a mess of smallmouth, 
largemouth, or Kentucky bass. You can take your pick. I will 
guarantee you walleye pike at the right season of the year, and just 
about any other kind of game fish a fisherman loves to catch. There’s 
even a fair chance that there will be some rainbow trout in this 118- 
mile lake. They have been planted just below the dams at Dale 
Hollow, Center Hill, and Wolf Creek upstream from here. And a 
few rainbow already have been caught as far south as Nashville. 

Now why would a country lawyer from Hopkinsville, Ky., come 
all the way to Washington to talk to a bunch of Congressmen about 
fishing? 
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I'll tell you why. It’s because fishing, boating, swimming, and 
duck hunting altogether form what is called the recreation business. 
And the recreation business is one of the grand new businesses that 
have come with the building of big dams. 

Last year at Kentucky Lake, which is about 40 miles from Hopkins- 
ville, the total gross revenues from there were estimated at about 
$50 million. That is a lot of money, and the recreation industry con- 
stitutes one of the most valuable new industries that can come to an 
area. 

Hopkinsville will be less than 20 miles, and the borders of Christian 
County will be less than 15 miles from the shores of new lower Cumber- 
land Lake. And, selfishly, we would like for our thriving community 
to add a sizable recreational industry to the few small industries it 
possesses. 

Seriously, we are not as thriving as we would like to be. We have 
some economic problems which were created for us by the Federal 
Government with the location of Fort Campbell in our midst. While 
we are delighted to have Fort Campbell here, and enjoy the associa- 
tion with the fine young men who compose the United States Army and 
other military units stationed at Fort Campbell, the presence of the 
camp so close by has definitely raised the wage scale in our area, so 
that many small industries, which otherwise might consider our town 
an ideal location, prefer not to locate here. We have encountered this 
situation just as has the neighboring city of Clarksville, Tenn. 

Also some industry seems to have a prejudice against locating in a 
community near a large military encampment. “Only a few years 
ago the city of Clarksville lost a ives washing machine plant when the 
plant location committee decided it preferred a location not so close 
to a military encampment. Understand, we do not agree with such 
site selection prejudices. We think the management group was 
wrong. But the facts involved constitute a barrier to the expansion 
of our economy for which we must compensate, and this barrier was 
imposed, in a sense, by the Government of the United States. We 
are proud of Fort Campbell. We are even prouder that it has been 
designated a permanent military post. 

But we want you to consider with us that we may have a good 
reason to plead especially for consideration, when it comes to asking 
for the funds with which to start the new lower Cumberland Dam. 

We recognize as you do that the Federal Government will get 
back in a reasonable number of years—I think it’s about 50-—in 
revenues from the sale of hydroelectric power, in flood-control benefits, 
and in navigation benefits the full cost of the dam. There will not bea 
single penny of the dam’s cost, which is $167 million, which will not 
flow back into the coffers of the Federal Government in one form or 
another of these standard benefits. 

But the recreation industry constitutes a special benefit of which 
we are very conscious. A $50 million annual recreation business 
on the new lower Cumberland Lake might be expected to return to 
the Federal Government in additional income taxes at least one- 
third that amount annually. This would be a bonus over all the 
other standard revenue returns. 

In that connection, I wish to add as an exhibit to my testimony a 
summary of recreation benefits as estimated by the Cumberland 
Valley Association of which I am a member. These estimates have 





206 


been compiled after a careful consultation with the State conservation 
departments of Kentucky and Tennessee. A part of the responsibility 
of these State agencies is to provide careful statistics on the proceeds 
from such activity. 

The tabulation of these benefits follows. 

(The tabulation referred to is as follows:) 


Exhibit to testimony of John O. Hardin, lower Cumberland project, public visitation 
and recreation benefits 





2 re Lower 
' Kentucky | Cumberland 
tem Reservoir Reservoir 
(1954) | es 
(1954) (estimate) 





Visitation- —e | 4, 801, 000 | 2, 000, 000 
Man-days e smploy ment provide d by recreation business ente rprises___-- 101, 601 | 50, 000 
Income from recreation tusiness on lake shore _- $1, 758, 000 | $800, 000 


| 
Capital investment (floating and fixed) on lake shore- . ’ hia | $13, 2 358, 000 | _%o 000, 000 


Business generated by commercial activities in area dependent for the most | 
part on the reservoir: 
Hunters and fishermen—800, 000 man-days with estimated expenditures 


at $10 per day 2 ‘ $8, 000, 000 
Boaters, picknicke rs, campers, and sightsee rs, 1,200,000 ms in-days with 


estimated expenditures, at $4 per day *_______- ; Sid ; $4, 800, 000 


Total d Booewas 12, 800, 000 
! Tennessee Valley Authority estimates. 
2 Meals, lodging, boats, motors, gas, oil, bait and shells. 
3 No estimate available. 
4 Food, gas, oil and souveniers. 


Mr. Grecory. The next one I will introduce is Mr. James Lassiter. 
STATEMENT OF JAMES M. LASSITER 


Mr. Lassirer. I believe I am probably the last one on Congressman 
Gregory’s list, and one behalf of all of us, I would like to say to you 
that we appreciate very genuinely and very sincerely the opportunity 
which you have given us to come all the way from western Kentucky 
here and at least lay our personal pleadings before you on behalf of 
this dam. 

1 am sure that all of you live in communities in various parts of the 
country where you have a single problem. We in this section of 
Kentucky happen to live in an area which has a double problem. 

As you know, the Tennessee and the Cumberland Rivers are very 
close together. I think that perhaps the fruit or the results that have 
come from the control of the Tennessee spurred us on to greater hope 
that the waters of the Cumberland might likewise be utilized. 

I represent, as a judicial officer, two of the counties that will be 
most vitally affected by the proposed construction of this dam, they 
being Marshall and Livingston. Year after year we have seen in 
those counties in which I am as fully interested as I am in my own 
home county, year after year we have seen those lands flooded. 

I have heard the statement made by good farmers that they cannot 
reasonably expect ever to get more than two crops out of five. The 
economy of that agricultural area is being ruined. 

Of course, there are many side benefits, as Mr. Hardin mentioned. 
We all like to fish and that area of Kentucky has become probably 
one of the best recreational areas in this entire country. 
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We think that the benefits that would come in conjunction with 
the Tennessee would perhaps be out of proportion to that which has 
already been developed. 

I simply want to say to all of your committee that we appreciate 
the time that you have given us and, certainly, your consideration; 
and we hope that you will give consideration to the appropriation for 
the start of this construction. Thank you. 

Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ernest Lackey, representing the 
Hopkinsville ¢ ‘hamber of Commerce, has a statement to submit for 
the record. 

STATEMENT OF ERNEST LACKEY 


Mr. Lackny. Gentlemen, my name is Ernest Lackey. I operate a 
radio broadcasting station in Hopkinsville, Ky., have been a mayor of 
the city, and for 16 years have been closely interested in the develop- 
ment of Hopkinsville as a business center. 

As a past president of the chamber of commerce, and member of 
the industrial development committee, I have had an opportunity to 
observe the need for more and more industrial expansion in com- 
munities such as ours that once were almost entirely dependent on 
farming as a source of income, due to the diminishing return farmers 
are getting for their produce, and the increase in costs to them for 
their every need. We have striven mightily to get industry either in 
our town or the area, for what is good for the area is good for our town 
and Nation. One of our big needs, the low cost of power available, 
was met by TVA. However, TVA power is now getting in short 
supply. The other deterrent to industry is a shortage of dependable 
water supply. Many times in this age of chemistry the lack of 
adequate water has stymied us. This leaves us with only one basic 
need which we are blessed wiih, an excellent supply of intelligent 
labor, unable to make a living on the farm but willing and able to 
work in the new industries anxious to locate where water and power 
are plentiful. 

Construction of the lower Cumberland Dam, a multipurpose dam, 
will provide the missing ingredients, low-cost power and ample water to 
provide, with our labor supply, a truly great inducement to industry 
to locate in our area. 

With the estimates you have of the benefits in dollars this project 
will have for the Federal Government in return on sale of power, plus 
the dollars that will accrue in new income-tax payments from people 
who will operate concessions on the lake, catering to the ever-increas- 
ing tourist trade, must be added the plus of having i in the relatively 
safe interior of our country, sites equipped with natural resources 
capable of supporting factories with ample water and power needed in 
this atomic age. 

You are all familiar with the development of the chemical industry 
at Calvert City. That came about as a direct result of the low-cost 
power and water supply made available by the Gilbertsville Dam. We 
are confident that construction of the lower Cumberland Dam would 
be the incentive for locating even more of these important factories 
on the Cumberland, thereby raising the economic level of the entire 
area, and importantly increasing the tax yield to the United States. 

Mr. Gregory. Mr. W. E. Lacy, Hopkinsville, Ky., has a statement 
to submit to the committee. 


75562—56——pt. 2 
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STATEMENT OF W. E. LACY 


Mr. Lacy. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is W..E. Lacy. 
I am a dirt farmer from Christian County, Ky. 

I am here representing the farmers of my area, as well as the 
Pennyrile Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. I am the president of 
this electric cooperative, and have been its president since its incep- 
tion in 1937. 

Our rural electric cooperative serves 10 counties in western Ken- 
tucky. We have 3,061 miles of rural lines and serve 17,573 member 
consumers. 

When we energized our first lines, we had 178 miles of lines and 
400 member consumers. Just think in 16 years we have grown from 
400 customers to 17,575 customers, or almost 44 times our original 
size. 

We are daily growing in membership and consumption of elec- 
tricity. As a comparison, our average residential consumer used 556 
kilowatt-hours in December 1955, and 625 kilowatt- hours in Decem- 
ber 1956—an increase of 59 kilowatt-hours in 1 year. Our member- 
ship or customers increased 762 during the last year. 

Over 13 percent of our homes are heated with electricity. 

We furnish 2 housing projects at Fort Campbell, which houses 
1,200 families. We furnish them all their heat and electric service. 

We have a capital investment in our lines of $8,100,000. Accord- 
ing to the best estimates, our customers have invested in appliances 
$4 to our $1 in lines, or a total of $32,400,000. The production of 
these appliances has helped many areas of the United States. 

Since we began business our cooperative has had to rebuild or firm 
up its existing lines to take care of the increase in load three different 
times. Our last rebuild was to take care of anticipated load until 
the year 1960. Already we have reached the 1960 schedule of load. 
We will start this year on a $2 million rebuilding program. 

Our cooperative receives all its power from the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. The TVA is now short on power. It cannot at present 
build a new steam plant or plants. 

The TVA has exhausted all of its present water power resources. 
Its future is uncertain and agriculture in the entire area is geared to 
the TVA rate. 

The only other prospect for hydroelectric power is the construction 
of the lower Cumberland Dam. 

We are informed that when planning the Gilbertsville Dam, the 
TVA did not anticipate all of the water power it now has and that 
from 160 million to 200 million kilowatt-hours are lost each year. 

The Army engineers can take care of this loss at the lower Cumber- 
land Dam due to the canal that will connect both lakes. Likewise, 
if the Cumberland has an excess of water, which is often the case, 
the Gilbertsville Dam can use it for power. 

We feel that the construction of this dam is a dire necessitv to the 
livelihood and future growth of the Cumberland Valley 

We respectfully urge this committee to appropriate the $2 million 
which will insure its immediate construction and early completion. 

Mr. Grecory. Mayor Chester A. Porta of Hopkinsville, Ky., has 
a statement to submit to the committee. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHESTER A. PORTA 


Mayor Porta. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee: 
Before I discuss the lower Cumberland-Dam-with you, | wish first 
to thank you for the fine consideration you have always shown for 
the appropriations and other fiscal needs of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

To us, gentlemen, TVA represents the greatest thing that has 
ever happened to the South. It has provided a new base of cheap 
power, low-cost river transportation, and freedom from floods upon 
which we have built a new economy. As mayor of Hopkinsville, | 
am chairman of the Hopkinsville electric plant board. TVA serves 
our city. I know that all this would not have been possible without 
the great assistance of Mr. Clarence Cannon, the chairman of the 
House Appropriations Committee; and such men as Mr. Louis Rabaut 
of Michigan, the ranking Democrat on this particular subcommittee. 

To us in Hopkinsville and Christian County, Ky., the lower Cum- 
berland Dam represents an extension of the same kind of benefits 
provided by the TVA. We know, for instance, that the cheap power 
to be generated at lower Cumberland will be sufficient to permit a 
further expansion of our consumption in West Kentucky. The 600 
million kilowatt-hours the dam will generate annually represents a 
tremendous addition to our power supply. 

Of this amount, 1,200,000 kilowatt-hours represents an addition 
that will be derived from the waters of nearby Kentucky Lake. This 
juice will come from water that otherwise would be wasted passing 
over the dam gates at Kentucky Dam. The waters will move from 
Kentucky Lake to the new lower Cumberland Lake by means of a 
600-foot canal. Actually, the estimate of 1,200,000 kilowatt-hours 
of additional power as a result of this canal is considered to be very 
conservative. The possibilities, we are informed, are excellent that 
the additional yield will be in excess of 300 million kilowatt-hours 
annually resulting from this canal. You may understand, gentlemen 
of the committee, that rarely are the Cumberland and Tennessee 
Rivers in full flood at exactly the same time. The waters thus that 
might be wasted behind Cumberland Dam thus can be transferred 
to the powerhouse at Kentucky Dam and vice versa. The more 
optimistic estimates of power vield run to 750 million kilowatt-hours 
of power annually. This is enough power to supply an entire city 
like Nashville, Tenn., with all its industry and all its home heating 
by electriciy. 

Because the advantages of the canal may have been underestimated 
as a factor in producing additional power, it is also possible that the 
$3,300,000 annual return to the Federal Government for lower Cum- 
berland’s power may also have been underestimated. 

Even taking the conservative figures, however, it is clear that within 
50 to 60 years after the dam was built, the revenue from electric power 
would more than defray its entire cost to the taxpayers of the United 
States. 

Gentlemen, we call lower Cumberland Dam a self-liquidating proj- 
ect. I think now that you can see why we do. Flood-control benefits 
on the lower Ohio and the Mississippi are high, navigation benefits are 
high, running in excess of $2 million a year each. “But even if there 
were no navigation or flood-control benefits, the dam would pay for 
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itself in 50 years. You might call the flood control, the navigation, 
and the recreation benefits just that much interest on their invest- 
ment for the taxpayers of the United States. 

And from where I sit, that looks like a mighty fine return, when it 
is considered that the full principal is returned over a 50-year period, 
and the taxpayers of the United States still own an extremely valuable 
property. 

Gentlemen, we believe the construction of this dam represents a 
most prudent investment. We hope indeed that you will agree with 
us. 

And 1 wish as mayor of Hopkinsville to underwrite Judge Hardin’s 
invitation to each of you to visit with us and fish with us the first vear 
after the dam is completed. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lloyd Emery, city manager of 
the city of Paducah, Paducah, Ky., has a statement to submit for the 
record. 

STATEMENT OF LLOYD EMERY 


Mr. Emery. Mr. Chairman, as city manager, of Paducah, Ky., I 
herewith wish to express my sincere interest, both officially and per- 
sonally, in seeing a dam constructed on the lower Cumberland River 
at Grand Rivers, K.y., and I wish to join with the thousands of citizens 
from this area who are urging appropriations by your committee for 
this project. 

The city of Paducah has in the past 5 years gone through a booming 
expansion period, brought about by the construction of an atomic 
energy plant, and a recession and contraction following its completion. 
At the present time there is a serious unemployment problem in this 
area resulting from the completion of the aforementioned project, 
which naturally gives this area a large surplus labor pool of both 
skilled and unskilled labor. 

A tremendous surplus of housing has been developed as a result of 
the migration away from here of construction workers who worked 
on the atomic energy plant. There are 3 large housing projects which 
total about 800 units which have recently gone into receivership to 
the United States Government on FHA foreclosure. 

These circumstances have created a critical situation not only in 
Paducah, but in the surrounding area. Not only do we lose but the 
Federal Government loses many tax dollars and interest on invest- 
ments needlessly. The construction of such a dam would require 
labor and housing which we need so desperately to utilize. Filling 
the three housing projects, which the Federal Government has now 
taken over, would, alone, financially save taxpayers throughout the 
country many dollars which will otherwise be lost. 

It is a well-known fact that the hydroelectric, navigational, and 
flood control systems will never be complete nor even adequate until 
this dam is constructed, nor will the taxpayers be satisfied until it is 
complete. 

In the past 3 years, statistics reveal that water-freight transporta- 
tion is showing a definite increase on the waterways in this locality 
which is a direct result of the increased navigational benefits afforded 
to inland-marine carriers. Improvement or continued improvement 
of our waterways will not only stimulate our local trade, but will 
indeed reach areas and people a thousand miles from here. 
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It has been estimated that the construction of such a dam would 
produce revenues to the people of this area in excess of $12 million 
oo which we badly need to hold our economic stability. 

Gentlemen, not only do we have a need for such a project for better 
navigation, flood control, hydroelectric energy and recreational facili- 
ties, but we, in return, offer surplus labor, surplus housing, newly built 
schools, which are now without sufficient students, and our good will 
in seeing you spend so little in comparison to the vast amount that 
will inure to the benefit of so many. 

Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman, Mayor George Jacobs, of the city of 
Paducah, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE JACOBS 


Mayor Jacoss. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am, like Mr. 
Ernest Mitchell, president of the Paducah Association of Commerce, 
a small-business man. Being mayor of Paducah is my part-time job. 
I was a member of the city commission when what you might call 
the atomic cyclone hit our town. 

First, if you will permit me, I am going to talk as a small-business 
man. Although, no two businesses could be further apart than that 
of bottling soft drinks and the machine shop Mr. Mitchell runs, my 
experience has almost exactly paralleled his. I think that you could 
go from door to door in the business section of this town and find the 
picture repeated in almost every place. As a matter of fact, you 
would have to skip a place now and then, because the business is 
closed and a for-rent sign hangs in the front window. 

Like Mr. Mitchell, my bottling works had to be expanded. I had to 
go to the bank and borrow money for that expansion. I made some 
quick money, but as far as paying off my long-term debt, I have not 
been able to accomplish that. My business is overextended, over- 
expanded, and that is the plight of the butcher, the baker, and the 
candlestick maker. 

I feel like vou might be interested in the background of the atomic 
energy plant coming to Paducah. It was not the sort of thing you 
get up a delegation and go to Washington and solicit. We didn’t ask 
for it. Our Congressmen didn’t ask for it. The first we learned of its 
coming to our town was the press release from the AEC. 

AEC men began to drift into town. Construction contracts and 
subcontracts were let, and, suddenly, Paducah found itself in the 
middle of the most hectic boom period that ever struck a normally 
growing American city. Before the plant came, we had been getting 
our share of new plants, everything was proceeding at an orderly pace. 
Existing city and county tax rates and assessed valuations were suffi- 
cient to meet these normal-growth requirements. When the ‘‘whoosh’’ 
came that didn’t last long. In order to get the unusual revenues 
required to meet the kind of boom situation, we had to levy a payroll 
tax. Every member of the city commission took his political life in 
his hands when he levied this tax. It could not extend to employees 
of the Federal Government and its contractors, a factor which made it 
even less appealing to the folks who are Paducah’s average voters. 

But with the Government telling us “you must supply this service 
and you must improve and expand that service,’ it was all we could 
do. The cash contributions of Uncle Sam toward meeting these 
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suddenly enlarged burdens were few and far between. ‘There was 
some help on hospitals, but little on roads, nothing on police force, 
nothing on most of the other service expansions. 

Some of you gentlemen of the committee came up through the 
chairs on your way up to the House of Representatives. If any of 
you was a small town mayor or a city commissioner, or a school-board 
member, you know what I am talking about when I say overnight a 
police force had to be doubled, a fire department’s employees doubled 
or tripled, capacity of schools, sewer system, streets, sidewalks, 
everything else doubled and tripled. 

And, on this matter of service expansions, the prod was not so 
much from the people. The prod was the Federal Government. 
AEC spokesmen said ‘‘expand your city limits, extend your services, 
or we will talk about you as unprogressive in the press.” AEC 
wanted to build vast blocks of FHA-insured rental housing that had 
to be supplied with all types of city services. I did not say FHA 
wanted to build them, or the provate builders and lenders of Paducah 
wanted to build them. I said AEC wanted to build them. It put 
the pressure on and all these were built, more than 2,000 of them. 

Imagine what happens to the morale of business in a community 
(the city and McCracken County) of under 60,000 when 2,000 dwell- 
ing units are standing vacant. It does not matter whether these are 
privately owned or Government owned. They are vacant houses, and 
everybody feels the real pinch, and more important, the psychological 
pinch. 

Go down the list with me, briefly, hospital expansions, $1,500,000; 
sewer extensions, $200,000 to $500,000; two new fire halls, $150,000; 
waterworks, $500,000; sewage-disposal system, $1,500,000. 

I talked with McCracken County Judge Roy Stewart while I was 
preparing these remarks. His experience has been practically the 
same as mine as head of the city government. 

Overnight, a county government that was accustomed to thinking 
in terms of a $10,000 road program as a good year for roads, had to 
spend $100,000 for expansion of existing county roads. 

In addition, more than 20 miles of county roads were completely 
broken up by the influx of traffic. These had to be rebuilt from 
scratch at a cost of $5,000 per mile. And McCracken County is still 
paying this bill and still catching up in this vast repair job. 

Judge Stewart told:me that. he knew personally of at least a dozen 
trailer courts that were built at considerable cost that for months were 
filled with workers and their families. Now less than 2 years later 
they are public eyesores, abanondoned, and their yield to the county 
in taxes is practically nil. The people who invested their money in 
these trailer courts made some quick money to be sure. But it is 
doubtful if any of them recouped the full expenditure. Meanwhile 
the land that once stood covered with trailers today is of no revenue 
producing use to the county government. 

I could lengthen the list from my own experiences and those of 
Judge Stewart. But I believe you catch the point. All of you know 
something about the costs of local government. It is high, in normal 
times, in either a big city or a small town. Ina period of boom and of 
later bust it constitutes a headache for those who must try to get the 
most out of the local tax dollar that makes a man sigh and say: 

“ll never run for public office again.” 
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Then figure that private business spent about $25 million to $30 
million expanding its facilities for selling or supplying services. All 
of this happened to a city whose total budget only a few years ago was 
well under a million dollars annually. 

I'll tell you that today in Paducah there are dozens of good citizens 
who were well off before the atomic boom came, rich on paper for a 
few months during the construction peak, and now can’t afford to 
pay their city taxes. 

The city of Paducah is not begging. But it is convinced that the 
wise expenditure of Federal funds for construction of lower Cumber- 
land Dam would help more than anything to take up a portion of the 
slack. The 600 or more construction jobs on the dam wouldn't 
restore the feverish days of 20,000 to 30,000 construction jobs. But 
we don’t want these days back again. 

We do want some help, however, as we pull and haul to attract new 
industry which we will surely get. We feel this way, gentlemen of the 
committee. 

Lower Cumberland Dam is one of the most desirable projects in 
the country from an economic viewpoint. In power revenues alone it 
will pay out most of its costs in a period of years. 

If the Tennessee River’s system of dams, with Kentucky Dam at 
the mouth, serving as the big check valve can reduce flood crests on 
the lower Ohio and portions of the Mississippi as much as | foot, it is 
reasonable to assume that the addition of lower Cumberland will 
reduce the crest another 6 inches. That represents a savings of 
anticipated property losses from flood that will run into the millions 
of dollars annually. 

Remember this, too. Paducah is a river town. We know how to 
make the most of each and ever ‘y improvement of our river. If the 
dam goes in, we have the ingenuity and the necessity for capitalizing 
on every single benefit the dam produces from cheap power transpor- 
tation. 

We feel that the investment of Federal funds over the years in the 
dam will preserve Paducah from the need for coming in a few months 
to the Federal Government and asking for Federal aid as an economi- 
cally distressed area. 

We do not want that kind of aid for our economy. We want an 
economic shove of a kind that we can convert into a gradual economic 
recovery from the blows the Federal Government has dealt us. We 
were glad to do what we did. We would do it again, if we had the same 
request to serve. But we believe that an understanding and sympa- 
thetic Congress will consider our plight, consider the part a hard- 
driving AEC played in it, and act accordingly on our request. 

Mr. Grecory. Dr. C. F. Englehardt of Princeton, Ky., has a 
statement to present to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF DR. C. F. ENGLEHARDT 


Dr. EnGLrenarpt. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am primarily 
interested in the great recreational development that will follow com- 
pletion of Lower Cumberland Dam, but I am, of course, interested in 
all aspects of this highly desirable undertaking. 

The lower Cumberland project is the key unit in the Corps of 
Engineers overall plan of development for the Cumberland River 








214 


Basin. This comprehensive plan provides for the effective utilization 
of the water resources through construction of 15 projects strategically 
located throughout the basin. The control of devastating floods, the 
development of the great hydroelectric power potential of the valley 
and the improvement of navigation facilities all receive major emphasis 
in this plan. In addition, the imterrelated features of streamflow 
regulation, pollution abatement, and recreational development in 
cooperation with private enterprise, State, county, and municipal 
organizations are also given full consideration. 

As the municipal officials of Paducah will tell this committee, all of 
northwest Kentucky has felt to a considerable extent the sudden 
needle applied to its economy with the peak of construction on the 
atomic energy plant and the two steam electric plants. While 
Paducah’s situation represents the worst phase of that situation, 
there was overbuilding and overexpansion within a radius of 45 or 
50 miles. Certainly, we on the outside edges of the boom area feel 
that the facts the Paducahans will supply you gentlemen are in no 
sense exaggerated. We know they are not, because, even though 
reasonably far removed our town responded both to the sudden 
stimulus and the sudden withdrawal of an economic boom. 

I also want to mention another thing that I am sure none of the 
representatives of the town of Paducah has said or will say. As they 
will tell you the atomic energy plant was not one of the types of 
Federal projects that anyone would get out and ask his congressman 
to work for. It is not human nature to do that. If the people and 
business leaders of Paducah had had advance notice they would not 
have felt inclined to promote such an enterprise. As you know they 
had no notice or many would have been inclined to oppose the location. 

But the fact is, the plant is here. It is an accepted fact. And it 
does not require any special knowledge of the military facts of life 
for all of us in Paducah or Princeton or any other city or town within 
50 miles of Paducah to realize that we could reasonably be labeled a 
target area, if an atomic attack should ever be made on this Nation. 
One of the first purposes of the enemy would, of course, be to knock out 
the potential for retaliation. Paducahans, who, of course, are the 
most exposed would never mention such a thing in any public way. 
They are willing to sacrifice for their country. But there is no doubt 
that all of us are aware of this fact in greater or less degree. 

We know that, in case of war, our area will hold a special significance 
for the enemy. 

Under these circumstances, and with all the other excellent evidence 
in support of this project, we feel that reasonably the Federal Gov- 
ernment can well afford the expenditures we seek for Lower 
Cumberland Dam. 

Now back to my own first interest, recreation. As vou gentlemen 
know, there had been considerable discussion in the Congress of add- 
ing a fourth justification to Corps of Engineers projects, that of recrea- 
tion. The best estimates that we have been able to get from Tennessee 
and Kentucky State Conservation Departments is that recreation 
revenues from Kentucky Lake Reservoir alone are now running at the 
rate of $50 million a year. The Government gets its costs back in 
the form of income taxes. As you gentlemen know, the 5-day week 
has given us a recreation minded populace. If attractive outdoor 
facilities are available, this extra time is spent in such wholesome 





activities as fishing, boating, and swimming, both for the teen-age 
groups and adults. If it is not available, the time available goes for 
less wholesome forms of recreation, which you do not need me to 
spell out to you. Senate and House committee hearings for years 
have been filled with summations of the high costs of adult and 
juvenile delinquency and the erosion of public morals that inevitably 
results. I can think of no more effective preventive than the provi- 
sion of adequate recreational facilities. In fact, I have noticed in 
more recent summations of benefits accruing from Corps of Engineers 
projects that recreation has become a recognized portion of the 
tabulated benefits. 

I do not, of course, solicit the spending of $167 million of Federal 
funds for the sole or even the partial purpose of supplying recrea- 
tional advantages for any area. But I do say that the project has 
sufficient advantages in the standard justification accounts to make it 
a desirable project for the Government. I believe the cost-to-benefit 
ratio for these standard justifications is $1.23 to $1, a very desirable 
cost factor. 

Recreation is, in my opinion, the extra added benefit, which should 
not be ignored by you gentlemen in considering this dam. 

And, if some day 6 or 7 years from now, any of you can be per- 
suaded to make us a “fishing” visit, I will guarantee you some of the 
finest fishing in the United States 

Mr. Gregory. Mr. F. B. Moodie, Jr., Salem, Ky., has a statement 
to submit to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF F. B. MOODIE, JR. 


Mr. Moopir. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
appearing as a member of the delegation from Livingston County, 
which has come here to make clear to you eentlemen, that rural 
counties downstream from the dam consider that they have as much 
to gain from construction of Lower Cumberland as do the counties 
upstream. 

All of us have seen what has happened at Calvert City, Ky., a few 
miles below Kentucky Dam. With cheap power from the dam, and 
other benefits directly attributable to its construction, that little 
crossroads village has in 10 years become one of the Nation’s great 
centers of basic industrial chemicals production. 

I am a resident of Salem, Ky., in Livingston County. I am a 
businessman with fluorspar mining interests and a machinery supply 
business. 

I have also kept a close eye on the river. I have noticed the 
retreat from the Cumberland’s once easily navigable waterways of 
some of our great Ohio River carriers. Also I have noticed the state 
of repair of the existing locks in the river. The merits of river com- 
merce as a contributor to the total economy of any area cannot be 
overestimated. 

I want to supply the committee with some estimates prepared by 
the Cumberland Valley Association of savings to river transportation 
interests, which I am sure Mr. Gresham Houghland, chairman of the 
river development committee of the Paducah Association of Com- 
merce, will be glad to explain to you, and give you more details. 
These savings may be expected to enhance the feasibility of river 
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transportation so that our chances for further industrial development 
from Paducah to Nashville may reasonably be anticipated. 
My information from the Cumberland Valley Association follows: 
(The information referred to is as follows:) 


LowrER CUMBERLAND PROJECT 


SAVINGS FOR CUMBERLAND RIVER TRAFFIC USING INLAND WATERWAYS DOWN- 
STREAM FROM THE TENNESSEE RIVER 


An analysis of 1954 traffic indicates that 51 percent of all traffic on the Cumber- 
land originated on inland waters downstream from the Tennessee River. Esti- 
mate prepared using the 50-year average traffic with an average bargeload of 
3,000 tons (based on loaded and empty barge traffic) with a speed of 9 miles/hour 
and an average cost of $70/tow hour. The canal connecting the Cumberland 
and Tennessee will shorten the route for this traffic by 20 miles. 

Estimated savings: 


7,281,000 tons ‘ 20 miles x , 
~ 3,000 tons @ 51 percent X = 2,750 tow/hours 


2,750 tow hours at $70/hour =$192,000 ! 


Estimated tonnage 


Actual tons Estimated tons 
BN sek A I ae et [ee ee ee 7, 169, 000 
I Se ee and aot, 2, Wis eee | ON Se eo oes 7, 384, 000 
Estimated a Ds ing Es ota ane 7, 605, 000 
1962 (completion lower — tons! Lo, eR SE aes 7, 833, 000 
Cumberland) - - -._-..--_- ee tae ee et de 8, 068, 000 
RUN ie rere oe ay MRUPUN TONER TNO i ees ey 8, 310, 000 
Ne e  ptee e en, UE CRP 2 oe ee re 8, 559, 000 
1965____- Pee ths eta a ote Dy eee, oe) 1eeT....... Pa Sahl oe 8, 816, 000 
US he a eee! ee nee OU ee ck oe 9, 080, 000 
ee ee ee Tee. ee oo eenea 9, 352, 000 
ee ee eee oh Bee ST ee ck oe ol 9, 633, 000 
oo css Bae tA SLI ae. |, ee, ea nee. ok oe kt 9, 922, 000 
De ig a gti eh nk SWI ees Boo cca deene 10, 220, 000 
Ne ee A ce oe es MUN UUIND S RS s s 10, 527, 000 
ON i cos es eee Sasa eia os ote Ue ere... oe cen ewan 10, 843, 000 
eee Ot 
1074... dea td a ere Seen eee i lee Jet 11, 503, 000 
REO osha d and oe sn oS Sars ee. wal eda ieee wee 11, 848, 000 
es gre oe Se tt oe Repo Rl ae ee 12, 203, 000 
tess ote a he ae aed ts RU. ee 12, 569, 000 
WOR itd ee ee ome ee 5, 030, 000 | 2010_____ ae ame LS 12, 946, 000 
Ns ee ite So eB i) Sea 13, 334, 000 
DE ee be ee a a eed bie 5, 336,000 | 2012... ieee cess 13, 734, 000 
RENN oso ac ame oo cis ence 5, 496, 000 woe 
Na ks oa ain Waa eco 5, 660, 000 ee eet kate 364, 058, 000 
RIE or eee a oe Se 5, 830, 000 Se 
aE dk Ae oh 6,005,000) Average tons (50-year 
WOUND ices ho oes oy 6, 185, 000 RPI S53 oo Syd as 3 7, 281, 000 
oe ee a ee 6, 370, 000 | Limit of growth on exist- 
NO eae oe a as 6, 560, 000 ing system......_..... 2, 775, 000 
ee eee te é 6, 757, 000 fe 
EE ae Se lees 6, 960, 000 New traffic____-_-_- 4, 506, 000 


1 Tonnages from 1963 to 2012 based on normal 3 percent growth. 
2 Based on foreseeable traffic. 
3 Average tonnage over 50-year life based on initiation of construction in fiscal year 1957. 


1 No allowance has been shown for traffic moving between the Cumberland and Tennessee Rivers which 
hould develop since substantial savings will accrue. 
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Mr. Grecory. Mr. Edward Hank, of Smithland, Ky., the propri- 
etor of a hardware store, has a statement to submit for the record. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD HANK 


Mr. Hank. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, vou gentlemen of the 
committee have had some telling overall figures submitted to you on 
the savings from flood damage that will be one benefit from these 
dams. 

I think that Gabe McCandless and myself can give you some highly 
localized figures that ought to interest you. 

The little town of Smithland, a few miles below the proposed new 
lower Cumberland Dam, spent $50,000 out of its tiny till in 1950 
alone repairing damages from the flood of that vear. Before that in 
1937 we had to raise $150,000 for the repair of flood damages. 

Flood and the threat of flood hangs as a constant threat over the 
town of Smithland; lower Cumberland Dam will remove that threat. 

We are for the dam for all of the other reasons that have been cited 
to you during this hearing. But we are more especially for it because 
of the removal of the flood threat. 

It has been estimated that in the typical flood the local people pay 
less than half the total bill of local losses. That means that our 
estimates of our own total costs represented only about half the actual 
losses in Smithland in 1950 and 1937. 

The time to stop a flood and future floods on the area immediately 
below lower Cumberland Dam is now. ‘The time to take steps to 
sharply reduce flood crests on other rivers below us is now. Let’s 


take the ounce of prevention and void the loss of human life and prop- 
erty. 

Mr. Grecory. Mr. Lewis Maddux, president of a bank at Salem, 
Ky., has a statement to submit to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF LEWIS MADDUX 


Mr. Mappvux. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am another member 
of the group of citizens of Livingston County appearing in behalf of 
lower Cumberland Dam. I think I am a little different than most of 
the witnesses who will appear before this committee today. I happen 
to be a banker. It is a very unusual thing as: you gentlemen know 
for a banker to get up before a congressional committee and ask for 
funds for a vast public works project. 

Certainly, I would not do so, if I were not convinced strongly 
that it will pay for itself over a reasonable period of years in revenues 
from power, in the stimulation of river commerce, and in the savings 
of many millions of dollars in flood losses. 

Iam strongly for thisdam. I believe that it does no damage to our 
cherished concepts of free enterprise. I believe, furthermore, that it 
will be a mighty bastion of strength for the private enterprise system 
in our region. 

If I were not strongly convinced that the Government will get its 
money back, and much more, I would not think of appearing before 
you gentlemen today. 

Mr. Grecory. Mr. V. A. Duke, Smitbland, Ky., has a statement 
to submit to the committee. 
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STATEMENT OF V. A. DUKE 


Mr. Duke. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
Mr. V. A. Duke, river towboat captain, and my home is Smithland, 
Ky. IJ think that I can testify from what I have seen that nothing 
is worth as much to a region as the development of its waterways 
until they are suitable for modern river transportation. 

I have seen dead towns revived and new towns spring forth with the 
provision of modern river transportation as the only valid explanation 
of the change. I know that the economy of the truly progressive 
communities of the South and the Midwestern States depends in 
considerable measure on such transportation as one of its most im- 
portant bases. 

For the past several years due to deterioration of the present lock 
structures and their complete inadequacy for the large barge tows of 
present-day river transportation, several of the big companies have 
abandoned use of this river. To me it is an amazing testimonial of 
the basic economic value of river transportation that, despite this 
trend away from the Cumberland, there have been sharp net gains in 
traffic each year. 

Lots of bulky material, raw material for industry, simply has to 
move by barge or it won’t move at all. The demand for the traffic is 
so strong that, in spite of obstacles, which often means a big tow will 
require 30 hours or more of lock time between Nashville and Paducah 
the tonnages continue to move upward. 

| would like to attach as an exhibit to my testimony some figures 
collected by the Cumberland Valley Association, which demonstrates 
rather clearly the savings to be gained for river transportation if the 
dam should be built. I know that these figures can be substantiated 
in full by the United States Army Corps of Engineers, who are doing 
a magnificent job preserving navigation under all kinds of difficulties 
on the rivers of the United States. 

(The figures referred to are as follows:) 


Lower Cumberland project investment and annual cost 
Investment: 
First cost (1955)______- $167, 000, 000 
Interest during construction_____. sis 12, 525, 000: 
Unamortized portion of existing structures based on comple- 
tion of lower Cumberland project in 1962 (6-year construc- 
tion initiation fiscal year 1957): 
Lock and dam B $28, 000 
Lock and dam C_- ; 44, 000 
Lock and dam D___- ii 25, 000 
Lock and dam E : _. 110, 000 
Lock and dam F 125, 000 
aa 332, 000 


Total investment : ._ 179, 857, 000 


Annual costs: 
Sinking-fund deposit (50 years’ sinking fund at 2.5 percent) _- 1, 845, 000 
Interest oe eter 4, 495, 000 
Operation and maintenance of struetures 500, 000: 


Total annual cost 6, 840, 000 
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SAVINGS IN LOCKAGE TIME 


The estimated savings in lockage time of the lower Cumberland lock over the 
5 obsolete locks presently in use is 19.5 hours per average tow: 

Estimated savings: 19.5 hours times 2,775,000 tons !' divided by 3,000 tons per 
tow at $70 per tow per hour equals $1,263,000. 


SAVINGS IN TOW-HOURS DUE TO ALINEMENT IMPROVEMENT AND INCREASED POOL 
DEPTH 


The construction of the lower Cumberland will allow speeds of 9 miles per hour 
because of the increased pool depth and elimination of existing alinement bottle- 
necks. The average speed for the existing 6-foot navigation pools is estimated at 
6 miles per hour. Saving in time is 118.2 divided by 5 minus 118.2 divided by 9 
equals 10.5 hours. 

Estimat' d savings: 2,775,000 ? times 10.5 hours times $70 per tow per hour 
divided by 3,000 tons (average tow) equal $680,000. 


Investment of annual cost for replacing present lower Cumberland pool structures 
in kind 


INVESTMENT 


Date exist- 
; Orig ‘ 
Project ing facility —_e 1955 cost 
completed — 


< and dam B ; ‘ 1916 $679, 683 $3, 462, 000 

and dam 1918 721, 381 2, 617, 000 

and dam D_. 1916 629, 255 | 3, 305, 000 

c ao dam E eins ” 1922 1, 075, 810 4. 072, 000 
Lock and dam F : 1923 1, 110, 743 3, 424, 000 


Total estimated cost (replacement in kind) -~-...-.---- os os 16, 880, 000 


ANNUAL COSTS 


Sinking fund deposit (50 years at 2.5 percent) _- = bided has $173, 000 
Interest at 2.5 percent a eae laa oar , 200 
Annual operation and mainten: ince on structures. _- ; 23, 0CO 
Annual channel maintenance dredging-. ‘ : si cicinhil dads inland ‘ , 000 


Total estimated annual cost required to continue navigation____-. __ aaceininlanete , 090, 0.0 


SAVINGS TO NEW TRAFFIC DUE TO CONSTRUCTION OF LOWER CUMBERLAND PROJECT 


Reference is made to page 43 of Senate Document No. 81, 83d Congress, 2d 
session. The River and Harbor Board, Corps of Engineers, in 1951 estimated 
that a savings on $989,100 would be realized on 274,200 tons of new traffic. On 
this basis, the savings per mile is: 
$989,100 1 
274,200” 191 miles (mouth Cumberland to Nashville) 
Estimated savings: 

4,506,000 tons (new trafficX 118.2 miles (lower Cumberland Pool) X$0.019 
$10,120,000 

Mr. Grecory. Mr. Chairman, we have a great many other people 
here who would like to be heard but in the interests of time, we have 
cut down our presentation, so that is our last witness. 

Before we leave, we want to thank you and your associates on the 
committee for your kindness in letting us appear and we pray your 
indulgence and favorable consideration of our plea. 

Mr. Focarry. I think that you have made a very fine presentation, 
Mr. Gregory, you and those you have introduced to the committce 
and I certs ainly think you should all be commended. I wish to thank 
you. 


=$0.019 per ton-mile 


1 Estimated capability of existing locks. 
3 Estimated capability of existing 6-foot project. 
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Noun River ReserRvorr AND RouGeH River Reservoir, Kentucky 


WITNESSES 

HON. WILLIAM H. NATCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. NOBLE J. GREGORY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

R. L. BOLIN, DIRECTOR OF THE DIVISION OF FLOOD CONTROL 
AND WATER USAGE, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, COM- 
MONWEALTH OF KENTUCEY 


Mr. Natcuer. I present at this time my distinguished colleague, 
Senator Earle C. Clements. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator CLtements. Mr. Chairman, I have already submitted a 
statement on the Green River. 

I think that Congressman Natcher and I are the only ones at this 
time to testify with reference to this river. 

I would like to make some comment on the main item that is needed 
in the further development of the Green River watershed. 

There are $6,000 in the budget for planning of the Nolin Reservoir 
on the Nolin River. 

Mr. Chairman, the engineers had this matter discussed with them. 
It is not a big job, to do the planning on this river. It can easily be 
done in 1 year. It is only if we follow the pattern of $50,000 a year, 
it would take 3 years to do the planning on this river which I think, 
and my colleague who represents that district in the House—and I 
say my colleague because I preceded him from that district—I 
seriously doubt if there are many folks that know that valley better 
than we do. 

If we wait 3 years to do the planning on this job, well, it will be in 
the period of the next generation before this work is finished, to get 
$150,000 that would complete the planning on that river for the 
flood-control aspects of it this year, and I would encourage the 
members of this committee to give consideration to raising that 
appropriation from $50,000 to $150,000 in the area where Mr. Natcher 
is. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM H. NATCHER 


Mr. Natcuer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you a project which will 
serve to prevent major flood damage in the Green River Valley, the 
lower Ohio and lower Mississippi River Valley. 

This project is the Nolin River Reservoir and it is an active au- 
thorized flood-control project provided for under the Flood Control 
Act of 1938. The 1957 budget provides for the sum of $50,000 to be 
used for planning and survey of this reservoir. The dam would be an 
earth structure, 154 feet in maximum height and would have an un- 
controllable concrete spillway as an integral part of the dam. A 





conservation pool would be maintained with a capacity of about 10,000 
acre-feet. Above the pool to elevation 550 feet, a storage capacity of 
464,000 acre-feet would be provided for the temporary storage flood 
flows. At full pool the reservoir would have an area of 12,000 acres. 
The estimated cost of this project is some $14,300,000—this figure ar- 
rived at several years ago and in all probability this project may be 
constructed now for considerably less money. 

Nolin River is located in the Green River Valley and is a tributary 
of Green River. The Green River watershed contains 9,273 square 
miles. From 1943 up to the present time we have had seven major 
floods in this section of Kentucky, the lower Ohio and lower Missis- 
sippi River Valleys. The more serious floods occurred in the years 
1913, 1937, and 1950. This is one of the projects conceived mainly 
for the purpose of protecting the Green River Valley, the lower Ohio 
and lower Mississippi Valleys from floods. 

Kentucky has suffered tremendous loss as the result of these major 
floods. It is estimated that our total loss of topsoil during each 
calendar year in the Green River Valley is in excess of 5 million tons. 
We have lost 104,000 people in the Green River Valley from 1940 
to 1950. The people have moved away after witnessing almost an 
annual flooding of the farms throughout this section of the State 
with fences and buildings damaged and roads made impassable. 
There is little timberland left to slow down the flow of water during 
and following rains, and it soon reaches the streams in quantities 
which quickly cause them to overflow thereby resulting in flood dam- 
age and loss of lives. In addition to preventing floods, construction 
of this project would give an adequate water supply to this section 
in time of drought. In order to face the danger confronting our 
country today from floods we must build more flood-control reservoirs. 

According to study recently made by the Corps of Engineers, the 
entire State of Kentucky, with the exception of eight counties in the 
lower southwestern sec tion, is in the flood danger area, and Kentukcy 
has more of its entire boundary within the flood danger area than 
any other State in the United States. Construction of this project 
would be a progressive step forward and would be of great benefit 
not only to Kentucky but to all of the surrounding States in the flood 
control danger area. 

Time is of the essence with flood-control projects such as the Nolin 
River Reservoir. I am informed by the Corps of Engineers that it 
will require the sum of $288,000 for planning and survey of this project 
and that in addition to the $50,000 contained in the budget for 1957 
an additional amount of $100,000 can be used during fise al 1957. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope that your committee will approve 
the Nolin River Reservoir project and appropriate the sum of $150,000 
for planning and survey during fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you very much for a very interesting state- 
ment. 

Mr. ANpgeRSEN. Mr. Chairman, might I say that I welcome here 
today these gentlemen from Kentucky, including the Senator and 
Mr. Gregory and also Mr. Natcher, who is a member of my subcom- 
mittee on appropriations for agriculture, as you_ know; and, person- 
ally, I take a good deal of stock in what Bill Natcher has to say. 

Mr. Natcuer. Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to thank my good 
friend and colleague, Mr. Andersen. It has always been a pleasure 
serving with you, Mr. Andersen. 
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STATEMENT OF R. L. BOLIN 


Now, Mr. Chairman, we have a statement by Mr. R. L. Bolin, who 
is the Director of the Division of Flood Control and Water Usage, 
Department of Conservation, Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

Mr. Bourn. I am Robert Lee Bolin, director of the Division of 
Flood Control and Water Usage, Department of Conservation, Com- 
monwealth of Kentucky. The division of flood control and water 
usage is the official agency of the Commonwealth of Kentucky to 
express for the Commonwealth its position on any proposed project 
relating to flood control, and to develop a program of flood control and 
water usage. 

Being director of the division of flood control and water usage in a 
State that has more miles of waterways than any State in the U nion, 
and a State that so often feels the dire consequences of floods, it is 
natural that I am vitally interested in an overall flood-control program 
for our State. 

One of the more important rivers of our State that empties into the 
Ohio River is the Green River. ‘The fourth largest tributary of the 
Green River is the Nolin River. This river is 122 miles long. A dam 
site has been proposed on Nolin River that could control a drainage 
area of 728 square miles. A conservation pool would be maintained 
with a capacity of about 10,000 acre-feet. Above this pool a storage 
capacity of 464,000 acre-feet would be provided for the temporary 
storage of flood flows. 

The division of flood control and water usage of the department of 
conservation feels that this project is vital to the success of a flood- 
control program in the Green River Basin. The division also feels 
that this reservoir would greatly aid in the development of industry 
in this section of our State, as well as provide an opportunity for a 
recreational program. 

The cost of the advanced enginee ring and designing of Nolin 
River Reservoir is estimated to be $288,000. Of this amount, $50,000 
is now in the budget. It is cana that $100,000 could be ad- 
vantageously spent on advanced engineering and design in the fiscal 
year 1957. It is the opinion of the Division of Flood Control and 
Water Usage of the Commonwealth of Kentucky that the overall 
flood-control program on Green River should be completed as speedily 
as possible, and it is our request that an additional $50,000 be added 
to the budget for advanced planning and design of the Nolin River 
Reservoir. 

Senator CLements. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM H. NATCHER ON THE GREEN 
RIVER VALLEY, ROUGH RIVER RESERVOIR 


Mr. Natcuer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you a project which will 
when completed serve to prevent major flood damage in the Green 
River Valley, the lower Ohio and lower Mississippi River Valleys. 

This project is the Rough River Reservoir. As you know, the sum 
of $500,000 was appropriated last year to begin construction of this 
project, and the 1957 budget contains the sum of $1,500,000 to be 
used in continuing this project. Completion of this project will bring 
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great benefits to Kentucky and States located in the flood control 
danger area. This project is economically sound and it will be a 
profitable venture on the part of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, | respectfully urge that the sum set forth in the 
budget for 1957 of $1,500,000 be appropriated to continue construe- 
tion of the Rough River Reservoir. 


Lock AND Dam No. 41, Lovursvitue, Ky. 


WITNESSES 


HON. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. JOHN M. ROBSION, Jr., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

ROBERT E. HATTON, VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN BARGE LINE CO. 

KENNETH P. VINSEL, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, LOUISVILLE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Focarry. All right, Mr. Robsion. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN M. ROBSION, JR. 


Mr. Rossion. Mr. Chairman, I thank you, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before your committee to express my very 
great concern that the Congress appropriate sufficient money this 
year to adequately carry out plans for the river improvement that is 


so vital to the continued development of Kentucky resources. 

As there are several witnesses present who are fully informed on 
the various projects over the State, I shall confine my remarks to the 
one in my congressional district—the reconstruction of lock and 
dam 41 in the Ohio River at Louisville, Ky. 

The existing navigation improvement at Louisville consists of 
2 locks at the lower end of a canal about 2 miles long leading around 
the dam at the falls of the river. One of these locks has a usable 
chamber 56 feet wide by 360 feet long, while the other is 110 feet 
wide by 600 feet long. The small lock, while in good operating 
condition, passes very little commercial traffic due to its small size. 
Most of the tows have a width of at least 70 feet (2 barges abreast 
each 35 feet wide). The barges generally in use are 195 feet long. 
It is thus apparent that the small lock cannot give economical service 
to most towing equipment now in use, since only one barge and 
towboat at a time can pass through it. The commercial traffic 
through the locks has been rapidly increasing in recent years, as the 
tonnage increased to 6,700,000 in 1948 to nearly double that or 
12,500,000 in 1954. 

The upper approach canal to the locks is 200 feet wide. With 
many tows on the river being coupled up 105 feet wide, it has been 
necessary to restrict boat passage in the canal on the wide tows, 
which results in some further delay in addition to that caused by the 
lock itself. 


15 
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Due to the small size of the auxiliary lock and the size of tows now 
in use mentioned above, the existing 110 feet by 600 feet lock is thus 
forced to pass practically all commercial craft. The boat waiting 
time at this lock has been the subject of increasing concern to the 
Corps of Engineers and has been reported at various times in the 
press. A study was made of this condition in 1954 during which actual 
boat waiting and locking times were recorded accurately for a period 
of over 30 days or long enough to develop a reliable time pattern on 
the operation. The rate of tonnage movement during this study was 
about 12,560,000 tons per annum or about the average rate rec orded 
for calendar year 1954. The lock was in use for this traffic an av erage 
of 816 minutes per day or 57 percent of the total time. By simple 
arithmetic, the time study thus indicates that the lock capacity for 
100 percent time use is about 22 million tons per annum. However, 
it is reasonable to expect that 100 percent time use could never be 
obtained in actual practice since it would mean continuous boat 
waiting. The best judgment estimate is that the practical lock ea- 
pacity is 19 million tons per annum average which accounts for 85 
percent total time use. The tow waiting time per day averaged 457 
minutes in the same period of the time study for a traffic of 12,560, 000 
tons perannum. ‘This waiting time increases rapidly upon an increase 
in tonnage movement. 

In 1955, new coal mines were opened in southern Indiana and 
western Kentucky to supply the Ohio Valley Electric Co. steam- 
generating plant at Madison, Ind., which in turn feeds power to in- 
stallations of the Atomic Energy Commission. Coal requirements 
are 4 million tens per annum for this operation above, which are to 
be shipped via the Ohio River. If no other increase in river move- 
ment occurs, the 1956 traffic through lock and dam 41 would be 
16,500,000 tons per annum. If tbe increasing trend shown in the 
above tabulation continues, the practicable locking capacity of 19 
million tons per annum at lock and dam 41 will be reached in 1959. 
It is thus apparent that a navigation bottleneck actually exists now 
which will become extremely acute before corrective measures can be 
carried out if work is started at the earliest practical date, 1957. 

On the basis of the facts briefly summarized herein, the Chief of 
Engineers favorably recommended reconstruction of a part of lock 
and dam 41 under authority for navigation structure replacement 
contained in the Rivers and Harbors Act approves March 38, 1909. 
This recommendation was approved by the Secretary of the Army i in 
1955 as required by the act. The replacement plan consists of a new 
lock 110 feet wide by 1,200 feet long in place of the existing lock 56 
feet wide by 360 feet long, a new, wider and shorter entrance canal 
and reconstruction of the movable portion of the dam. Under the 
present replacement plan the existing 110 feet by 600 feet lock and 
the fixed dam will be continued in service. 

Planning for the reconstruction of lock and dam 41 is now going on 
with funds made available by Congress for fiscal 1956. This plan- 
ning work is expected to develop details of the general plan by the 
end of the current fiscal year and to complete model studies required 
to study dam location, river currents and navigating conditions. 
The current budget for fiscal year 1957 includes $150,000 for planning 
work on the reconstruction of lock and dam 41. These funds will 
permit planning to be sufficiently advanced by February 1957 to 
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permit award of the first construction contract without delay if con- 
struction funds are made available in fiscal year 1957. Funds in the 
amount of $1 million could be advantageously used in the coming 
fiscal year for planning and initiation of construction. A construc- 
tion start this early in the calendar year would permit full use of the 
construction season whereas a start after July 1957, fiscal year 1958, 
would be too late to use that construction season to much i ieciain 
The completion time of the project would thus be advanced by | 
year by a larger appropriation for fiscal year 1957. 

The immediate reconstruction of lock and dam No. 41 on the Ohio 
River is absolutely necessary if the industrial boom that Louisville 
and the rest of the Ohio Valley have enjoyed in recent years is to be 
continued. 

Before closing, Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my appreciation 
to Col. W. D. Milne, the district engineer, Col. John L. Persons, the 
division engineer, and others of the U nited States C orps of Engineers 
who have labored so hard and effec ‘tively on the various projects in 
the Ohio Valley. They exemplify the highest type of unselfish dedica- 
tion to public service. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to present at this time our distinguished 
Senator, Senator Earle C. Clements, who, I believe, would like to add 
something with regard to this particular project. 

Senator CLeMENTs. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hanp. May I ask the estimated cost of this construction? 

Mr. Rorston. I do not know, sir, the total cost. 

Mr. Hanpb. Has it been estimated or has it not been planned 


sufficiently? 
Mr. Rosston. Yes, sir; I think it has, and the men who are more 
familiar with that will discuss that. 
Mr. Hann. Thank you. 
Senator Ciements. I think that the estimated cost is $52,780,000, 
Mr. Rosston. I will introduce Mr. Hatton of Louisville, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. HATTON 


Mr. Harron. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am Robert E. Hatton of Louisville, Ky. I am vice president of 
American Barge Line Co., a common carrier by barge on the Missis- 
sippi and Ohio River system and connecting inland waterways. 

I am here representing not only mv own company, the American 
Barge Line Co., but the Louisv ille Chamber of Commerc e; the Jeffer- 
sonville, Ind., Chamber of Commerce; the New Albany Chamber of 
Commerce and I have been asked by the city of Jeffersonville, Ind., 
to file a statement or resolution of their council. That will have to be 
filed at a later point in the record. 

Mr. Harron. As of December 31, 1955, our company and its sub- 
sidiaries owned a fleet of some 350 river barges having a total carrying 
capacity of approximately 390,000 tons and 16 towboats with a total 
horsepower of 32,500. We operate over some 4,000 miles of river and 
in 1955 we carried approximately 5,300,000 tons of cargo. Our com- 
panies employ more than 1,000 people. 

Now, my appearance before the subcommittee is as a witness to 
urge particularly lock 41; but also the whole program of the Ohio 
Valley Improvement Association. 





226 


Congressman Robsion has already told you of the capacity of the 
presently existing structure. 

From the year 1945 the tonnage through that lock has doubled. 
It was 6,220,000 in 1945; it was 12,400,000 in 1954, the last year for 
which figures were available. For the fiscal vear 1955, based upon the 
known tonnage that was moved for the powerplant at Madison, Ind., 
we estimate the tonnage in 1955 will exceed 15 million tons. The 
figures for the traffic passing through this lock in millions of tons of 
cargo during the past 10-year period are taken from the reports of the 
United States Corps of Engineers and they are as follows: 


ONS = See oe rere, + «ae SL 
1946__ Mapa cemreeerrmg fo. UL > eens (Ye 
RIO oc ets ” aes ie A ne kn een cee _..- 10, 980, 000 
PE eit oo ids ET Snitch rwinbsesumnniin 11, 500, 000 
(i! | ees = ccciee | Rg EEE SEIS bos osc sis a tiatamanen 12, 400, 000 


My appearance before the subcommittee is for the specific purpose 
of urging favorable consideration of an appropriation of $1,150,000 
to commence the reconstruction of lock and dam No. 41 at Louisville, 
Ky. This facility is the important link in the whole inland waterway 
system. The existing structures were completed in 1929 and consist 
of a dam and two locks. The main lock is 110 feet wide and 600 feet 
long while the auxiliary lock is 56 feet wide and 360 feet long. There 
is a canal on the upper river side some two miles long. This canal is 
only 200 feet wide, not wide enough to permit two normal tows to 
pass. Almost one-fourth of the water borne traffic on the Ohio 
River system passes through this lock. It is now a serious bottle- 
neck to the development of the whole Ohio River valley and unless 
reconstruction is begun not later than 1957 its condition may well 
constitute a real threat to our national security for the reasons that 
I shall point out later. 

As I stated, traffic through lock 41 has doubled in the past 10 years, 
a rate of growth in excess of the rate of growth of traffic along the 
Ohio River system as a whole. The average increase per year has 
been 618,000 tons. 

Now, I want to speak briefly about the powerplant at Madison, Ind., 
which furnishes a constant source of power for the Atomic Energy 
Commission plant at Piketon, Ohio, near Portsmouth. That is where 
the Atomic Energy Commission plant is located. 

The Ohio Valley Electric Corp. or, properly, the Indiana-Kentucky 
Electric Corp. that is operating this powerplant will need 4 million 
tons of-coal a year for the next 14 vears in order to maintain this 
constant source of power for the atomic energy plant at Piketon. 

All of this coal must move through lock and dam 41 and unless it 
does move through lock and dam 41, there will be a power failure 
insofar as the atomic energy plant is concerned at Piketon. 

Now, I have been told and Congressman Robsion stated to you 
that the practical operation, maximum operation of lock and dam 
41 is about 19 million, of which 15 million passed through in 1955, 
and it will be increased by a known quantity of 2 million tons of coal 
which comes from the Green River Valley section of Kentucky, in 1956. 

That coal comes now from southern Indiana at Yankeeton and 
from Owensboro, Ky., 2 million a year; and from 1956 out of the 
Green River will come an additional 2 million tons for that powerplant. 

The maintenance of a constant source of power at the atomic energy 
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plant is vital to our national security. This source of power cannot 
be maintained unless lock 41 is able to handle this overload of 4 million 
tons per year in addition to the other traffic which passes through the 
lock. I am informed by the Corps of Engineers that the practical 
ae capacity of the existing facilities at Louisville does not exceed 

18,400,000 tons annually. However, by 1959, the projected traflic 
growth through this lock will reach 18,900,000 tons, and by 1962, the 
earliest. date by which the reconstruction could be completed, the 
projected traffic growth would reach 20,400,000 tons which is beyond 
the absolute theoretical capacity of the present facilities. 

The Louisville district office of the Corps of Engineers made a time 
study of lock 41 operations during a 42-day period from November 8, 
1954, through December 19, 1954. This was before any of the IKEC 
coal began to move through the locks. The result of that time study 
is interesting. A single lockage from passing point to passing point, 
requires 65 minutes, a setover loc kage (one in which the tow is broken 
by moving a portion of the barges “and the boat, making in effect a 
single lockage) requires 87 minutes, and a double lockage 156 minutes. 
During this typical period, the locks were in actual operation 13.6 
hours per day or 57 percent of the time. 

During the year 1955 there were a total of 3,990 lockages through 
the main chamber of which 939 were double lockages, 207 were set- 
overs and 2,844 were single lockages. Using the data from the time 
study this lock was in actual operation 5,817 hours. Deducting the 
time the lock was out of operation due either to high water or repairs 
42 days—leaves 7,752 hours as a maximum for the year. Thus the 
main lock was in actual operation 75 percent of thie time, as con- 
trasted with 57 percent for the preceding year. (These figures do not 
include use of the smaller lock utilized primarily by pleasure craft.) 

I am told that the maximum percentile working capacity of the 
existing facilities is 85 percent. It is easy to see that we are rapidly 
approaching the limit. [It is physically impossible to maintain con- 
stant 24-hour operation at any lock. Some time must be devoted to 
maintenance. 

As an example: Last May it became necessary for the Corps of 
Engineers to shut down our large lock for a period of 12 days in order 
to make repairs. Ample warning of the closing was given to all river- 
borne traffic. During the 12 days the lock was closed only the auxil- 
iary lock was in service. During the 11 days immediately preceding 
the closing of the main lock, 180 commercial tows passed through re- 
quiring a total of 193 lockages. During the period of closing only 103 
commercial tows passed through the locks but they required 491 lock- 
ages, an average of more than 40 per day. Despite the fact that the 
lock crew, under the direction of Lockmaster P. B. English, performed 
an outstanding job during that period, nevertheless, vessels awaiting 
passage were stacked up for ers on each side of the lock. When the 
morning crew reported at 6 a. m. on May 20, 1955, 16 commercial 
tows were awaiting lockage. These tows required 72 lockages. Dur- 
ing that closed period the average waiting time per towing ‘vessel was 
24% hours. These figures are taken from the lockmaster’s log. In 
the case of our own company we had nine tows to pass through the 
small lock. Some passed more than once. Our total delay for that 
period was 412 hours which cost us more than $11,000 in crew wages 
and food alone. I have no knowledge of what it cost the other 94 
towboat owners. 
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Now, an interesting thing: The more the lock is used, the more 
waiting time you have. 

In the 1954 study it is shown that where the lock was in use 57 
percent of the time, the average—not average, the total waiting time 
per day was about 8 hours. The study of the Corps of Engineers 
shows that based upon a 75 percent use, which the lock had in 1955, 
the waiting time per day amounts to 20 hours; that is, the boats just 
lose that much time. It thus is very apparent that lock and dam 41 
is the bottleneck along the whole Ohio River system. Almost 25 
percent of the freight that moves on the Ohio River system must go 
through lock and dam 41. 

The development in and around the city of Louisville has been 
very large, due primarily to the fact that there was available low-cost 
water transportation. There will appear this afternoon, Mr. Owen 
Jones of the General Electric Co. who will testify as to the reasons 
influencing them in putting their general appliances parts in Louisville 
and that now employs more than 13,000 people. 

Thus far I have spoken primarily of this overload of 4 million tons 
of IKEC coal for the powerplant at Madison, Ind. But in addition 
to that overload the traffic which is incident to the economic and 
industrial growth of the greater Louisville area must be taken into 
consideration. By the Greater Louisville area I refer to that metro- 
politan area which includes Jefferson County, Ky., and Clark and 
Floyd Counties in Indiana. This area has undergone spectacular 
growth in the last 4 years both from the standpoint of population and 
from the standpoint of industry. The population of the area is now 
about 650,000. Approximately one-third of this population is en- 
gaged in gainful private employment. As of the end of April 1955, 
99,400 persons were employed in manufacturing. This represents a 
gain of 20 percent over April of 1951. These employment data are 
taken from the reports of the Kentucky Department of Economic 
Security. 

During 1955 alone, according to the Louisville Chamber of Com- 
merce, 33 plants either located here or expanded their facilities and 
the total expended by these 33 plants was in excess of $76 million. To 
give only a few examples, we now have General Electric Appliance 
Park which is employing more than 12,000 workers and it is expected 
that its total employment will exceed 16,000. It is now constructing 
its sixth building devoted to home air conditioning. Ford Motor Co. 
has tremendously expanded its facilities here and now employs almost 
3,000 persons. 

Now, I would like to quote one paragraph from the report of the 
past president of the Louisville Chamber of Commerce, John R. 
Carpenter. This appears in the Louisville magazine, the issue of 
December 20, 1955, and I will read this: 

Right now Louisville is in the midst of an expansion of facilities which involves 
almost a billion dollars. The aggregate is $817 million spent or to be spent by 
private and public organizations which bulwark Louisville’s growth with power, 
water traffic movement, highways, sewers and drainage, sanitation and flood 
protection. 

In my opinion three factors have most influenced this growth in 
the Greater Louisville area. They are: (1) The availability of low 
cost water transportation; (2) an adequate power supply; (3) an ade- 
quate labor supply. 
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The immediate commencement of the reconstruction of lock and 
dam No. 41 is vital to this continued growth and development. The 
Corps of Engineers has prepared a chart entitled ‘Projected Traffic 
Growth—Lock and Dam No. 41’. I attach a copy of that chart to 
this statement. 

Mr. Focarty. We cannot put the chart in the record. We will 
look at it. 

Mr. Harron. You will note that in 1956 the estimate is that there 
will be 17 million tons that will pass through; by 1957, 17,900,000, and 
that reaches the critical point, by 1959, which is the earliest date that 
this lock could be completed, the known tonnage, and this is based upon 
the normal estimate of growth, would be 18,900,000. The actual 
growth in the past 10 years of tonnage has been at the rate of 618,000 
tons a year but there is now imposed this overburden of 4 million tons 
of coal which is vital to our national security, that that coal be de- 
livered at Madison, Ind., if the atomic energy plant at Piketon, Ohio, 
is to continue to function. 

Although my testimony has emphasized the local situation, it must 
be understood that the reconstruction of this lock is not just of local 
concern. Its importance to the continued development of the whole 
Ohio River Valley cannot be stressed too strongly. A chain is no 
stronger than its weakest link. When that link breaks the whole 
chain parts. Unless this Congress appropriates at least $1,150,000 
to commence reconstruction of this vital link in our transportation 
system our national security, insofar as our atomic program is con- 
cerned, will be threatened and the development of the valley stifled. 

Therefore, I urge this subcommittee to recommend the appropria- 
tion of $1,150,000 for the reconstruction of lock and dam 41, and I 
further recommend that the appropriations asked for the other Ohio 
River projec ts be approved. 

Mr. Chairman and members, I appreciate very much this oppor- 
tunity of appearing before you. 

Mr. Rorsron. Mr. ( ‘hairman, I wish also to present at this time 
Mr. K. P. Vinsel, the executive vice president of the Louisville Cham- 
ber of Commerce, who desires to make a statement on behalf of that 
organization’s 2,600 members representing nearly every important 
business in Louisville and Jefferson County. Mr. Vinsel’s statement 
adequately sets forth the need for the project along with the im- 
portance of the Ohio River and the necessity for improving lock 41 
immediately. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH P. VINSEL 


Mr. Vinsev. During the period from 1926 to 1938, commodity 
re on the Ohio River averaged about 20 million tons per 
year. After this period a rapid increase set in and the movement 
aaa about 38 million tons during 1941 through 1948. Subse- 
quent to this time, commodity movements on the Ohio have continued 
to increase, averaging about 55 million tons annually for the 1949 to 
1952 period. The years 1953 and 1954 presented further increase 
with tonnage averaging over 58 million tons. It appears certain that 
this tonnage will continue to increase. 

The commodity movement through locks and dam 41 has shown a 
consistent increase following the pattern of the total commerce 
movement on the entire Ohio River. During the past 10 years, 
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tonnage movements through lock 41 have had an average increase of 
about 500,000 tons each year. 

The Ohio Valley Electric Corp.’s 1,200,000 kilowatt steam electric 
generating plant at Madison, Ind., is scheduled for completion in 1956. 
This plant will furnish power for the Atomic Energy Commission and 
will consume 4 million tons of coal each year. This coal is definitely 
scheduled to be moved by river from mines in southern Indiana and 
western Kentucky. This coal will move through lock 41, increasing 
its traffic 4 million tons more each year. 

By using the average annual increase of 500,000 tons plus the yearly 
4 million tons of coal transported to the Madison steam plant, the 
commodity movement through lock 41 in 1962 is estimated at 20 mil- 
lion tons based on the 10-year trend of river traffic increase at lock 41. 

It is unfortunate that this figure of 20 million tons can never be 
reached because of the physical limitations of the existing structure. 
If every tow could reach lock 41 just as the lock chambers were being 
cleared and this could happen every hour of the day, every day in the 
week, every week in the year, the lock could handle 22 million tons 
of commerce. It is unreasonable to think that such a situation will 
ever exist. As a result, one must consider the practical capacity of 
lock 41 as something much less than its theoretical capacity and the 
engineers have conservatively assumed that the practical economic 
capacity of the lock is just under 19 million tons. Records indicate 
that this figure will be reached in 1959. 

Today, delay is being encountered in passing through lock 41. 
Frequently tows have to wait long periods for lockage and then have 
to spend more time breaking their tows into sections for transit 
through the small locks. Adding to this already overburdened 
facility, the tonnage of the upbound Madison Coal plus the antici- 
pated yearly increase, it is plainly obvious that by 1959 this lock is 
going to have more traffic than it has capacity to handle. 

It is a known fact, that the construction of a modern lock is a major 
undertaking and if construction were started in 1957, it would probably 
be 1960 before it could be completed. If we look the problem straight 
in the face, there is nothing that can be done today to eliminate the 
extremely critical period that we are going to have to contend with, 
and before 1960 this situation will become more and more critical. 

It is more than obvious that with such a bottleneck as lock 41, the 
river traffic will not be able to grow. Manufacturers in Louisville area 
will suffer for more costly means of transportation will have to be 
used for bringing in bulk raw materials and shipping their finished 
products to market. Low cost water transportation has been a 
prime factor in bringing to Louisville several of our biggest industrial 
plants. The growing use of river barge transportation in the past 
10 vears has had a remarkable economic effect on the city of Louisville. 
It has also sparked a new activity in river warehouse and storage 
business. 

Since World War II, more than 2,500 major industries consisting 
of steel mills, oil refineries, powerplants, appliance factories, chemical 
works, and fabricating plants have been located in the Ohio Valley. 
These plants in a large part located in the valley because of the 
availability of low cost transportation afforded by the Ohio River. 
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Lock 41 will become in the next vear or two, a costly and time consum- 
ing bottleneck threatening to stifle this industrial development. 
Enlargement and modernization of lock 41 should begin immedi- 
ately. Already it is too late to completely eliminate the trying period 
that lies ahead. However, the sooner construction funds are appropri- 
ated, and the sooner work can be begun, then just that much sooner we 
will be able to eliminate this critical problem which threatens to 
thwart the economic growth of Louisville and the Ohio Valley. 


Marcu 20, 1956. 


Criarks River, Bayou Du Cuien, Option, MAYFIELD, AND CYPRESS 
Creeks, Ky. 


WITNESSES 


HON. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF KENTUCKY 

R. L. BOLIN, DIRECTOR OF THE DIVISION OF FLOOD CONTROL AND 
WATER USAGE, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, COMMON- 
WEALTH OF KENTUCKY 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator CLEMENTs. I wish to submit a statement in support of the 
fiscal year appropriations for preliminary survey of Clarks River. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the Corps of 
Engineers has indicated that a preliminary survey of the Clarks River 
area can be completed at a total cost of $32,000. To date, only $900 
has been expended on this project, and the work accomplished con- 
sists of a reconnaissance of the area and a public hearing held at 
Benton, Ky., on March 8, 1950. 

The Clarks River drainage area comprises about 546 square miles 
in McCracken, Graves, Marshall, and Calloway Counties, Ky., and 
Henry County in Tennessee. The region is developed for agricul- 
tural purposes, but much of the upland i is noticeably eroded. 

According to local interests, the valleys in the area—which are from 
one-quarter to 2 miles wide—are frequently flooded, resulting in loss 
or damage of crops and a flood covering the greater part of the bottom- 
lands may be expected annually. 

Clarks River, which is formed by the confluence of its east and west 
forks, flows northward, joining the Tennessee River about 2 miles 
above its mouth. 

The preliminary survey would be for the purpose of determining 
the improvements needed on the channels of the main stream, as 
well as the east and west forks, so as to be affording outlets for drain- 
age works to be provided by local interests. 

Some ditches have already been constructed, but these are only 
partly effective because of inadequate outlets. 

Although no funds were recommended in the budget, the budget 
estimates for this purpose, the Corps of Engineers has stated that the 
Clarks River study could be profitably pursued in the coming fiscal 
vear with funds in the amount of $15,000. I therefore urge the in- 
clusion of this amount in appropriations to the Corps of Engineers 
for preliminary surveys and studies so that detailed survey of the 
Clarks River can be initiated in fiscal year 1957. 
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STATEMENT OF R. L. BOLIN 


Mr. Bourn. Mr. Chairman, Clark’s River is located in western 
Kentucky and empties into the Tennessee River near Paducah, Ky. 
The watershed area involved is 340,000 acres. Investigation of 
Clark’s River watershed for flood control, drainage, and other purposes 
was authorized by resolution of the Committee on Public Works of 
the Senate in April 1949. 

Progress to date indicates that channel improvement and drainage 
in agricultural areas will prove beneficial; $15,000 has been requested 
to be placed in the budget for advanced planning and design. 

Our division feels that this is a much-needed project for the agri- 
cultural interests of western Kentucky. There are more than 50,000 
acres of farmlands in the flood plain. This area suffers an estimated 
annual loss of $1 million. 

Floodwaters have done serious damage to roads, railroads, cities 
and towns along Clark’s River. 

The road and bridges loss for 1 flood in March 1952 was estimated 
to be $150,000. For the past 5 years the uplands have suffered from 
lack of water. Holding water on the land where it falls will take 
care of many irrigation problems. 

This project will tie in with a watershed program of the Department 
of Agriculture under the Hope-Aiken bill and prove extremely benefi- 
cial to the western part of Kentucky. We earnestly recommend that 
Congress place the necessary $15,000 in the budget for advanced 
planning and design of Clark’s River. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator Ciements. Mr. Chairman, I wish to submit a statement in 
support of fiscal year 1957 appropriations for preliminary survey of 
Bayou du Chien, Obion, and Mayfield Creeks. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: Lands in three 
western Kentucky counties—Carlisle, Hickman, and Fulton—are sub- 
ject to frequent overflow from the Mississippi River. 

Obion Creek, Mayfield Creek, and Bayou du Chien Creek: Author- 
ized studies of these tributaries of the Mississippi River have been 
included in the comprehensive Mississippi River survey being con- 
ducted by the Corps of Engineers to determine the required flood- 
control and drainage improvements. 

Funds for these studies are allocated from appropriations for the 
Mississippi River and tributaries comprehensive review, and in this 
connection the Corps of Engineers has estimated that $23,000 will be 
required to complete detailed studies of the 3 creeks. 

The corps has advised me that the budgeted funds for the compre- 
hensive Mississippi survey assure that these Kentucky studies will 
suffer no delay on account of funds. 

Consequently, I request the appropriation of the amount contained 
in the budget estimates for the comprehensive Mississippi survey— 
$646,000. 
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STATEMENT OF R. L. BOLIN 


Mr. Bourn. Mr. Chairman, the division of flood control and water 
usage wants to go on record as being officially in favor of a preliminary 
examination and survey being made of Cypress Creek, a 48,000-acre 
watershed located in Union County, Ky. A request of $17,000 has 
been made to Congress for this purpose. We urge that a favorable 
consideration be given this project for the following reasons. The 
dire need for the planning, construction, and completion of this 
project is shown by these facts. 

(1) The rapid runoff from 34,000 acres of hill and rolling land 
15,000 has become badly eroded—that causes overflow destroying 
crops, sediment to fill the drainage ditches, which were built at the 
expense of landowners for $120,000 and cost $12,000 per year to 
maintain. 

(2) The stagnant water and frequent floods cause serious health 
problems and property damage to the city of Sturgis, Ky. 

(3) The channel improvement of the lower end of Cypress Creek 
will improve the drainage of 14,000 acres of bottom land. 

The fact that the Ohio River at flood stage in 1937 and 1945 was 
from 20 to 30 feet above the banks of Cypress Creek and inundated 
the bottom lands to within 3 miles of Morganfield is proof enough for 
the need of this project. 

A damage report supported by documented evidence of a 10-year 
period—1941 through 1950—reported that the municipal flood damage 
done to the city of Sturgis amounted to $1,254,700, also that the 
damage done in the year of 1947 alone amounted to $1,412,570. Again 
this fact should be enough consideration for the approval of this 
project. 

The completion of the channel improvements and the construction 
of flood walls and other structures, and improvement to the drainage 
ditches, and major outlets of this project, will not only stop unneces- 
sary property damage, but will increase the income and improve the 
standards of living and health of the people in the watershed. 

Mr. Focarty. We will recess until 2 o’clock. 
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Kentucky Prosects 
WITNESSES 


HON. WILLIAM NATCHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. FRANK CHELF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. BRENT SPENCE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. CARL D. PERKINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. JOHN C. WATTS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. EUGENE SILER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 

WILLIAM DEWEY GORMAN, HAZARD, KY. 

VAN H. RENEAU, SECRETARY, BEATTYVILLE CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE, BEATTYVILLE, KY. 

FRED VESCIO, HAZARD, KY. 

MATT COMBS, UNITED MINE WORKEBS, DISTRICT NO. 30, LEXING- 
TON, KY. 

SAMUEL CADDY, UNITED MINE WORKERS, DISTRICT NO. 30, 
LEXINGTON, KY. 

Cc. V. COOPER, JR., SECRETARY TREASURER, BUCKHORN WATER- 
SHED ASSOCIATION, HAZARD, KY. 

WINN A. FIELD, PRESIDENT, CATLETTSBURG CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE, CATLETTSBURG, KY. 

JAMES E. ADKINS, CITY ATTORNEY, CATLETTSBURG, KY. 

REV. BERT CLARK, PASTOR, CATLETTSBURG, KY. 

HAROLD FREEDMAN, CATLETTSBURG, KY. 

JAMES RICHARDSON, MAYOR PRO TEM, CATLETTSBURG, KY. 

ROBERT STANLEY, CHAIRMAN, FLOODWALL COMMISSION, CAT- 
LETTSBURG, KY. 

R. B. BROGAN, CHAIRMAN, LITTLE SANDY-TYGART’S CREEK 
WATERSHED ASSOCIATION, RUSH, KY. 

R. L. BOLIN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
USAGE, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE OF COMMONWEALTH OF 
KENTUCKY, FRANKFORT, KY. 

CASSIUS M. CLAY, PARIS, KY. 

CARRUTHERS A. COLEMAN, PRESIDENT, KENTUCKY RIVER DEVEL- 
OPMENT ASSOCIATION, LEXINGTON, KY. 

FRANK DAILEY, FRANKFORT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, FRANK- 
FORT, KY. 

ROBERT DANIEL, MAYOR, CORBIN, KY. 


Mr. Focarty. The committee will resume the hearing with the 
Kentucky delegation. Congressman Natcher, since you are a member 
of our Committee on Appropriations, will you help expedite this hear- 
ing and will you call on your witnesses? 
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Mr. Natcner. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, at this time I want to present to you my 
distinguished colleague Congressman Frank Chelf of the Fourth 
Congressional District of Kentucky. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK CHELF 


Mr. Cuexr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Frank Chelf, Fourth Congressional District of Kentucky. 
Having served as a chairman of the subcommittee | know that every 
moment counts so I will be brief. A lot of these people have come a 
long way to tell vou their story and they are entitled to be heard. Iam 
here in the interests of Kentucky and my Kentucky people, and with 
my colleagues are asking you to please consider their requests for these 
many very fine projects. I am familiar with them. I have talked 
them over with my colleagues. 1 understand them and I would be 
most appreciative and deeply grateful for your favorable consideration 
of these good people that are here today. 

Mr. Foaarry. Thank you. 

Mr. Narcuer. From the Fifth Congressional District of Kentucky 
I am delighted to present to you at this time my distinguished colleague 
Congressman Brent Spence and my colleague Senator Clements. 

Mr. Focarry. Mr. Spence, the committee is very pleased to have 
you with us today. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BRENT SPENCE 


Mr. Spence. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There are no proposed 
projects that will be located in my district as now defined by recent 
State legislation. But I am interested in projects in the district as 
presently constituted and which I will represent until the adjournment 
of the 84th Congress. I am very much interested in the expeditious 
completion of the protective works at Catlettsburg. 

The Ohio River as you know is unpredictable. It is in flood stage 
now and the people are in constant apprehension due to the recurrence 
of floods. Catlettsburg has been sorely affected by the recurrent 
disasters through the years. She has suffered great losses. As you 
know the plans have been completed and the construction is now 
under way of the project that will give the city protection. I come 
here to implore you to see that sufficient funds are appropriated to 
continue that work to completion as expeditiously as possible. 

There is another project in which my constituents are much inter- 
ested—the flood protective survey of the Little Sandy-Tvgart Creek 
area in eastern Kentucky. There have been many flash floods in that 
vicinity which have been very disastrous. The Board of Army En- 
gineers has recommended a survey. They approved it after the 
budget was completed. I have no doubt if their reeommendation had 
come before the budget it would have been included in it. 

I think the necessary amount for this next vear is $20,000. The 
great number of my constituents who urged me to do something in 
regard to this matter indicates their great fear and apprehension of 
the recurrence of these disastrous flash floods. They are hopeful that 
something may be done as soon as possible to protect them from future 
disasters. 
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[ hope that, notwithstanding the small amount we desire is not in- 
cluded in the budget, it will be incorporated in the appropriation for 
next vear. 

I thank vou for the opportunity to present this. 

Mr. Focartry. Thank you very much, Mr. Spence, for your usual 
fine statement. 

Mr. Spence. It is a very desultory statement, because I have not 
prepared it. I am just telling you what I want, ‘and what my people 
need. 

Mr. Focarty. You have been fighting for those people for a long 
time up here and I hope they appreciate it. 

Mr. Spence. I want to file this letter from General Itschner stating 
that the Army engineers had approved the Little Sandy-Tygarts 
Creek flood protective survey after the budget was completed and I 
am quite sure if it had been made before it would have been included. 

Mr. Focarty. Without objection we will put that in the record. 

(Letter dated March 9, 1956, is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 9, 1956. 
Hon. BRENT SPENCE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Spence: Further reference is made to your letter of March 1, 1956 
enclosing a letter from Dr. Harry J. Stone, president of the Northeastern Kentucky 
Fish and Game Association, Ashland, Ky., requesting further information on the 
report on Tygarts Creek and Little Sandy River, Ky. 

At its regular meeting on November 28, 1955, the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors concurred in recommending a survey of Tygarts Creek and 
Little Sandy River in the interest of flood control; this survey has been assigned 
to our district engineer at Huntington, W. Va. The Board of Engineers recom- 
mended that the survey report cover both watersheds and include studies of a 
reservoir site on the Little Sandy River, local flood protection works at Olive 
Hill, Ky., and channel improvement along the lower portions of Little Fork and 
East Fork of Little Sandy River. 

The engineering and economic aspects of these projects must be further investi- 
gated before a recommendation can be made to Congress for authorization. 
However, there is no tentative allocation for the survey in the budget estimate 
for the fiscal year 1957, since final consideration of the preliminary examination 
of these streams was not concluded until after the budget had been approved. 
Scheduling of the investigation is dependent upon the availability of funds for 
the survey program. Should the Committee on Appropriations request informa- 
tion on this matter, the Chief of Engineers will be pleased to furnish factual data 
on the findings in the preliminary examination and the scope of the proposed 
survey. 

It is trusted that this information is satisfactory for your present needs. I shall 
be pleased to furnish any additional information you desire on this matter. The 
enclosure to your letter is returned as requested. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. Irscuner, 
Major General, USA., 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


Mr. Focarty. Thank you very much, Mr. Spence. 

Mr. Natcuer. Mr. Chairman, I want to present to you and the 
members of this committee at this time my distinguished colleague 
from the Seventh Congressional District of Kentucky, the Honorable 
Carl Perkins, and Senator Earle C. Clements. 

Mr. Perkins. Senator, will you lead off here? 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator CLements. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of projects in 
the Seventh Congressional District some of which Congressman Spence 
has touched on. He formerly represented a certain area of that dis- 
trict. One of those is Tygart Creek and Little Sandy River on which 
he mentioned $20,000 was requested for the needed survey on that. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has recently ap- 
proved a favorable report on a preliminary investigation of the Little 
Sandy River and Tygart Creek. This clears the w ay for a detailed 
survey to be made. ‘To be considered in the survey is the economic 
feasibility of the following projects: 

(1) Little Sandy River Reservoir: To be located on the Little 
Sandy River south of Grayson and Leon, Ky., in Carter County. 
The purpose of this structure is flood control and water storage, and 
as a result of the preliminary examination there is indication that the 
project would provide a high degree of protection from headwater 
floods to small urban areas along the Little Sandy River. This 
project would act as a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood control 
in the Ohio River Basin. 

(2) Olive Hill local flood protection: This phase of the project 
consists of widening, deepening, and straightening Tygart’s Creek 
from a point about 1.6 miles below Olive Hill upstream to a point neat 
the corporation limits of that city. This improvement would be of 
considerable benefit to that portion of Olive Hill located on the flood 
plain of T'ygart’s Creek—comprising the main business section and a 
portion of the residential area 

East Fork of the Little Sandy River, river channeling improve- 
ment: For the purpose of reducing flood heights and frequencies 
along a 15-mile stretch of this stream. 

(4) Improvements of the channel of the Little Fork of the Little 
sandy River: To reduce the flood heights and frequencies for a 15- 
mile stretch along this stream, beginning at the mouth of the Little 
Fork. 

(5) Tygart’s Creek Reservoir: This reservoir would be located in 
the vicinity of the Greenup-Carter County line, northeast of Iron 
Hill, Ky. The purpose of this structure would be in the interest of 
flood control and water conservation—providing a high degree of 
protection from headwater floods to communities along Tygart’s 
Creek below the reservoir. Like the proposed Little Sandy River 
Reservoir, it would be a unit in the comprehensive plan for flood 
prevention along the Ohio River. 

It has been estimated that headwater floods have caused average 
annual damages along the Little Sandy River below the Little Sandy 
River Reservoir site of $90,000; $20,000 in the area proposed for 
protection by the Olive Hill Channel rectification project; $25,000 
along the lower 15 miles of East Fork; $40,000 along the lower 15 
miles of Little Fork; and $86,000 along Tygart’s C reek below the 
Tygart’s Creek Reservoir site. 

The Corps of Engineers estimates that the total cost of the survey 
will be $50,000—that the survey will extend into 2 fiscal years—and 
that $20, 000 can be advantageously expended during fiscal year 1957 
to start the work. The project is not one of the projects included 
in the appropriation item for preliminary surveys and investigation. 
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I strongly urge the inclusion of $20,000 in the appropriation measure 
for preliminary surveys and investigation of this important project. 

The other is the appropriation for the Catlettsburg flood wall. 
There has been no question in the minds of the people of ¢ ‘atlettsburg 
whether or not the appropriation meets the needs. I do not suggest 
here today that it does not. In my statement I make the request that 
this appropriation that is made this year be equal to what the 
engineers think they can wisely spend on Catlettsburg flood wall. 
Certainly we do not want to delay the protection for that community 
1 year by the failure of having a hundred or two hundred thousand 
dollars that might be needed included in the appropriation. I will 
say to you my friend, that if we get some information after this bill 
comes from the House that some additional money is needed, I can 
assure you we will do our best to try to put it in the Senate and send 
it back for your approving. 

On March 1, 1956, this project was initiated by the award of a con- 
tract for the first section of the flood wall—made possible by an appro- 
priation by the Congress for fiscal year 1956 of $300,000. Last session 
the budget estimate made provision for only $50,000, but the residents 
of the community were heartened by Congress’ action to raise the 
appropriation to $300,000, not only enabling a construction start but 
making possible for that city to receive complete protection from 
floods by the end of the calendar year 1958. 

The fiscal year 1957 budget estimate for this project, I am pleased 
to say, seems to reflect the Congress’ interest and concern in this 
flood control work and will enable continuation of construction during 
fiscal year 1957. The amount provided is $1 million. 

The Corps of Engineers had advised me that the recommended 
appropriation will permit construction to proceed so that it will be 
possible for the city of Catlettsburg to enjoy complete flood protection 
by December 1958—thus completion date could come before the heavy 
flood season in calendar vear 1959. 

However, this time schedule is predicated upon the assumption 
that no complications due to unusually inclement weather, strikes, 
and such other factors will occur to delay the work. A safeguard 
against such contingencies, I am advised, could be provided if the 
budget estimate were increased. For this reason, I request the 
subcommittee to make such increases in the budget estimate as the 
Corps of Engineers can justify on the basis of overall economy and 
sound engineering practice, to bring about flood protection at the 
earliest practicable date. 

The city of Catlettsburg, with a population of some 5,000 persons, 
is located in the eastern part of Kentucky in Boyd County, near 
Ashland. The 850 acres comprising the land area of the city is 
situated in a corner of land formed by the convergence of the Big 
Sandy and Ohio Rivers. Along these 2 riverfronts, the city exposes 
itself about 1% miles to each of these rivers. 

Floods have occurred in this community with startling regularity, 
1 on the average of every 2 years. The most recent floods (1952 
and 1955) were 15.3 feet and 10 feet, respectively, under the record 
flood of 1937, which covered 80 percent of the developed area of the 
city to an average depth of 17 feet. 

The March 1955 flood brought water and silt into virtually all of 
the city’s business district and forced the evacuation of some 200 
families from their homes. 
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lt was of small consolation to the citizens of this city that the 
March flood did not reach the height of nor last as long as the 1937 
disaster, which turned 4,000 of its residents into refugees. The 1955 
flood was estimated by the Corps of Engineers to have caused damage 
to the extent of $400,000. 

The project is economically sound, having a benefit-to-cost ratio 
of 1.26 to 1. I consequently request the subcommittee’s favorable 
approval of the budget estimates, together with such additional funds 
as the Corps of Engineers indicates in its testimony can be justified 
in the interest of economy and sound engineering practice to bring 
about a completion of the project before the 1959 flood season. 

The Buckhorn Reservoir is the only water resources development 
project in the Kentucky River Basin upon which the economic 
feasibility has been fully determined, upon which the advance planning 
and design has been completed, and which is in a position to obtain 
a construction start in the fiscal year 1957. 

This fact is evidence of the great need for stepping up progress on 
the water resources development within the Commonwealth of Ken- 
tucky—because the Kentucky River is one of the most extensive of 
all the waterways in the State and a major tributary of the Ohio 
River. More than a third of the counties in the State lie in its basin. 

The Buckhorn Reservoir, designed primarily for flood-control pur- 
poses, is located on the middle fork of the Kentucky River, one-half 
mile upstream from Buckhorn in Perry County, Ky., and is one of 
the many authorized floodwater storage projects in the compre- 
hensive plan for reducing the level of floodwaters in the Ohio River 
Basin. 

Authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1938, the project will be 
of direct benefit to Beattyville and the capital city of Frankfort, as 
well as other downstream communities, reducing the height of flood 
levels which occur at frequent regularity, causing extensive damage 
in the Kentucky River Basin. 

Last session I appeared before the subcommittee in behalf of this 
project, urging appropriation of $70,000 to complete the planning. 
These funds the C ongress provided, and the project is now ready for 
construction. 

Last fall, in a conference with Bureau of the Budget officials, | 
ky the inclusion of $1,500,000 in the budget estimates for fiscal 

‘ar 1957 for the purpose of beginning construction. This amount 
the ( ‘orps of Engineers — me can be used to good advantage 
during the coming fiscal y 

By virtue of a supple uae budget estimate for fiscal year 1957, 
the Bureau of the Budget recomme ‘nded that $1 million be included 
in the appropriation bill for this purpose. 

I urge that this amount be appropriated, together with the addi- 
tional $500,000 which the Corps of Engineers, according to its most 
recent estimates, tells me can be widely expanded. 

As Governor, I had an opportunity to observe the tremendous im- 
portance of flood protection features for the Kentucky River Basin 
to know, as a resident of the capital city the inconvenience and suffer- 
ing the undeveloped and unharnessed river has brought to its basin 
communities. 





240 


This great river, a potential asset, in its present unimproved condi- 
tion is an instrument of waste and destruction. Last year, as proof of 
its constant menace, floods again beset the valley. 

In this basin, seasons of drought often follow flood seasons, so that 
the addition of impoundments in the upstream headwaters will play 
a dual role—conserving normally destructive waters for agricultural, 
municipal and industrial uses during the long seasons of drought. 
The Buckhorn Reservoir will play a large role in bringing this about, 
for it will control 73 percent of the drainage area in the Middle Fork 
watershed. 

In addition to these benefits to be derived from the structure, 
several major incidental benefits will be derived from its construction 
that are of great interest to the citizens of my State. 

The Commonwealth of Kentucky has become well known, through 
its conservation program and State park program, as a State that has 
made good use of the scenic beauty, the recreational value, and the 
wildlife conservation features of its water resources. 

Construction of the Buckhorn Reservoir will bring to an area of the 
State a large impoundment where no such facilities now exist, and in 
addition will bring increased economic activity into an area of sub- 
stantial unemployment. 

The benefits exceed the cost of this project, confirming its economic 
soundness. For these reasons, I urge the subcommittee to provide in 
its report on the appropriation measure the sum of $1,500,000 to 
start construction in fiscal year 1957. 

You have before you a supplemental request for a million five 
hundred thousand dollars on Buckhorn and in passing I want you to 
know that it is one of the outstanding projects that will be awarded 
any time in our State. 

That brings me to another one and an unusually important one in 
our State, and that is the development of the Big Sandy and its 
tributaries. The statement I have is right long, but the meat of it 
is that we need $46,000 that is not in this budget so we can complete 
that survey in fiscal 1957. 

It takes a good many pages, at least in Senator Clements’ words, to 
set out the justification for that $46,000, but it is an unusually meri- 
torious request, and I would certainly urge the committee to accept 
that. 

The coming fiscal year may well be an extremely important one in 
the lives of the citizens in the Kentucky counties comprising the Big 
Sandy River Basin, for it marks the possible conclusion of an exhaus- 
tive study of the basin area to determine how best to develop fully 
the water resources of the Big Sandy and its tributaries and a deter- 
mination as to whether or not a development of the resources is 
economically justified. 

As the members of this subcommittee know from my frequent 
appearances before them in behalf of this project, | am convinced 
that a development of the Big Sandy’s water resources is economically 
feasible. 

When I was before this subcommittee last session, the budget 
estimate for this project was $20,000. At that time, in view of the 
fact that the total cost of the survey was estimated to be $125,000, 
the citizens of this area would have had to wait for a possible period 
of 5 or 6 years for the completion of this important study. 
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The Congress, however, took a different view of the importance 
of this region and increased the appropriation to $40,000, which then 
enabled, according to the Corps of Engineers’ thinking at that time, 
a completion of the study in fiscal year 1957. 

I have now been advised by the Corps of Engineers that the com- 
pletion can be made in the coming fiscal year with the appropriation 
of approximately $76,000. 

The budget estimate for the project this fiscal vear is $30,000 and 
would mean at least another years’ delay in its completion. For this 
reason, and the reasons that follow, I urge this subcommittee to 
approve an increase in the budget estimate of $46,000 making a total 
of $76,000 for fiscal year 1957. 

The eight-county area generally considered as comprising the Big 
Sandy Basin has been an area of substantial unemployment. The 
most recent figures released by the United States Department of 
Labor indicate that in their classification of smaller areas most of 
this region is in the most critical listing insofar as unemployment 
is concerned. 

The most recent per capita income figures available on a county 
breakdown basis indicate that most of the counties in the area have a 
per capita income of less than one-half that of the per capita income of 
the United States. These figures bring to light a deplorable anomaly. 

In times when the Nation as a whole is enjoying an industrial 
boom—when only a few short miles separate the Big Sandy region 
from the industrialized and prosperous Ohio River Basin, often termed 
America’s Ruhr—when in the Big Sandy Basin itself all the attributes 
to make for a flourishing commercial activity exist in the form of an 
abundance of coal and other mineral de posits, timber, labor, and water 
resources, it makes it imperative that the opportunity to bring about 
an economic vitality to the area not be overlooked. 

A development of the Big Sandy water resources, in my judgment, 
might well provide the spark to ignite economic prosperity in the 
region. 

The existing navigation facilities on the Big Sandy River were 
completed in 1910 and consist of 3 locks and dams on the main stream, 
and 1 each on the Tug and Levisa Forks. 

The No. 1 lock and dam, located three-tenths of a mile above the 
mouth of the Big Sandy, will be inundated by the completion of the 
Greenup lock and dam on the Ohio River which is now under construc- 
tion near Greenup, Ky. 

The existence of this latter dam, performing the function of a dam 
on the Big Sandy, will make unnecessary the replacement of the No. 
| loek and dam on the Big Sandy, contrary to what was considered 
necessary in previous studies and reports by the Corps of Engineers 
on the development of the Big Sandy. 

It can readily be seen that the elimination of this one costly structure 
will reduce substantially the cost of providing modern navigation 
facilities on the river, while at the same time causing no lowering of 
the benefits to be derived from the navigation improvements. 

All five existing locks and dams are obsolete and only lock and 
dam No. 1 is maintained on an active status. The waterway does not 
now permit river traffic to extend into the important coalfields which 
lie in the basin, although the canalization project recommended in 
House Document No. 264, 80th Congress, Ist session, would have 
extended 9-foot depths into this rich region. 
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The construction of a number of steam-generating plants in the 
Ohio Valley, consuming fabulous tonnages of coal, is a second new 
factor in the economic picture of the Big Sandy Basin development 
which has come into being since previous studies and reports were 
made by the Corps of Engineers. 

The Atomic Energy Commission’s investment in excess of $1.2 
billion in the atomic plant at Portsmouth in this portion of the Ohio 
Valley, the Shawnee plant in Kentucky, and the Joppa plant in 
Illinois, both near Paducah—all have increased the coal requirements 
of the basin, creating potential markets for Big Sandy coal, providing 
the modern navigational facilities on the river are installed so as to 
provide a means ‘whereby the coal may be economically transported. 

To these potential consumeers of Big Sandy coal should be added 
the many new industries growing in the Ohio River Valley. New 
plant investment and expansion in the Ohio Valley within the past 5 
years has been reported at $8 billion. The Big Sandy Basin with its 
rich deposits of coal, its surplus labor, its timber, gas, and oil, should 
make a substantial contribution in the expansion and development of 
the Ohio Basin. 

This I am confident it will do if modern-sized barges and tows are 
enabled to travel into the Big Sandy region. 

In a speech before the Ohio Valley Improvement Association in 
Cincinnati last fall, I pointed out the importance of the large tribu- 
taries of the Ohio River to the entire Ohio River community and 
encouraged that organization’s support of the water resources develop- 
ment on the Ohio River’s major tributaries. 

I am pleased that the Ohio Valley Improvement Association is 
taking an active interest in the appropriations and programs for 
tributary basin development this year—in recognition of the impor- 
tance of tributary development to the industrial community on the 
main stream. 

Not only can the Big Sandy play an important part in the existing 
and planned industrial activity of the Ohio River Basin, but also it 
is reasonable to conclude that the provision of increased water levels 
and low-cost water transportation as a result of modern locks and 
dams will attract industrial activity in the area itself. Thus develop- 
ment of the Big Sandy will contribute to the industrial movement 
in the Ohio River Valley. 

Another factor has recently become important in computing the 
cost-benefit ratio in developing the Big Sandy Waterway. I refer, 
here, to the reduced cost of constructing improvements on the Big 
Sandy which there is good reason to anticipate as compared with 
previous higher estimates. 

The estimated cost on constructing locks and dams 1 and 2 at 
Runsey and Spottsville on the Green River were believed to be in 
excess of $14 million. 

The revised estimates indicate that the cost of construction will be 
less than $10 million. 

Contributing substantially to this reduction was the fact that this 
project had a greater number of bidders than similar jobs have expe- 
rienced in recent years. It may well be that the experience with the 
Green River construction costs will prove to be a-trend in construc- 
tion enabling the navigational projects on the Big Sandy to be under- 
taken at costs much lower than imagined in previous studies. 
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The decrease in anticipated cost of the project through the elimina- 
tion of the reconstruction of lock No. 1 and the anticipated lower con- 
struction costs in general, together with the increasing demand for 
coal in the Ohio Valley Basin and its sizable industrial e xpansion, fore- 
cast the economic feasibility of the planned development. In fact, 
these factors are of so much substance, as to compel completion of the 
survey at the earliest possible date. 

The comprehensive survey will reappraise the authorized reser- 
voirs—Fishtrap on the Levisa Fork, Clintwood on the Pound River, 
Haysi on the Russell Fork—and such other headwater impoundments 
as are deemed warranted by the corps. 

Aside from the flood protection features of the upstream reservoirs, 
their suitability for the storage of water for industrial processes, 
domestic uses, and the abatement of pollution, are factors which 
merit restudy and reappraisal in the light of present-day conditions. 

Located close to large coal reserves and a surplus of labor, full 
development of the potentialities of the region could be realized. 

Over and above any of the benefits mentioned thus far to be ob- 
tained from the development of the valley will be the utilization of 
the labor surplus in the eight-county area comprising the valley. 

The experience gained ‘from Dewey Reservoir, which is the only 
flood-control reservoir constructed on the upper tributaries of the Big 
Sandy, predicts not only great advantages from flood-control and 
water-storage features of these upstream impoundments, but also 
suggest that the recreational and wildlife conservation aspects of the 

reservoirs offer great economic advantages. 

In this connection, it is estimated that some half million people in 
each of 2 past calendar years visited Dewey Lake where the division 
of parks of the Commonwealth has established its newest State park. 

A full development of this park will undoubtedly raise these figures 
considerably. The department of fish and wildlife resources of 
Kentucky has included this reservoir, a natural wildlife habitat, in 
its conservation planning and program. 

For the counties of the Big Sandy, this, then, may be a crucial year, 
for they stand on the threshold of a possible new, bright economic era, 
fanned to light by the many benefits to be derived from a full develop- 
ment of the basin’s water resources. 

Mr. Focartry. Thank vou, Senator. 

Mr. Perkins. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CARL D. PERKINS 


Mr. Perkins. All right, Mr. Chairman. I will discuss the Buck- 
horn Reservoir project just for a minute, inasmuch as we have some 
50 people here from Perry County and Whitley County. 

This is a project which was authorized for the comprehensive flood 
control bill in 1938. The city of Beattyville has on many occasions 
been flooded, water several feet in the streets and in the business 
places. And the project is situated on the middle fork of the Kentucky 
River at Buckhorn, Ky. 

As Senator Clements told you the Army engineers have stated that 
they can use $1,500,000 to start construction this year. 

I am sure that you gentlemen have received a copy of the letter 
that I mailed you stating just how much: their relief will be to relieve 
the flood damage on the Kentucky River if this reservoir is constructed. 
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Mr. Fogarry. I did receive it and it is a well-written letter. 

Mr. Perkins. The project is ready to go. 

The Buckhorn Reservoir on the Middle Fork of the Kentucky 
River was authorized by the Comprehensive Flood Control Act of 
1938. During the past 2 years, money has been appropriated in an 
amount sufficient to complete the planning, and the Army engineers 
report that they are now ready to award construction contracts. 

The Louisville district office of the Army engineers has informed 
me that $1,500,000 in construction funds can be economically used 
during the fiscal year of 1957. 

The amended budget includes $1 million for construction purposes, 
but the conditions in the area and the danger of serious flood damages 
make it essential that all possible speed on the construction of this 
reservoir be attained. 

This reservoir will provide flood protection for the entire Kentucky 
River Valley from Beattyville north, and at the same time reduce 
the flood crests on the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. 

The economic conditions in the upper Kentucky River Valley, in- 
cluding the Budkhorn area, are such that the construction work can 
be accomplished now at a relatively low cost as the local supply of 
labor is abundant. In fact, this area has been certified for the past 
3 years as an area of critical unemployment by the Secretary of Labor. 
One of the contributing causes of this high rate of unemployment is 
the lack of diversified industry, primarily due to the danger of damage 
by spring floods and the scarcity of industrial water during the fall 
dry season. 

These conditions discourage the establishment of new industries and 
handicap the coal mining operations in the area. 

Navigation on the Kentucky River is often shut down during the 
fall season for 2 or 3 months due to the lack of water. Spring floods 
also interrupt navigation, but for a short period of time only. 

It is essential that this reservoir be completed at the earliest possible 
date as each year’s delay may cause thousands of dollars in flood dam- 
ages and an unknown amount due to unemployment during the fall 
season that river navigation is closed. 

I urge this committee to approve an amount of $1,500,000 of con- 
struction funds for the Buckhorn Reservoir so the construction work 
can be started this fall. 

Now I would like to call on the gentleman who heads this watershed 
association, Mr. Bill Gorman, of Perry County, Ky., who brought 
this delegation to Washington. 

Senator CLeMENTs. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that that is evi- 
dence of their interest. That is evidence of their belief in the great 
need in the area for this. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM D. GORMAN 


Mr. Gorman. My name is William Dewey Gorman. I live in 
Hazard, Perry County, Ky., and am president of the Buckhorn 
Watershed Association. This association is comprised of thousands 
of residents of the upper Kentucky River Valley. The success or 
failure of all the people interested in this project will directly affect 
the hundreds of thousands of people who live in this valley. 
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The people of our valley are very appreciative of the President for 
amending ia budget and including $1 million for construction of the 
proposed” Buckhorn Reservoir; however, the turbulent floods of only 
last week and recent weeks in the valley definitely impress us with 
the necessity of immediate construction of this reservoir as well as 
other dams that will protect the lives and property of all people of 
our great Nation. 

The proposed Buckhorn Reservoir is located in an isolated area and 
would inundate a minimum amount of productive land. There are 
no railroads and only a few miles of improved roads in the entire area. 

Incidentally this valley is over 300 miles long. There is not one 
single flood-control structure in the entire Kentucky River Valley. 

Our people in their enthusiasm for the securing of this project have 
secured over 8,000 signatures or petitions and presented them to the 
district engineer of the Army Corps of Engineers at Louisville, Ky. 
I wish to point out that these petitions have ‘been signed by more than 
95 percent of the landowners in the proposed inundated area. The 
members of our association have gone from house to house from Buck- 
horn to and including the town of Beattyville, Ky., a distance of 45 
miles, and have sec ured flood- damage schedules. These schedules 
prove positively the feasibility from cost-benefit ratio for the con- 
struction of the Buckhorn Dam. 

We have listed here with this statement the actual loss damages 
and have filed them with the district engineer. We would like to 
point out that immediately below the proposed dam is a small village 
of Buckhorn, Ky. In this village there is a school for underprivileged 
children and orphans. In the 10-year period from 1944 to 1953 there 
has been over $95,000 damages to properties of this school. This is 
only an example of the severe damages that occur almost annually. 

Attached to this statement from 1939 to 1950 is a list of frequencies 
of floods on the Middle Fork of the Kentucky River. During this 
period there were 12 floods. All of these floods, too, do extensive 
damages to the rich bottom land and to most of the dwellings and 
other properties in this valley 

The reason for this is the fact that our mountains are steep and the 
people cannot build their homes on the hillsides so they must build 
in the valleys in reach of the floodwaters. In the past 3 years, in 
working on this project, our association has not encountered any 
local organized opposition whatsoever. Our people in our valley 
have asked the Federal Government for very few things in the past. 

We have a project here that is economically feasible and will do 
much good toward the protection of our properties and we feel that 
we are not asking too much to ask you for initial construction money 
in the amount of a million and a half dollars for the Buckhorn Dam. 

We heartily endorse the development of all of Kentucky’s water 
resources. We would like to express our appreciation to you gentle- 
men who so wisely aid the local people in these most worthy projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I have several statements here from various people. 

Mr. Focarty. We will be glad to include those in the record at 
this point. 

Mr. Gorman. There are over 40 people here with us on this project. 
I have a statement on the Kentucky River survey prepared by the 
Buckhorn Watershed Association, and some pictures. 
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Mr. Focartry. We can’t put in the photographs, but we will take 
the statement and insert it in the record together with additional 
statements vou have. 

Thank you very much for the very fine statement. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


Frequence of floods on Middle Fork of Raney River, 1939 aren 1950 


Date | Cubic feet 


-eak stage 
per second Peak stage 


Feet 

Feb. 4, 1939 : (1) 40. 5 

Mar, 21, 1940 9, 030 25. 43 
July 6, 1941 : 8, 750 25. 00 
Aug. 9, 1942 ; 7, 390 22. 86 
Dec. 31, 1943 ‘ : 14, 200 31, 24 
Feb. 19, 1944 ; ‘é 14, 600 31. 55 
Feb. 18, 1945 ; 9, 610 26, 22 
Jan. 8, 1946 j 22, 700 37.78 
June 29, 1947 , 17, 600 34. 32 
Feb. 14, 1948 21, 800 37. 18 
Mar. 19, 1949 sce . 11, 500 28. 72 
Feb. 3, 1950 ‘ 15, 200 32. 41 


1 No record. 


Note.—Readings taken at Tallega, Ky., gage located 100 feet upstream from Lineman Creek, %4 miles 
southwest of Tallega, Ky. 


Source: Data supplied by the division of flood control and water usage, Frankfort, Ky., O. W. Chinn, 
director. 


Flood damage schedules, Perry County, Ky., Kentucky River-Middle Fork, 1944-53 


4 Amount 0 
Property owner Kind of property 1ount of 











damages 
Bl Ul ee eee ‘ 150 acres and buildings__.....__..-.----- ia $5, 960. 00 
2. Bill Riley... --- 100 acres and buildings_-.-....-........----- 14, 100. 00 
3. Earl Amis- -_------ s : _......--..| 150 acres and buildings aad 4, 825. 00 
4. Pau] Amis---_-- ; 200 acres and buildings one . 6, 600. 00 
5. Yance Amis as 565 acres and buildings ‘ ‘i mien 25, 675. 00 
6. Martha Anderson_-- 300 aeres and buildings. __- = &, 100. 00 
7. Martha Combs... ; 100 acres and buildings__- 17, 792, 00 
8. Luther Amis_-_-__- 3 25 acres and buildings. 5, 112. 00 
®, Greenberry Johnson- -- ‘ at 80 acres and buildings. ----___-- x 5 517. 50 
10. Robin Turner_—. = 3 “A 100 acres and buildings. 3 ; 17, 415. 00 
11. Tlie Baker-__-- paket ia 40 acres and buildings_ ‘ ‘ 7, 025. 00 
12. Milda Salesman ad - 6 acres and buildings. .-__- 14, 750 00 
13. S. G. Sandlin, Sr_----- Gakae __..| 25 acres and buildings_--_____-- Z 4, 380. 00 
14. Aster M..Johnson. _. ieee .| 300 acres and buildings__- ue ES 8, 8F2. 00 
15. Mabel Sparks..-..._- ; _.| 4acres and buildings__..........._-- a 6, 800. 00 
16. Reid Johnson_- spies Ls, 2 acres and buildings_-_- 4. 550. 00 
17. Myrtle Reiley - -- ‘ Deaton 2ecren ang Ouliaiuws...................- 4, 881. 00 
18. James A. Hamblin_____- Z ; ae 35 acres and buildings_ bangtimaseeas 1, 465. 00 
18. McKinley McIntosh.__-- : eee) ye eS ae 625. 00 
20. Harvey McIntosh- - : Scbeats ...| 5aeres and buildings__----..-- Ss caee aan 1, 925. 00 
ee ree a oe _.| 3 acres and buildings. _-.._......---- es 10, 000. 00 
22. Perry County fiscal court......-...---.--| Bridges and roads.-- ieee te be Bega ena 40, 000. 00 
23 Witherspoon College......___._------- ; IE IUIIINindcddc5ccceldawssccenacinn 147, 32. 00 


Total_. pa ee ah k ee one i eael Soe eeea kta an eee ee ome at kk un eakoreaa areas 363, 441 50 
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Witherspoon College, Buckhorn, Ky., schedule of flood damages to buildings and 


contents, 1944-53 


Amount of damage 
Building — 


Building Contents 


Gymnasium __. : $15, 000 
Girl’s dormitory..___---- : . . 10, 000 
Storage building... ___- 10, 000 
Dining hall_...._-- a ae : 10, 000 
Domestic science : ; 7, 000 
Sawmill -- eS 4 : 1, 000 
Iceplant 7 , 1, 000 
Work and plumbing shop 2, 000 
Church_-.. . i ao 9, 000 


TO. 3s . a cee ‘ 65, 000 


NotTe.—Not included in this damage report are the various items of persona! property, clothing, books, 
etc., which are the property of the several hundred students and orphans who live at this schoo! 


Flood damage schedules, Breathitt County, Ky., Kentucky River-Middle Fork, 1944-43 


i. mount of 
Property owner Kind of property - = . 
ymage 


. Greenberry Turner . . 400 acres and buildings $3, 765. 00 
. Highland Institute____- 400 acres and buildings 7, 512. 00 
3. Sam Combs... .---- 300 acres and buildings , 635. 00 
. Zeke Jett. . 300 acres and buildings 850. 00 

; Premon "Tretry............ ; 150 acres and buildings 505. 00 
Myrtle Belcher- --__-- 4 : 53 acres and buildings , 810. 00 

. Camdus Rose---- a 7 135 acres and buildings 955, 00 
. Morton Jett__- 7 : 1,000 acres and buildings 005. 00 
. Sedric Jett 150 acres and buildings 022. 00 
. Clint Salyers----_- : 40 acres and buildings R95. 00 
. Zeke Jett_- ‘ ; 150 acres and buildings , 350. 00 
. Luther Combs laa ; 100 acres and buildings 135. 00 
3. Grover Anderson. - _- ; 200 acres and buildings_- : 9, 000. 00 
Richard Griffith __- Es 15 acres and buildings 100. 00 
Esther Anderson_-_-.-__--- 100 acres and buildings - 3, 000. 00 
Sam Little , S 3 25 acres and buildings 150. 00 
Patsy Turner 27 acres and buildings 150. 00 
Hargis Calahan ; c 30 acres and buildings , 375. 00 
Alex Herald ; : 110 acres and buildings 2, 800. 00 
Newton Turner--. 175 acres and buildings : 5, O80. 00 
Wesley Turner- -- 7 200 acres and buildings , 530. 00 
Ned Spicer - pees 100 acres and buildings-- , 100. 00 

23. Robert Reynolds- - - -- ao 200 acres and buildings 14, 250. 00 
24. Boyd Griffith __- 250 acres and buildings 3, 180. 00 
25. Beech Turner_-_--_- ; : 250 acres and buildings , 420. 00 
26. W. M. Herald___-_- ; Pea ; 1,000 acres and buildings 3, 539. 00 
27. Wilburn Herald- -- on : : 131 acres and buildings 875. 00 
28. Oscar Combs 200 acres and buildings. --. , 5, 100. 00 
29. Theodore Edmonds....-- i Store and dwelling 4, 100. 00 
30. Breathitt County fiscal court--_-_..-- Roads and bridges 100, 000. 00 


x 
] 
1, 
i, 
i, 
l 
1 
] 


eet oikeaigad 259, 188. 00 
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Flood damage schedules, Lee County, Ky., Middle Fork-Kentucky River, 1944-53 


| 
-: Amount of 
> > 7 > } 7 = 
Property owner Kind of property damage 


1. J. H. McIntosh----_- ; 352 acres and buildings = Le $13, 870 
», A. J. Strong 75 acres and buildings oe ian 3, 150 
3. Alfred Smith a f ., 200 acres and buildings-__.- oot a 4, 000 
4. Clarence Terry ‘ .| 100 acres and buildings. _- ‘ Schaal 4, 220 
5. Seldon Noble 125 acres and buildings. _ bceicia alae 4, 025 
3. Minnie Kincaid b ; .| 100 acres and buildings. _- tia 3, 500 
. Daisy Boone pict he 75 acres and buildings eae 3, 750 
. Bergie Brandenburg ‘ 60 acres and buildings : e a 2, 300 
. Luther Davis ....-...-..| 80 acres and buildings ee 5, 650 
. Charlie Moore 62 acres and buildings : 5, 150 
. Lee Moore ae ... 35 acres and buildings 2 : 2, 250 
Nemis Strong_._- 150 acres and buildings 800 
3. W. M. Strong 75 acres and buildings 850 
. Walter Judd ; 100 acres and buildings 675 
5. J. W. Snowden- 35 acres and buildings 850 
. Hugh Bowman. .| 105 acres and buildings , 125 

. Clay Hobbs 75 acres and buildings 550 
i8. Dewey Roll ‘ 43 acres and buildings 600 
. Harold Kincaid 100 acres and buildings___- 890 

. Edward Hogan : 101 acres and buildings_- 300 
1, Jim Maloney 200 acres and buildings 400 
2. Mark Cann 350 acres and buildings 750 
3. Raleigh Kincaid ie ah 75 acres and buildings 150 
24. Verner Davis 125 acres and buildings 350 
5. A. J. Stidham : ; ....| 25 acres and buildings 550 
. C. B. Hieronymous : 250 acres and buildings , 600 

. Clayton Judd 5 160 acres and buildings , 630 

. Raymond McIntosh 252 acres and buildings____ a ; 7, 300 
Alcie Thomas — pies 5 acres and buildings. ; : 5, 425 

. Joe C. Little ee ...| 35 acres and buildings : See 1, 650 


TN et et 59 20 et et et et oO tn 


Total 


‘stimated flood damage in Beattyville, Ky., business survey for the 10-year period, 
1943 through 1953, inclusive 


Property owner Amount of damage 
Peoples Exchange Bank - ~~ - -_-- ; $37, 000. 00 
American Legion Auxiliary Building_ ba re 1, 000. 00 
A. B. Hoskins_ _- ete 1, 000. 00 
R. B. Kineaid_ __ : 300. 00 
Powell’s Restaurant - ects 100. 00 
Novelty Gift Shop -—-- 1, 610. 00 
J. G. Price Bel 4 975. 00 
J. M. Eversole__ , : 800. 00 
Elva Kincaid sen iat 450. 00 
Lee County schools - _ - , 4 500. 00 
Purple Cow Restaurant ; ‘ peace 200. 00 
Kmma Howerton_ -_-_-_- ; 550. 00 
George Hogan_ 500. 00 
R. C. Reed 250. 00 
Homer Brandengurg 362. 50 
Western Auto Store 330. 00 
Cecil M. Fry 500. 00 
Stampers Dress Shop 195. 00 
Hobert Brandenburg 250. 00 
Bradley Restaurant 256. 25 
Leslie Kilburn 000. 00 
Daugherty’s Restaurant 410. 00 
Presbyterian Church 650. 00 
Edd May__-. . 592. 50 
James W. Venable : Recs 275. 00 
Tank Service Station ___ 7, 975. 00 
Baker Hotel and Coffee Shop- 10, 875. 00 
Campbell’s Restaurant ee : 4, 710. 00 
Charles Bowles ; 65, 150. 00 
Baker Shoe Shop . 300. 00 
Guy Wilson ___~ - s oe Be . 1, 000. 00 


CO ND et te NO DO BO 
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Estimated flood damage in Beattyville, Ky., business survey for 10-year period, 
1943 through 19538, inclusive—Continued 


Property owner—Continued Amount of damage 


Maggard Laundry sie f Se tabiaeic _ $17,975. 00 
Porter Service Station __ : , 6, 525. 00 
H. P. Begley - - ion ; a 11, 300. 00 
Herif Twiman___- ; nr : 2, 525. 00 
Mrs. A. B. Cox ees 7, 550. 00 
Clarence Combs sis cla al ; , 650. 00 
Mrs. Mollie Lyons_-_-_- Ke , 140. 00 
Ashland Oil & Transportation Co_- f , 600. 00 
Powell Hackney Grocery Co-_ -- ae , 400. 00 
By, aN so reece cme wane ee ech ; , 025. 00 
J. 8S. Darch Fey e : ae 700. 00 
Mrs. Lizzie Porter ee 3 : ; eee , 875. 00 
b. 4S. Brewer... .... 7 ; 3, 855. 00 
Roy Long se ea : : et ; 100. 00 
A. J. Kincaid__- -_- : eee: ee 310. 00 
> irgil Kinecaid- Kincaid Bros___ ; eee . 700. 00 
ok. Murray ..... uses eats : aes , 600. 00 
Alex Taylor. ..- 5 ; : es , 225. 00 
Se a ; : , 425. 00 
A. F. Moobe......... : ‘ 5 , 125. 00 
Stamper & Bolin_____ ~~ ae ; 5 oe , d20. 00 
Beattyville Lumber & Supply Se 6n8 secre , 490. 00 
City of Beattyville : ee ; : 3, 600. 00 
Reattyville Christian Church. a bh , 155. 00 
Clay Lewis_- a ree 050. 00 
. Millard MeIntosh___--_- oa ae ; : , 350. 00 
58. Scott Brandenburg__-_-_-_--- ane Se , 480. 00 
Arco Begley : 3, 500. 00 
W. M. Begley, director_______ ‘ Sees Ss es 925. 00 
Robinson Estate Fe) ee dt ee aa. ae . ; 675. 00 
Wiley King : ge at se : 3, 150. 00 
Burgess De ‘partment tbe oo : L 3, 750. 00 
Rose Bargain Store = , 750. 00 
Lee County Motor Co ; ; Fo. : », 750. 00 
Christian Church-G. P. Congle ton, secretary ae 3, 925. 00 
Masonic Hall eo ee ee <A 4, 650. 00 
Congleton Hardware aes : ae 29, 600. 00 
Farmer Chrevrolet Co____-__- aR , 800. 00 
Mrs. Nanie Combs- = : “2 Lee 525. 00 
Kentucky Utilities Co_- peat , 700. 00 
Noble Pontiac Sales__---- : Baie a ce , 250. 00 
Bill Profitt’s Garage___ : : ‘ : , 100. 00 
Firestone Store- peu oS bp ea Eg ; , 450. OO 
. Gulf Oil Products : a. ee ree a , 475. 00 
Blakey Junk Yard : weak ree : Jr a Ped 350. 00 
Mrs. Eva Pryse- ---- es : ees ; ; 100. OO 
Ideal Furniture Co___-__- , aa ; ae. : . 00 
Pure Ice Co_. ‘ ae We - , 000. 00 
Noble Pontiac Bldg... Lee , ees we 5. , 550. 00 
kK. B. Rose ; ee ane ora ies I . atte 3, 450. 00 
Beatty ville Motor ie oe cael ae ; a , 619. 00 
W. L. Jones ae 2 ; , : io 3 , , 545. 00 
meee. W. Ee SOROS... ..%<. : rice ti 7 : 773. 10 
Combs Sundy Store 5. ; ie ae i aire elo 5 ; , 475. 00 
Mrs. Daisy Sale___ wh 5d . , 200. 00 
The Beattyville Enterprise. _____- hae 1, 450. 00 


476, 248. 35 
The above includes only direct damages and does not include those damages 


upon which no value can be place d. Signed flood damage reports substantiating 
the above damages are on file in the offices of this association. 
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Schedule of total flood damages Buckhorn to Beattyville 1944 through 1953 


Perry County $363, 441. 50 
Breathitt County 259, 188. 00 
Lee County (not including Beattyville) 123, 310. 00 


Total : 745, 939. 50 
These damages are considered to be a 25 percent or less sampling of the 
total damages. 
The total damages for 10 vears would be $2,983,758. Yearly damages based 
on the above would be $298,375.80. 
Not included in the damages above are: 
Damages to railroads 
Damages to public utilities 
Loss of life 
Interruption of business 
Loss of time at work 
Increased costs of transportation 
Epidemics caused by flood 
Closing of schools and churches 
Nervous shock and suffering 


MEMRERS OF THE Hovse APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The floods of 1946, 1948, and 1951 were devastating to Lee and 
Owsley Counties. Beattyville, with a municipal water plant on the Kentucky 
River, had to boil all water and at one time went without a city supply for several! 
days. This could cause a catastrophe if a fire started in the business district. 
Personnel of the health department had to drop all programs except immuniza- 
tions for typhoid and sanitation inspections of food-handling establishments. 
Grocery stores were flooded and large amounts of food had to be discarded when 
the waters receded. In 1946 outside help had to be called in to handle the situa- 
tion. Homes were without heat because of flooded basements. This led to an 
epidemic of colds as well as all establishments had to be cleaned and disinfected, 
as the water went down. 

These floods caused many wells to be contaminated and unfit for use without 
boiling or chlorinating the water. This is a very difficult thing to enforce in a 
county where the only water supply is from wells and occasionally cisterns. 
Stores and houses were covered with water. 

There is no way to trace the amount of sickness during and following this period 
which could be traced directly to the floods. No statistics were kept of the period 
directly following the floods, but there was much sickness due to exposure and 
contaminated water supplies. 

With floods there is always a danger of epidemics or a threat of an epidemic. 
When this danger is present or anticipated larger expenditures must be made 
With floods under control normal expenditures will handle the health problems 
of any county. 

Respectfully submitted. 

M. B. Garrarp, M. D., 
Health Director, Lee and Owsley County Health Department. 


Lestige County, Ky. 
MEMBERS OF THE Hovust APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: I feel honored to have the opportunity to speak in behalf of the 
Buckhorn Dam that is proposed to be built in our general area. 

My name is Elmer Begley, I am the county judge of Leslie County, Ky. I 
was born and reared on the Middle Fork of the Kentucky River. I was fortunate 
enough to have the opportunity to attend Buckhorn School just below where the 

suckhorn Dam is proposed to be built. I am familiar with the conditions of 
the people around this area. I have seen much damage on the Middle Fork River 
due to the severe floods. I have seen homes destroved and bridges washed away. 
Every bridge from Buckhorn to Hyden, a distance of 30 miles, was washed away. 
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All of these bridges were used in connection with the county schools I ean 
recall on two different occasions since | have been judge of Leslie Count, 

four children were drowned while trving to cross the river in a small boat on 
wav to school. 

In 1947 there were 29 homes washed away leaving these families homeless, — | 
saw children by the side of the road with nothing to eat and nothing to wear 
Their gardens washed away and even the soil where their gardens were planted 
washed away. I went to the stores and secured credit on the county for food and 
clothing. In 1947 there was over one-quarter million dollars damage to 
County alone. This is the reason my people that I represent are willing 
or sell their land to get away from these floods that happen frequently. 
had the opportunity to visit practically every home that will be affected by the 
dam who are property owners. Over 95 percent of these people have signed the 
petition for the dam to be built. They are continually coming to my office asking 
when the construction of the dam will start. I have never seen the interest of 
any project that we have from the people that we have for the Buckhorn Dam 
from this area. 

Thev will be glad to move out so this dam ean be constructed. This matter is 
important to our people. This is my sincere opinion that this committee should 
appropriate at least $1,500,000 to be used by the Corps of Engineers in connection 
with this project. 

I appreciate the opportunity very much that I have had to appear before this 
committee to represent my people for this proposed dam. 

I thank you. 


¢ 


that 
thei 


ELMER BEGLEY, County Juda 


STATEMENT OF DAN MITCHELL 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is Dan Mitchell, a coal operator in eastern 
Kentucky. Being raised in this section my earliest childhood memories are of 
floods and people staying awake at night to watch the river. This is a terrifying 
thing to those who are at-the mercy and whim of the weather. 

The oldtimers counted on the spring floods for a living, getting their logs down- 
river and strangely enough this developed this part of eastern Kentucky, but now 
so many people live there that these same floods are a potential threat to life and 
property. 

This water should be controlled to prevent floods and provide for future naviga- 
tion and industrial uses. There is also the recreational dividends. 

The Buckhorn Dam will benefit this area in numerous ways so I ask you seriously 
to help us build the Buckhorn Dam. Thanks for your time and consideration. 


STATEMENT OF LESTER EVERSOLE, BOWLING Town, Ky., Marcu 17. 1956 


Chairman and gentlemen, as a landowner on the Middle Fork of the Kentucky 
River in the proposed inundated area, I am willing and in favor of the Buckhorn 
Dam. 

I am willing to part with my land for the protection of the many people who 
live below the proposed dam. This dam would be a great flood protection to 
that territory. 


STATEMENT OF FRED VESCIO, SECRETARY-TREASURER, Hazarp OFrrice SuppPLy 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is Fred Vescio. I am in the wholesale 
auto parts business in Hazard, Ky. The floods of the Kentucky River are of 
great concern to me since the East Main Street location of our store has been 
under water twice in the past 8 years. We have moved merchandise from our 
store on five other occasions due to threat of rising waters. You can well realize 
that this is not only a great expense to us but prevents us from expanding our 
business while we are forced to use this location. I do not want this statement 
to be taken as one of personal interest only. I assure you that the damage to 
many other places of business in Hazard is far greater than ours 
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I am very much in sympathy with the people on the Middle Fork River who 
will be so greatly benefited by the Buckhorn Dam. I have seen the great damage 
done by water on this river. 

I have talked with many people on the Middle Fork River and they all are 
looking forward to the relief from floods that only the Buckhorn Dam can bring 
them. 

We who live in the mountains of Kentucky are forced to locate our homes and 
business in the low valleys since only there can we find any level area for building. 
Therefore, we are in great need of any flood protection that can be given us by dams 
or flood walls. 

I call your attention to the horrors of a flood such as loss of lives, property 
damage and epidemics due to water contamination. A favorable consideration 
by you on the Buckhorn Dam as proposed by the Corps of Engineers will eliminate 
this threat to thousands of people on the Middle Fork and Kentucky River. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER Durr, INSURANCE AGENT 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is Chester Duff. I live in the Kentucky 
River Valley. Iam here today to ask you to include a million and a half dollars 
for initial construction for the Buckhorn Dam. 

Speaking for all the people in this vast area, I have never found one man who 
is against this proposed reservoir. This will be the first flood-control structure in 
the entire Kentucky River Valley and it is much needed. 

If you gentlemen had the opportunity of just watching one flood you would say 
“Build Buckhorn.” 


STATEMENT OF FLoyp P. HALL, PRESIDENT, PERRY FURNITURE EXCHANGE 
Perry County, Ky. 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is Floyd Hall. I am a merchant in Perry 
County, Ky., and have spent my life in its entirety in this region. I have come 
to Washington because me and my people have suffered great losses by flood 
damages on the Kentucky River. 

I ain familiar with the Middle Fork region of the Kentucky River Valley and 
I am familiar with the Buckhorn School. This school’s entire purpose is to edu- 
cate orphans and other schoolchildren toward making better citizens of them. 

I have personally helped evacuate this school at the time of these terrible 
floods. I have given them clothes when these orphans have lost a great many of 
their personal belongings. 

The building of the Buckhorn Dam will completely do away with these floods 
and protect these children as well as the many people down the river valley from 
the dam site. 

I thank you for this privilege to speak on behalf of my people. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT SPENCER 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is Herbert Spencer. 

I have lived all my life in the Kentucky River valley. I have seen the river 
overflow its banks almost every year, causing untold property damage, blocking 
highways, and driving people from their homes. 

I strongly urge you to help us by building the Buekhorn Dam. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM GARRETT 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is William Garrett. I am a mortician and 
funeral director of Hazard, Ky. Iam also a propeity owner ir Lee County, Ky., 
which will be benefited so much by the proposed Buckhorn Dam. 

I am most interested in a statement made by the Army Corps of Engineers 
during a committee hearing of the 83d Congress in which they state that the Buck- 
horn Dam will control 73 percent of the drainage srea of the Middle Fork of the 
Kentucky River thereby contributing materially to the reduction of floods in the 
Kentucky River Valley in general and specifically in the vicinity of Beattyville, 
the county seat of Lee County which has been subjected to repeated flooding. 

I believe this statement alone shows the immediate need of Buckhorn Dam, 
I respectft lly urge your favorable report. 





STATEMENT OF FRED PARKE ComBs 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, my name is Fred Parke Combs. I am in the auto 
mobile parts business in Hazard, Ky. 

I have spent my entire life in eastern Kentucky except for the time I was in 
service during World War II. I am the immediate past county judge of Perry 
County. I have seen the damage of floods many times in our hills. The Buck 
horn Dam as proposed by the Army Corps of Engineers will do so much to relieve 
the large almost annual water damage on the Middle Fork and Kentucky Rivers 
Our association is presenting a schedule today that shows a $2,983,758 damage 
during the years 1944 through 1953. 

The people of our mountains will be forever grateful for your favorable con 
sideration on this worthy project. 

Mr. Perkins. I would like to call on the secretary of the Beattyville 
Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Van Reneau, who has a business estab- 
lishment right in this flooded area, and the engineers indicate that the 
construction of this reservoir will eliminate the damage not only to 
this town but up and down the Kentucky River. 

Mr. Focarry. Give your name and title to the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF VAN H. RENEAU 


Mr. Reneav. I am Van H. Reneau, secretary of the Beattyville 

Chamber of Commerce. I live in Beattyville, Ky., and am also a 
merchant there. Beattyville is located at the confluence of the 
Kentucky River and South Fork and it is 4 miles below the junction 
of the North Fork and the Middle Fork, which latter place is desig- 
nated as the head of the Kentucky River. 
Beattyville is 46 miles, by stream below the village of Buckhorn, on 
the Middle Fork, and is the first city of consequence whose flood 
damages would be abated or reduced by the construction of the Buck- 
horn Dam and Reservoir. 

I am here today to request your favorable consideration of the 
budget request of $1 million to begin construction of the planned 
flood-control dam and reservoir on the Middle Fork in the vic inity of 
Buckhorn, Ky. 

Approximately 400 of the 2,500 square miles of eastern Kentucky 
drained by the three forks, lie in the Middle Fork Valley above the 
location of the Buckhorn Dam site. 

We believe that the present plans for the Buckhorn Dam and 
Reservoir call for a structure adequate to control the runoff during 
any general rainfall period likely to occur in the watershed above it. 
We therefore believe that the Buckhorn Dam can control the instan- 
taneous discharge of water in the Kentucky River at Beattyville by 
as much as 15 percent. 

During the past 10 vears Beattyville has suffered three major floods. 
They were in 1946, 1948, and again in 1951. A survey of dame ages 
caused by these three floods was conducted by the Beattyville Cham- 
ber of Commerce in February 1954. 

The total estimated damages from these three floods within the 
city limits of Beattyville was $476,248.35. 

A detailed and itemized list of these damages appear on page 28, 
part 2, Hearings Before the Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations, 83d Congress, 2d session. 

Many times during the past 10 years the Kentucky River has 
exceeded flood stage at Beattyville. Flood stage has been set at 2! 
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feet on the upper gage at nearby lock 14 and is the stage at which 
damage to the city of Beattyville begins. Twice during ‘the past 30 
di avs the Kentue ky River has been in flood. 

On February 19, 1956, a crest of 26.6 feet was reached, inundating 
two major highways out of Beattyville forcing the evacuation of 
business establishments and otherwise interrupting the tranquility of 
our ¢ ity : 

Again on Thursday of last week, March 15, 1956, the Kentucky 
River exceeded flood stage, again inundating roads and _ isolating 
Beattyville. 

In each instance the Buckhorn Dam and Reservoir controlling 15 
percent of the total discharge of the Kentucky River at Beattyville, 
could have completely eliminated the water in excess of flood stage, 
reducing the crests with their inherent damages, and reducing the 
duration of time these crests prevailed. 

We urgently request the Congress to increase the appropriation for 
the Buckhorn Dam and reservoir to $1,500,000 in order that it may 
be completed at the earliest possible date. And to remove a portion 
of the flood threat from our community. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. ANpersEN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman mentioned damages 
in three floods. You said that had been inserted in the record at that 
point. How much did those damages amount to? 

Mr. Reneav. $476,248.35 within the city limits of Beattyville alone. 
They are included in the statement which Mr. Gorman read a moment 
ago and also page 28, part 2 of hearings before the subcommittee of 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 83d Congress, 2d session. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What is the estimate of the total damages incurred 
in that particular area affected by the Buckhorn project? 

Mr. Reneav. Mr. Gorman perhaps could better give us that total 
figure. 

Mr. Gorman. I think over a 10-year period something like $3% 
million, according to what we think the estimates which were made 
were under the direction of the division of flood controls of Kentucky. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Fogarry. Thank you. 

Mr. Perkins. I would like to call on Fred Vescio. 


STATEMENT OF FRED VESCIO 


Mr. Vescio. My name is Ferd Vescio, of Hazard, Ky. I am in 
the wholesale automotive parts business. I have seen the damages 
on the Middle Fork River, at the Buckhorn School several times after 
floods and the benefits to the people immediately below the dam 
would go a long ways toward a cost ratio. I understand that accord- 
ing to the Corps of Engineers 73 percent of the waterflow in the 
Middle Fork will be controlled by this dam thereby relieving the 
floodwaters as far down as Beattyville, Avawam, and Ravenna. 

There is the conservation of water and soil angle toward the dam 
and we need some high quality industrial water of which we have none 
in eastern Kentucky. 

Also there is a possibility of the Buckhorn Dam being used as a 
source of drinking water for Hazard and nearby towns. Hazard 
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being located on the North Fork of the Kentucky River, it is only a 
few miles away from the Buckhorn Dam. Our water situation in 
Hazard is almost to a critical point. We have just had to build or 
are in the process of building a new water plant forced on us by the 
Kentucky State Board of He alth and the Government health officials. 
We have a new plant but we have no waier to run through the new 
plant. 

It appears that if water continues to disappear on the North Fork 
of the Kentucky River in the next few years as it has in the past 10, 
we will have to reduce the operating time of the new water plant. 
We have talked to several of the city officials in Hazard and they feel 
that the Buckhorn Dam could be very easily used for our source of 
water supply in Hazard. 

That is something I don’t believe the Corps of Engineers has 
included in their report. In the Hazard coalfields for the past couple 
of years we have had a decrease in employment, as you well know. 
The Buckhorn Dam would help to stabilize the employment in our 
area and would be of much benefit on a tax return basis for the 
Government. 

I thank you gentlemen for hearing me. 

Mr. Focartry. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Matt Combs would like to speak about 1 
minute. 

STATEMENT OF MATT COMBS 


Mr. Comps. My name is Matt Combs. I represent the United 
Mine Workers, District No. 30. Gentlemen, I wish to say that I have 


a statement entered into the record here. I would like to concur 
with the other gentlemen’s statements on the Buckhorn Dam. 
Naturally as a representative of the United Mine Workers, | am 
interested in anything pertaining to employment in our area. And 
I would like to go on record as concurring with the other speakers 
before the committee on this project as concurring with their own 
statements and the statement I have in the record here and the 
interests of the mine workers in this district. 
Mr. Focarry. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL CADDY 


Mr. Cappy. Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen: 

As an official of the United Mine Workers of America, District 30, 
[ urge you include $1,500,000 for initial construction on the Buckhorn 
Reservoir in Perry County, Ky. 

The harassing floods in the Kentucky River Valley have had 
devastating effect on the property and have discouraged industry 
settling in this valley. 

This project will also help alleviate the high rate of unemployment 
in this region by furnishing jobs to some of its unemployed miners. 

The dam itself will give the region a pool of high quality industrial 
water in order to attract outside industry. We urge you to include 
$1,500,000 in the budget for the Buckhorn Dam. Thank you. 

Mr. Perkins. Does any other member in this delegation wish to 
make a statement on behalf of the Buckhorn Reservoir? 


75562—56—pt. 2 17 
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STATEMENT OF C, V. COOPER, JR. 


Mr. Cooper. My name is C. V. Cooper, Jr., and I am secretary- 
treasurer of the Buckhorn. Watershed Association whose offices are 
located in Hazard, Ky. 

We have been organized for several years to promote the planning 
and construction of the Buckhorn Dam in Perry County, Ky. 

We have fought long and hard for several years in securing funds 
for the completion of the planning of the Buckhorn Reservoir. We 
have been advised now that the Corps of Engineers have finally 
finished the planning and are now ready for construction of this 
most needed project. We have reliable information that the Corps 
of Engineers can expend $1,500,000 during the first and initial year of 
construction. 

For many years the people of eastern Kentucky have been unable 
to rest at night because of the fear of flood. Millions of dollars of 
damage to property, land and homes of our people are destroyed 
every few years with no hope for any immediate relief in sight other 
than the construction of the Buckhorn Dam. In all of these years 
there have never been any appropriations made for Federal flood- 
control projects in the headwaters of the Kentucky River. 

The Corps of Engineers have done a magnificent job in planning 
this project in the immediate past 2 years. The President recently 
saw feasible the reconsideration of his budget and appropriated 
$1 million in his budget for initial construction. We feel that this is 
inadequate inasmuch as the Corps of Engineers need $1,500,000 
during the first year of construction. 

The history of floods in eastern Kentucky shows that the most 
disastrous floods occur every 10 years in the headwaters of the Ken- 
tucky River. Our 1927, 1937, and 1947 floods were of great severity. 
What can we expect in 1957? Recently during the past few weeks, 
we have had two floods in the Middle Fork of the Kentucky River, 
Buckhora, Perry County, Ky. 

The people cannot bear up under these floods forever, and if we are 
ever to begin helping them, now is the time. The people who would 
be affected by this project realize the needs and are willing to nart 
with their homes in order to benefit the majority of the people. They 
have previously signed a petition bearing out this statement. 

It is my earnest hope that you will amend the budget to include 
$1,500,000 for the construction of the Buckhorn Reservoir. 

(The letter of March 17, 1956, from city of Hazard is as follows:) 


Marcu 17, 1956. 
Hovusrt APPROPRIATIONS SURCOMMITTEE, 
Public Works Projects, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN, AND GENTLEMEN: The city of Hazard is vitally interested in 
the appropriation of funds to begin immediately the construction of the Buckhorn 
Dam across the Middle Fork of the Kentucky River near Buckhorn, Ky. 

We are interested not only in flood control, but also in the conservation of water 
for water’s sake. For it is a fact that the quantity of water available for the many 
domestic and industrial demands of today is becoming a major problem in many 
sections of the Eastern United States, and eastern Kentucky is no exception. Our 
rivers in eastern Kentucky, especially the Kentucky River and its tributaries, 
practically dry up during the summer and fall months, leaving their beds almost 
dusty. Water wells and springs no longer furnish any appreciable quantity of 
water, and many of them dry up completely during these dry months. This was 
not the case 40 years ago, before our extractive industries—coal and lumber— 
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became extensive, and our towns and small cities began to grow. Our rock strata 
and soil have been broken by mining, and our hills uncovered by the removal of 
timber and the growth of our towns and cities. 

It is because of these things that we have ever-increasing danger of floods 
and water shortage. Heavy rains run off our hills rapidly and swell our rivers 
to flood stage almost instantly, thus endangering human life and property, and 
blocking our highways at a number of locations. Such rapid runoff leaves very 
little water retained in our rocks and soil. Therefore, it seems to us that the 
only logical, or sensible, solution to the problem lies in the construction of dams, 
such as the Buckhorn Dam, by means of which we not only provide the desirable 
and necessary flood control but conserve one of the most precious things we have 
water. 

In conclusion, our small political subdivisions—counties and small cities—are 
not financially able to construct such large publie works projects, and probably 
will never be. However, a considerable population depends upon the Kentucky 
River and its tributaries for one thing or another, and should not be allowed to 
dry up with the water in this river. Therefore, we feel that your deepest con- 
sideration should, and will be, given to the appropriation of funds for the imme 
diate construction of the Buckhorn Dam. 

Sincerely submitted. 
City or Hazarp, 
By Douetias C. Comps, 

Mayor Pro tem. 

R. W. Gisson, 
Commissioner. 

RALPH M. Woon, 
City Manager. 


Mr. Gorman. Gentlemen, I am pleased to represent Buckhorn 
Watershed Association on behalf of the Kentucky River survey. 

We would like to urge you to increase the survey funds from 
$30,000 to $50,000. T his would allow the Army Corps of Engineers 


money to complete the study in a 2-year period rather than a 3-year 
plus period. , 

We appreciate your consideration. 

Mr. Focarry. Do you have anybody else? 

Mr. PERKINS. ‘We will go on to the next project then, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Focartry. We have other Members of Congress who have to 
be heard. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CARL D. PERKINS 


Mr. Perkins. Yes. We will move along. 

Mr. Chairman, Senator Clements told you about the Catlettsburg 
floodwall and also Congressman Spence. There is a million dollars in 
the budget this year and I have been in Catlettsburg on a couple of 
occasions in the last 3 weeks and I have seen the flood threat and it 
is the opinion of the engineers that $2 million can be wisely spent and 
that this project can be completed by June 1958 in the event $2 
million is appropriated this fiscal year. At this time I would like to 
call on Mr. Winn A. Field from the city of Catlettsburg, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF WINN A. FIELD 


Mr. Frevtp. My name is Winn A. Field. I am president of the 
Catlettsburg Chamber of Commerce. 

We would like just for the Representatives to expedite our floodwall 
to be completed within the next year and a half, and to do this it 
will require $2 million at this time due to the fact that we have been 
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imperiled in the last 6 weeks within 3 feet of having a loss equivalent 
to the 1955 loss which amounted to $470,000. 

Due to this close call, we would appreciate completion date being 
moved up as much as possible to meet availability of the United 
States Army engineers schedule. 

We furnished you movies last year and pictures are already in your 
file. It is just a question of expediting this. In the last 6 weeks we 
have been threatened 3 times at a flood stage and the last flood in 
March of 1955, United States engineers figures on that were that there 
was a loss of $470,000 and we were threatened 3 times with the same 
thing in the last 6 weeks. It is just a question of expediting it as 
soon as possible and that is the situation that we are in. 


Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Apkxins. May name is James E. Adkins and I am the city at- 
torney for Catle ttsbure. Ky. We were up here, gentlemen, last spring 
and I think we gave you the background of this situation and it is in 
the record as to the re port of the engineers showing the economic 
feasibility of our project and they are already on the ground ready to 
go to work. The contractors are ready to construct this first phase 
of our wall and they are being held up at the present time by high 
water and we are here today to ask you to give us $2 million. 

The city of Catlettsburg is a small residential city of approximately 
5,000 people, and is located at the junction of the Ohio and Big 
Sandy Rivers and is one of the first settlements in this area. 

I grew up in the city of Catlettsburg as a boy and witnessed the 
disaster of its floods. 

The record will reveal that since the year of 1897 that the city of 

Catlettsburg has experienced a flood on the average of once every 2 
years. 
The largest flood of our history occurred in 1937. At that time 80 
percent of our town was covered with floodwaters to an average of 
only 17 feet. At this time I was living on the corner of 23d and 
Center Streets in Catlettsburg, and our family was compelled to move 
upstairs because of the floodwaters. 

I relate this personal experience for the purpose of the floodwaters, 
illustrating the hardships that come about because of the high waters. 
We moved upstairs and the water kept climbing, with one varied 
prediction after the other, until eventually we had to abandon our 
home because of the high waters. 

By that time the current was so swift and the water so high that 
we were unable to move our household furnishings. We placed them, 
the best we could, upon tables and chairs in the second story attempt- 
ing to get them as high as possible. Before the floodwaters had 
receded they had reached a crest so high in our second story that we 
lost all of our household furnishings to the ravages of the river. 

The house directly across the street was broken in half by other 
small cottages floating in the street and striking against it. When 
the floodwaters receded, there were at least three small cottages in 
our garden spot in back of our house. 

The cleaning up, I believe, was really more miserable than waiting 
out the flood. It was in the middle of winter and it was necessary 
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that we take picks and shovels and break up the mud, which was 
frozen into ice, and shovel it out of our houses. 

The water had gotten into the gas meter and frozen and shut off 
the gas. We had to take the meter off and build a fire under it and 
thaw it out before it would operate. The gas mains in the street were 
full of water and we went for several days without heat. 

Because of the damage done by the flood the house in which we 
lived was eventually wrecked. 

The house across the street was completely destroyed. 

One whole city block of small one-story cottages had been swept 
comple tely away by the floodwaters and have never been replaced. 

The engineers tell us that if the floodwater which we had in Feb- 
ruary 1955 had been as high as 1937 we would have suffered damage 
amounting to the sum of $1,930,000. 

It is almost impossible to express in words the misery suffered 
those people who have been run from their homes because of flood- 
waters. You need only to walk about our courthouses and public 
schools and other places where these refugees have fled and look at 
the resignation, fear and fatigue which shows in the faces, and hear 
the small children and babies crying in fear because of unfamiliar 
surroundings and frightening changes to realize the damage to the 
morale of the citizens of the city of Catlettsburg. 

Catlettsburg is located in the heart of the tri-state area which is a 
highly industrialized area. The people who live here work in its 
plants. 

These industries are very strategic in defense effort. We have 
industries which deal in the production of steel; the refining of petro- 
leum; and the manufacturing of chemicals which are highly necessary 
and important to the de fense of our country and to the world in 
times of public disaster. 

The flooding of our town blocks the railroads and highways. We 
have two very important arterial highways that pass through our 
town, U.S. 60 and U. S. 23, vital links in the defense of our country. 

Gentlemen, in closing I would like to state that we, the people of 
Catlettsburg, feel and know that the lack of flood protection is re- 
tarding the growth of our community and retarding the growth of all 
the tri-State area in which we live. 

When we look about us on all sides we see our neighbors who bave 
protection by flood wall, growing and prospering. Across the Big 

Sandy River and farther up the Ohio River we have Ceredo Kenova 
who have flood wall protection. A little farther distance up the Ohio 
River we see our friend, Huntington, W. Va., with flood wall protec- 
tion. 

We look down the Ohio River and we see Ironton, Ohio, with flood 
wall protection. 

A short distance further down the Ohio River we see our friends 
in Portsmouth, Ohio, who have flood-wall protection. We look to the 
north of us and we see our neighbors at Ashland with flood protection. 
A short distance further north we see our neighbors at Russell, Ky., 
with flood protection. 

All of these communities are growing and prospering while we are 
withering on the vine simply because we do not have protection for 
our city. 
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Gentlemen, we request you as sincerely and as earnestly as we can 
to give us consideration on this matter. 

We ask you to appropriate $2 million, which is a very small sum for 
the benefit which will be received, to begin the immediate construction 
of our flood wall. 

Since the year 1897 we have averaged a flood every 2 years. How 
soon will the next flood be? Will we have another disastrous flood 
before the wall can be constructed? 

Only you can answer this question. 

Our city has already taken the necessary steps to provide its part 
of the money. We come here as people who have already made our 
effort and attempt to do something about the situation locally and to 
ask your assistance. And we have statements from some other 
members that are here. 


STATEMENT OF THE REV. BERT CLARK 


Reverend Ciark. There jis approximately three-quarters of a 
million dollars worth of church property within the flood zone. It is 
quite easy to see the effect of the impending flood damage even in 
the spiritual life and growth of our local church people. 

The members of all denominations within the city are vitally 
interested in flood protection. They have shown this interest by 
donation of land and rights-of-way by the church itself and its members 
have given free of charge rights-of-way for flood-wall projects. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD FREEDMAN 


Mr. FreEpMAN. I want to stress the fact that the Catlettsburg flood 
wall protects largely small householders and small businesses. 

Not merely industr y but the people themselves would benefit 
directly from construction of our wall. 

Within the last few weeks we have had three major flood threats, 
any one of which could have developed into a flood more serious than 
the 1937 disaster. 

Since construction has already been started completion is inevitable, 
the only point in question being the completion date. A $2 million 
appropriation will keep construc ‘tion on schedule as per the engineers’ 
original estimate. 

Mr. Perkins. Mr. Stanley is next. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT STANLEY 


Mr. Stantey. My name is Robert Stanley and I am chairman of 
the flood-wall commission of Catlettsburg. It was my duty to buy 
these rights-of-way and we do have the rights-of- -way purchased and 
the people i in the town are very interested in the flood wall. Over the 
period of their lifetime they have been bothered with the flood. The 
people in the town are so enthused about it that the citizens look 
forward, who can afford it, to contributing around $50,000 to buy the 
next section of the rights-of-way. A portion of this came from very 
poor people. When you realize the price of these homes, you w ill 
realize that they are poor. They ran from $2,500 to $4,000 per house 
and they say, ‘Mr. Stanley, if we could possibly give you this property, 
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we would do it. We want enough out of it to go elsewhere and make 
a downpayment on our other home.”’ 

The churches in our town are interested in it. I have a church 
bulletin in my brief where they have held special meetings and also 
offered prayers and that is to the United States and the House of 
Representatives and everybody up here in Washington that has been 
of help to them. 

We certainly are in need of protection of this flood wall and we 
would be able to use the $2 million to finish this thing up by 1958. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES RICHARDSON 


Mr. Ricuarpson. J have been sent here by the city of Catlettsburg 
to ask for this appropriation of $2 million, and urge that the matter 
be expedited at the earliest possible date. 

The 1955 flood cost the city approximately $10,000 in increased 
salaries and equipment to clean up and there has been considerable 
damage to property. The city council has taken every necessary 
action to hurry up this project. 

During the times of flood disaster we have a problem of fire protec- 
tion in the fact that our city is long and the floodwaters divide the 
city so that it is necessary that we provide another fire truck for the 
purpose of giving fire protection to all of the town. We must move 
our city government from the city building because e the waters inun- 
date our city building. The second floor is usually used as a refugee 
center and the renovation and repair following this is always expensive. 

As most cities of our size, we are working on a budget and our 
finances are usually very lean. 

When we have a disaster it constitutes an expense fund which we 
do not set up in our budget, resulting in an indebtedness to the city 
which sometimes we are strained to overcome. 

The city has procured all of the necessary rights-of-way and com- 
plied with the requirements of the district Corps of Engineers as far 
as the local effort is concerned and we request that you give us the 
construction. 

Mr. Sranuey. As I have already said, I am chairman of the Flood 
Wall Commission. My job is to purchase 1 ights of way for the flood 
wall. 

This is not a 1-man job but constitutes 12 members who work as a 
team. We purchased 88 pieces of rights-of-way for the first section of 
the flood-wall project. Out of that 88 we only had 3 condemnation 
suits and those people were not being protected by the flood wall. 

The people in Catlettsburg are very enthusiastic about this project, 
particularly the schools and ‘the churches. I have in my possession & 
bulletin from one of the local churches wherein they were giving 
thanks to the engineers, the United States Senate, and the House of 
Representatives for the wonderful job and consideration they had 
given our town. I also have in my possession, which I shall file in the 
record, the front page of the Ashland Daily Independent with head- 
lines showing that the city of Catlettsburg was threatened with serious 
flood for the third time within a month. 

_ Another newspaper shows a picture with the title, “Hurry Up 
Floodwall.”’ 
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Catlettsburg is sandwiched in between Ashland, Ky., Huntington, 
W. Va., and Ironton, Ohio, and we have a little different situation. 

We are at the junction of the Big Sandy River and the Ohio River, 
either one of which can give us serious trouble. 

The people from whom we purchased these 85 pieces of property 
without suit are interested in having our town protected from the dis- 
astrous floods which in the past years have caused so much damage not 
only to business but our health. 

After a flood we have to take typhoid shots and there is a great ex- 
pense on the individuals to prevent serious illness and get back into 
their homes. 

The contractors on the first section of the flood wall project are 
already on the ground and ready to go to work but are unable to do so 
because of high water. I feel that while the contractors are here and 
willing and able to go to work that an appropriation of $2 million 
should be made as it would result in a saving to our Government to 
have this work completed and finished at the earliest opportunity. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Focartry. Thank you. 

Mr. Perkins. We will move along to the Little Sandy-Tygarts 
Creek project. Senator Clements and Congressman Spence made a 
statement urging the committee to appropriate $20,000 for this survey 
that the Army engineers has now approved and we have a witness 
here today, Mr. Brogan, who would like to make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF R. B. BROGAN 


Mr. Brocan. Iam R. B. Brogan, Rush, Floyd County, Ky. I am 
here in behalf of the Little Sandy-Tygarts Creek W atershed Associa- 
tion. I have a statement and letters to be made part of the record. 

Our request is small as has been stated before the United States 
engineers have completed the preliminary examination, completed 
that last year and the field commission examination by the Soil 
Conservation Service, the field examination has been completed last 
vear. The watershed has a total of 675,347 acres of which 70,000 
acres of that is flood claims. There are some 56,500 people involved 
in that area. That embraces five counties. The Soil Conservation 
Service and other farmer agencies are planning and working there in a 
most practice al way. And the Forestry Division is planting trees and 
the Soil Conservation Service has made and are making now various 
other land improvements which will certainly go along a long way 
toward the runoff of the water in the watershed. 

As was stated the amount requested is only $20,000 and the project 
is one of great need and is certainly one that needs some attention. 

Thank you. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. How much is the total cost of the project? 

Mr. Broaan. It hasn’t gone into examination. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You have some general idea 

Mr. Brocan. I don’t know. 

Mr. ANpErRsEN. How many million dollars? 

Mr. Broaan. No, sir, I do not know. The survey has not been 
made. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 
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SuMMARY OF LITTLE SANDY RIVER AND TyGarts CREEK WATERSHEDS 


A joint meeting of the supervisors of the Boyd, Lawrence, Carter, Elliot, and 
Greenup County Soil Conservation Districts was held in Catlettsburg, Ky., on 
February 13, 1950. to discuss flood control on the Little Sandy River and Tygarts 
Creek. At this meeting the Little Sandy River-Tygarts Creek Flood Control 
Association was organized to work for upstream flood control on the waterhseds 
of the Little Sandy River and Tygarts Creek. 

From this meeting the soil conservation district supervisors went out and by 
personal contacts with people in the affected areas, got flood damage estimates 
covering a 10-year period 1940-50. Damages were obtained for one-third of the 
farms in the watersheds from which a total damage of $7.5 million was estimated 
for the 10 vears. 

June 27, 1950, the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives 
adopted a resolution calling for a review of reports on the Ohio River and tribu- 
taries with a view to determining whether the recommendations contained in these 
reports should be modified with respect to flood control on Little Sandy River 
and Tygarts Creek. 

On October 25, 1959, a public hearing was held at Grayson, Ky., by the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army. Over 200 farmers, and others, interested in 
improvement of the two watersheds attended the hearing. 

A similar resolution was adopted by the Committee on Public Works of the 
Senate. 

In a letter December 6, 1950, the Seeretary of Agriculture said it was hoped 
a survey could be initiated on the two watersheds in the fiseal vear 19538. 

This survey was initiated and work was underway until suspended because it 
did not meet certain criteria set forth in a Presidential directive for the curtailment 
of nonessential work during the Korean emergency. 

The United States Engineers have completed a preliminary examination during 
the year 1955. A preliminary field examination by the Soil Conservation Service 
was completed in March 1955, 

The Little Sandy River Watershed takes in parts of Boyd, Carter, Elliot, Green- 
up and Lawrence Counties. Tygarts Creek is in Carter and Greenup Counties. 
These counties are in northeastern Kentucky and the streams are tributaries of the 
Ohio River. 

The watersheds have a total area of 675,347 acres with 69,182 acres in the flood 
plain. 

Total annual damage in the area is about $800,000 and directly involves 
56,500 people. 

The following towns and villages are involved: Olive Hill, Carter, Gregory ville, 
Pactolus, Hitchins, Willard, Argillite and Webbville. Grayson and Greenup are 
in the flood plain of the Little Sandy River. 

Current activities in the watersheds include work by the Soil Conservation 
Service assisting farms in the watersheds to plan and apply a land-treatment 
program which will, it is felt, help to maintain any flood-control structures that 
are deemed necessary. 

The State division of forestry is making available trees to farmers within the 
watersheds. 

The local banks, fiscal courts, fish and game ciubs, and other organizations 
have evidenced strong interest in this very critical problem. 

The various county ASC committees have geared their county programs to fit 
into a rather sound land-use program. 

All of the boards of supervisors in Lawrence, Boyd, Greenup, Carter, and 
Elliot Counties have been approached by many of their cooperators in regard to 
flood control on these two streams. The supervisors are strongly urging the 
completion of the necessary surveys by the United States engineers so that a 
flood-control system can be set up on these streams at the earliest possible date. 


GREENUP, Ky., March 16, 1956. 
CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON 
FLoop ConTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION. 

Greetings: The Greenup County Wildlife Club, a sportsmen’s organization 
of Greenup County, Ky., through which county Little Sandy River and Tygart’s 
Creek flow, desires to go on record of not only favoring, but urgently requesting 
that flood-control and water-conservation projects be completed in Greenup 
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County of Little Sandy River and Tygart’s Creek, and that those projects con- 
tinue into other counties through which these two streams flow, because we 
know and believe from past experience that such projects in our county will be 
of great and lasting benefit to our farmers particularly and all our people in the 
tristate generally. 

The lands of farmers in Greenup County have been eroded and farmers’ crops 
have been consistently destroyed by the flooding of these two streams at certain 
seasons and by drought at other seasons, and they, the farmers, are discouraged 
because they have had nothing they can depend upon when looking toward the 
stabilizing of water levels in these two streams, except recent publicity and 
activity in that direction which has given them renewed hope and encouragement 
for the future. 

Also, from the accrual of recreations facilities, flood-control projects of these 
two streams would open up great recreation possibilities, something desperately 
needed in the tristate that will be on parity with the growth of the area, it being 
one of the fastest growing areas in the United States. 

The Greenup County Wildlife Club, speaking for 500 club members and from 
public sentiment gathered from all over Greenup County favorable to these 2 
projects for the 2 streams named, urge an appropriation and immediate activity 
by the United States engineers in bringing into being these 2 flood-control projects 
in our county and other counties through which these 2 fine streams flow. 

At this writing, rural highways are flooded and many schoolchildren are blocked 
from school in Greenup County, farms are being eroded and desperately needed 
topsoil is being washed away. ‘Time is the essence of this needed improvement. 

Very sincerely yours, 
GREENUP CouNTY WILDLIFE CLUB, 
By C. H. Bruce. 


ASHLAND, Ky., March 17, 1956. 


CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON FLOop CoNnTROL AND WATER USAGE, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: We wish to express our interest in the flood control and water 
and soil conservancy dams proposed by the United States engineers for Little 
Sandy and Tygart’s Creeks in northeastern Kentucky. 

As an organization, we are dedicated to assisting in the preservation of our 
American way of life through contending for the proper control of such basic 
resources as our soil, water, and forests. 

Our people need the benefits that will come from the improvement of these 
streams and the deliverance from the disastrous floods that are a constant menace. 

The recreational facilities that might be provided by the projects would be 
within reach of a half million American citizens who now have very limited 
opportunities of this nature. 

We feel it would be a very forward step to continue the studies on these projects 
with a view to their early completion. 

Yours very truly, 
Harry J. Stone, M. D., 
President, Northeastern Kentucky Fish and Game Association. 


RESOLUTION 


Wheras the appropriation bill for the purpose of final surveys by the United 
States engineers on Little Sandy and Tygarts Valleys for the purpose of flood 
control and soil conservation is now being considered by the Congress of the 
United States; and 

Whereas the Little Sandy and Tygarts Valleys have long needed projects of this 
nature to control their waters and natural resources: Be it 

Resolved, That the Greenup County Fish and Game Association of Russell, Ky., 
strongly urge that funds be appropriated for this purpose; and be it further 

Resolved, That the members of the Greenup County Fish and Game Association, 
individually and collectively, urge our Congressmen to direct their efforts to the 
securing of its passage. 

GREENUP CouNTy Fish AND GAME ASSOCIATION, 
ELMER PENNINGTON, President, 
Dr. Virait Skaaes, Secretary. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CARL D. PERKINS 


Mr. Perkins. I want to make some three or four statements on 
behalf of these various projects. There is $9,900,000 in the budget 
and naturally we are expecting the committee to approve that amount 
on Greenup Dam. 

The Army engineers have developed a plan for improving the navi- 
gation on the Ohio River by replacing the old dams by a lesser num- 
ber of high dams which will maintain year-round navigation, for 
almost a thousand miles on the Ohio River. 

The volume of freight carried on the Ohio River has risen rapidly 
in recent years. As this volume increases, the benefit-cost ratio of the 
Ohio River improvement decreases. 

This river carries the largest volume of water of any river in America, 
including the Mississippi and Missouri combined, and is a major artery 
of navigation. 

The completion of the Greenup Dam and the high dams in the Ohio 
River will reduce the annual operating costs of this great transporta- 
tion system, and improve the navigation facilities of the valley. 

The completion of this dam at the earliest possible date will mean 
actual economy, not only to our national industry, but also to the 
annual operating costs of this system. 

I urge this committee to approve adequate funds to maintain this 
construction work at the highest level possible. 

Any other statements here on Greenup Dam? Then the statement 
on the Big Sandy. ‘This project has been under survey for the past 
2 years and the Army engineers state that they can use $77,500 during 
the next fiscal year to complete the survey. I hope that an amount 
is approved because if there is a spot in America that needs the 
survey completed at an early date it is on the Big Sandy. 

The flood control and navigation improvement plans of the Big 
Sandy River have long been the hope of both the people and the 
industrial establishments of this valley. 

A flood-control plan including a system of reservoirs was authorized 
in the comprehensive Flood Control Act of 1938. 

A system of locks and dams for navigation purposes was in operation 
for a number of years but having become obsolete, these are no longer 
in operation. The survey on which the 1938 act was based is also 
obsolete, and a good size village has grown up in at least one of these 
areas which was des ignated as a reservoir area; a railroad has been 
constructed through another. These problems can be met by slight 
changes in the location of the reservoirs. Both of these illustrate the 
economic developments which have made a new survey necessary. 

Both the tonnage of coal mined, which is the principal potential 
cargo of a river -barge line, and transportation rates have increased. 
These increases simply stress the nec essity and the value of the pro- 
posed navigation program of the Big Sandy River. 

At the same time the construction costs have increased, but there 
is every reason to believe the benefit-cost ratio may have increased. 
Only an up-to-date survey can answer this question. 

During the past 3 years the economy of the valley has suffered 
serious reverses. Unemployment has been severe and has ranged 
from 3 to 5 times the national average in the Pikeville-Prestons- 
burg area, which is the major industrial part of the valley. There 
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are several billion tons of high-grade domestic and metallurgical 
coal reserves in this valley, and they constitute a potential source of 
future energy for either peacetime economy or our wartime needs. 

An economical transportation system is essential for the proper 
development of this rich coal-bearing area. 

There are also adequate resources for a timber and chemical industry 
in the area. The development of these industries and other industries 
allied with coal mining has been severely handicapped by the lack of 
industrial water during the fall dry weather which is too often followed 
by disastrous spring floods. 

This great valley with a population of a half-million people including 
a great “number of industrious and skilled workmen is now classified 
as a distressed area and remains a drain upon our national economy. 
An essential step to develop a healthy and prosperous economy in 
this valley is the completion of flood-prevention reservoirs and the 
canalization of the Big Sandy River as one single integrated program. 

The Army engineers have initiated a survey to bring the data on 
these projects up to date and only $77,500 is needed to complete this 
survey during the fiscal year of 1957. I urge this committee to 
include this amount in the 1947 eee ations. 

I have a statement on the Little Sandy-Tygarts Creek project. 

The Little Sandy-Tygarts Creek flood-control project has been 
under study by the Army engineers and by the Kentucky State 
engineers for some years. 

These valleys are subject to disastrous floods that have been very 
destructive to both the farmlands along these valleys and to the 
industrial center of Olive Hill in particular. 

The agricultural and industrial development of that area reached 
its present level when the headwaters of these valleys were protected 
by forest lands which acted as nature’s reservoirs. As these forests 
were cut over and cleared out, the flood crests rose to a disastrous point. 

The industrial center of Olive Hill is located in the lowlands which 
were above the high watermark at the time these sites were selected. 

However, in recent years these flood crests have become so high 
that thousands of dollars of damages were sometimes sustained within 
a few hours. Bridges were washed away. ‘Traffic has often been 
stopped on the C. & O. Railroad. At the same time, the business 
establishments and many residences in the city were subjected to 
enormous damages. These recurring floods will continue until some 
plan is developed for storing the water, replacing the natural storage 
reservoirs which the forests maintained in the early vears. 

The topography of the area in the Little $ Sandy Valley is such that 
inexpensive dams will store large amounts of water. These will not 
only stop the flood damages in ‘the Little Sandy Valley, but will also 
have a measurable effect on the Ohio Valley floods. 

The Army engineers have found a favorable benefit-cost ratio for 
these projects on the basis of preliminary surveys. Funds necessary 
to complete these surveys and plan the construction of the survey of 
the two valleys is $50,000. I urge this committee to give favorable 
consideration to this request. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement on the Kentucky River which 
will be discussed by Congressman Watts. That is for money to com- 
plete a survey which is ver v important. 

The Kentucky River survey of 1937 resulted in a plan for the estab- 
lishment of reservoirs in the upper Kentucky River Valley for the 
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purpose of controlling the spring floods to which this valley is sub- 
jected, and at the same time, provide a more constant flow of water 
during the daily dry season for navigation purposes. These reservoirs 
and other river improvements will ‘also favorably affect the program 
for flood prevention in the Ohio and Mississippi River Valleys. 

This survey, while a valuable contribution to the long-range plan- 
ning for the area, is now obsolete and a new survey has been initiated 
with a substantial portion of the work having been completed. How- 
ever, the current rate of activities will not complete this survey prior 
to 1965. It is essential that this survey be completed within the next 
2 years. 

An amount of $75,000 for the fiscal year 1957 will enable the Army 
engineers to complete the survey in 1958. The annual flood damages 
in this river valley are substantial with an additional amount of 
damages to the economy of the area resulting from the interruption of 
industrial activities by frequent floods, followed by a lack of water for 
both industrial uses and né ivigation during the fall dry season. 

The economic health of this valley has “been seriously damaged by 
this scarcity of water during the fall and the disastrous floods in the 
spring. These and other questions have led to the fact that the rate 
of insured unemployment in the headwaters of this valley for the past 
3 years has ranged from 2 to 4 times that of the national average. 

In 1954 approximately one-third of the industrial workers in the 
Hazard area, the second largest town in the valley, were left dependent 
upon, unemployment-insurance payments. 

It is impossible to establish a stable economy, even in a valley with 
enormous natural resources, such as those found along the Kentucky 
River, unless and until the flood prevention and water conservation 
program is developed to a point where there will be an adequate supply 
of industrial water in the fall and a lessening of the flood damages in 
the spring. The current piecemeal continuation of this important 
survey means, at best, that the completion of these much needed im- 
provements will remain in the distant future. 

It is essential that this survey be completed at the earliest possible 
date in order that the flood-control and navigation program for this 
valley be brought up to date. I urge this committee to include an 
amount of $75,000 for the Kentucky River survey during the fiscal 
year 1957. 

[ also have a statement on the Catlettsburg flood wall. 

The city of Catlettsburg, located at the confluence of the Big Sandy 
and Ohio Rivers, has been subject to extensive flood damages for 
many years. 

The disastrous flood of 1937 resulted in action which started the 
construction of a flood wall to protect Ashland, Ky., and this flood 
wall is now being extended to protect this city from an almost annual 
recurrence of severe flood damages. The work is well underway, but 
the city faces serious flood damages for each year that the completion 
of this project is delayed. The continued growth and industrial ex- 
pansion of Catlettsburg is endangered by the lack of flood protection. 

The work is progressing almost according to schedule, but increased 
funds are necessary if the project is to be completed by 1958. 

A reduction in the funds necessary to keep the construction work 
going at full speed on this project is false economy. 
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The flood damage of any one year could easily exceed the total 
amount of the so-called savings made by failing to increase the ap- 
propriations by an amount necessary for the rapid completion of this 
project. 

To my way of thinking this all important project should be com- 
pleted at the earliest possible date. A representative of the Corps of 
Engineers told me today that if $2 million was appropriated, this 
project would be completed by June 1958. 

During the past 6 weeks, Catlettsburg has been threatened with 
floods on 3 separate occasions. 

We have a statement from Mr. R. L. Bolin, director of the Division 
of Flood Control and Water Usage of the Department of Conservation 
of Kentucky at Frankfort, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF R. L. BOLIN 


Mr. Bourn. My name is Robert Lee Bolin, I am director of the 
Division of Flood Control and Water Usage of the Department of Con- 
servation, Commonwealth of Kentucky, this division was established to 
express for the Commonwealth of Kentucky its position on flood-con- 
trol projects. 

Advanced planning and design is complete on the Buckhorn Reser- 
voir. This reservoir is in the eastern part of Kentucky on the Middle 
Fork of Kentucky River. 

This project is considered an integral part of the flood control plan 
of the Kentucky River. 

As now planned the dam would be a concrete structure 111 feet in 
height with a storage capacity of 153,000 acre-feet, and a controlled 
drainage area above the dam site of 397 square miles. 

The economic conditions of the Buckhorn Valley are bad. The 
timber resources have been depleted, and coal mining is largely a margi- 
nal operation. 

The principal other resource is water, and in its uncontrolled condi- 
tion is in that a constant menace to life and property. The nature of 
the mountainous terrain on the upper Kentucky River lends itself to 
frequent and severe flash floods. The flood of 1939 took 79 lives in 
eastern Kentucky in a few hours’ time. Many of these were on the 
Kentucky River Basin. 

It is the opinion of the division of flood control and water usage this 
project has the undivided support of ‘all the people of the affected 
area in eastern Kentucky, and that this project is sound, economically 
feasible and highly desirable. 

We feel that the $1,500,000 requested by the United States Corps 
of Engineers should be placed in the budget in order that immediate 
construction might be made on the Buckhorn Reservoir. 

The division of flood control and water usage wants to go on record 
as being officially in favor of a complete development of the water 
resources of the Big Sandy area. In order that a restudy be made of 
the Big Sandy area, a request has been made to Congress for $76,000. 
Of this amount $30,000 was in the President’s budget. 

We urge that favorable consideration be given by Congress for a 
supplemental amount of $46,000 in order that this much-needed 
restudy might be completed as soon as possible. 





269 


Studies have been made in the past by the United States Corps of 
Engineers of the Big Sandy River Basin. It has been shown that 
upstream reservoirs are vitally needed on the tributaries of the Big 
Sandy for flood-control purposes. 

These reservoirs would prove very practical for navigation, recrea- 
tion and other allied purposes. It would also be of tremendous help 
to this section by providing an adequate supply of water, the lack of 
which has hampered the industrial expansion of the Big Sandy River 
Basin. 

Since these studies were made by the United States Corps of Engi- 
neers, many changes have taken place in the Big Sandy Valley which 
would make a restudy necessary to properly evaluate the true needs 
of the Big Sandy River Basin. 

The Little Sandy and Tygart’s Creek are located in the northeastern 
part of Kentucky. Farming in this area is being seriously hampered 
by flood damages. There are about 44,000 acres of bottomland in 
these watersheds that need protection from flooding. 

A recent Department of Agriculture flood-control survey shows the 
average annual agricultural flood damages to be about $20 per acre. 

Farmlands are being destroyed by scouring, sedimentation, and 
sheet and gulley erosion. Some of the riverbanks have been permitted 
to grow up until the main channel in many places is not more than 
one-half of the needed capacity. 

On September 21, 1950, a flash flood caused a loss of $620,000 to 
rural property, villages, highways, and public utilities; to say nothing 
of the loss of crops and croplands. 

Preliminary examinations have been made on the Little Sandy 
River and Tygart’s Creek to determine the advisability of improve- 
ments for flood control and allied purposes. 

It is now the request of the United States Corps of Engineers that 
$10,000 be placed in the budget for advanced planning and design on 
the Little Sandy and Tygart’s Creek. 

Our division feels that this project is vital to the industrial and 
agricultural expansion of this section of Kentucky and request that 
funds be placed in the budget for advanced planning and design of the 
Little Sandy River and Tygart’s Creek. 

Mr. Natcuer. I want to present at this time my distinguished 
colleague from the Sixth Congressional District of Kentucky, John 
C. Watts. 

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN C. WATTS 


Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
here in connection with an effort to get some more money to finish the 
flood-control studies on the Kentucky River. Since 1938 there has 
been an effort made to work out a comprehensive plan for the better 
development of the Kentucky River. That is one of the main rivers 
that flows through the central portion of the State. 

In 1953 the Public Works Committee, of which I was then a mem- 
ber ordered arestudy. The first year possibly $2,000 was authorized. 
The next year 10, the last year the Bureau of the Budget put it i. at 
20 and the Congress raised it to 50. This time the Bureau of the 
Budget has it in there at $30,000 and we are asking that it be raised 
to 50. That is the amount the Army engineers say they can comfort- 
ably spend. 





The failure to develop this plan has stymied the development of that 
river. There are many industries and many things could go on the 
river if people knew what plan the Army engineers would come up 
with. It might not be necessary for them to ‘be completed for them 
to know what they want to do on the river. You can’t develop the 
river until we get some idea of what the plan is going to be and we 
would like to finish it within the next 2 years. 

That would be $50,000 this vear and $50,000 next. We feel since 
we had $50,000 last year we certainly should not get any worse, treat- 
ment this. 

Once again I appear before you in connection with the general 
appropriations for flood -control studies, and once again do I appear 
specifically for the purpose of endeavoring to secure an increase in 
the amount of money contemplated for allocation to ¢ arry on the 
work incident to the Kentucky River survey for the fiscal year 1957. 

This appearance on my part has become an annual oeccurrence— 
just a little less frequent than the floods which visit regularly the great 
Kentucky River Valley. 

However, you have made these appearances most pleasant by the 
gracious manner in which you have received us and the friendly and 
sober consideration you have extended. I take this opportunity to 
express to you, on behalf of myself and my friends from the Kentucky 
River country, our sincere appreciation for these courtesies. 

The Kentucky River flows through a large section of the central 
portion of the State of Kentucky. Its source has its origin in the 
mountainous regions of Kentucky, flows through the Bluegrass region, 
and empties into the Ohio near Carrollton, Ky. 

At the present time it is navigable for approximately 258.6 miles. 
The present lockage facilities on the river are very old and are not 
conducive to the encouragement of transportation by river. 

Due to this condition and many others, there is only a limited 
amount of transportation on this stream in spite of the fact that it 
passes through a very heavily populated portion of the State of Ken- 
tucky. 

Periodically on an average of once every 2 years, and many times 
yearly, the Kentucky River is subject to large floods that cause ex- 
tensive damage along its course. 

Frankfort, the State capitol of Kentucky, has suffered tremendous 
damage from the ravages of this river. 

In spite of every effort the city of Frankfort has made to lessen 
these floods and mitigate the damage caused thereby, floods continue 
to happen usually at least once and sometimes more than once a year. 
The solution of the problems presented by the floodings of the Ken- 
tucky River is beyond the physical and financial capabilities of Frank- 
fort or any other local interest—individually or collectively. 

The problem is national in scope, not only from the standpoint of 
the Kentucky River, but from its effects on flood control on the Ohio 
and Mississippi Rivers. This fact has long been recognized by the 
Federal Government, and flood-control projects were authorized on 
the Kentucky River in 1938 and by the Flood Control Act approved 
December 22, 1944. 

Pursuant to these authorizations, the Army engineers made surveys 
of the river and came up with a plan which included a large reservoir 
known as the Jessamine Creek Reservoir, to be located about 0.85 
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miles above Camp Nelson, which point is about 136 miles above the 
mouth of the Kentucky River. 

However, due to the lapse of time, changed conditions, local 
opposition, and other factors, no construction work was ever started 
Due to these conditions and fully recognizing the peed of an accept- 
able, adequate, and up-to-date program for the Kentucky River, the 
Public Works Committees of both the House and the Senate in 1953 
authorized and directed a review and restudy of the Kentucky River 
This review was to take into consideration the problems of flood 
control, navigation, and other beneficial uses and development of the 
river and its tributaries, 

Last December and January while the New England area was being 
visited by floods of unprecedented disaster portions, | was consider- 
ably impressed and encouraged with the strong and emphatic rep- 
reseptations emanating from representatives of the administration 
which indicated that uncompleted surveys of this type, as well as all 
pending and proposed flood-control projects, would receive sympa- 
thetic consideration and their completion accelerated as much as 
possible consistent with efficient and practical management. This 
was ip accord with my thinking over the years. In my opinion, no 
single improvement program in which the Federal Government par- 
ticipates has a more direct beneficial effect upon the welfare of more 
people than an efficient practical and comprehensive flood-control 
program. 

Following this, I appeared before the Bureau of the Budget in an 
endeavor to have the Department’s submission reviewed tending 
toward increasing the suggested allocations in line with the policy 
evidenced by the administration’s pronouncements. Here, we were 
assured that sympathetic consideration would be extended our pleas. 

Naturally, in view of these assurances, when the budget estimates 
were submitted to the Congress, | was somewhat chagrined and taken 
aback by the presentations. It strikes me that completion of these 
surveys, especially those which play such a significant degree of im- 
portance to the surrounding area, is a prime obligation and responsi- 
bility of the Federal Government. 

Until completion of the survey is had, program and planning of the 
area must necessarily be deferred, and any sound basis for future 
development cannot be determined with any degree of finality. All 
this in addition to the flood-control problems involved. 

This particular survey project has been a matter before the Con 
gress, the Federal Government, and the folks of the Kentucky River 
area since 1953. 

Upon various occasions we have received information to the effect 
that the survey could be completed within such and such a time pro- 
viding funds were made available. 

Immediately upon our endeavoring to bring this to the attention of 
the Congress, we were confronted with the statement from the corps 
that they would be unable to perform more work than a certain amount 
of money would provide. 

In each instance, this amount of money was considerably less than 
that which was being sought. The recurrence of these procedural 
steps has been so regular that they could very properly be cataloged 
as “stereotyped.” I submit that the impatience and discouragement 
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we folks of this valley have felt due to these tactics is not unreasonable, 
especially when the sole objective is to obtain completion of the survey 
in order that the folks of the valley may go forward with a program 
of planning and development for the future that may be grounded 
upon logical and reasonable contemplation. 

The United States Army Engineers’ original estimate of the overall 
cost of this survey has been $160,000. At the close of fiscal 1956, 
there will have been expended some $62,000 leaving an estimated 
balance for completion of the work of $98,000. We are seeking to 
have the budget request of $30,000 increased to $50,000 which we 
understand is the maximum amount that the Corps of Engineers can 
effectively and efficiently use on this survey project during fiscal 1957. 

It is my further understanding that in the event this $50,000 is 
made available this will put the project in shape for completion during 
fiscal 1958. 

We, of course, are disappointed that the corps takes the position 
that the survey cannot be completed even though necessary moneys 
therfor would be forthcoming. However, we realize we must approach 
it in a practical manner and certainly if the experts responsible for 
the work aver that such a figure is the maximum amount which they 
will be able to effectively expend on the project, then appropriations 
in excess of this amount would not be justified. 

But as a matter of policy, I feel it reasonable to urge that funds in 
the maximum amount set by the working agency ought to be forth- 
coming for any particular fiscal year and for any particular project. 

There are various other projects on the Kentucky and Ohio Rivers 
with which I am familiar and with which I am deeply interested 
inasmuch as they affect the welfare of Kentucky. 

However, in view of the fact that these particular projects will be 
discussed more in detail by the representatives of the districts in 
which they are located I will not belabor the committee by a statement 
concerning them other than to record my deep interest and submission 
of my plea for fair and equitable treatment to these projects. 

Again, I wish to express my sincere appreciation at the many 
courtesies which this committee has extended me, and I sincerely 
trust that you will be able to go along and increase the appropriations 
for general investigations flood control study in an amount so that 
the Kentucky River survey will be enabled to have allocated to it the 
amount necessary to bring about its completion as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Senator Clements is here and I would like to yield to him for his 
observations on this. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator CLements. Mr. Chairman, I would associate myself with 
the statement that Congressman Watts had made about it. It is 
completely factual. We would love to have the money to do the 
whole thing this year but it can’t be done. The engineers tell us that 
there are certain complications there, that it will take 2 years to do 
and if they had the money for the whole thing they could only do it 
in a 2-year period and we would request that you grant that additional 
$20,000 that it could be done in the 2-year period without increase 
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this year and the balance the next year and as John says we will then 
know where to go. 

This survey was initiated in the spring and early summer of 1954 
with public hearings at Frankfort, Ky., and Hazard, Ky. 

$62,000 has been appropriated to date and the total remaining 
estimated cost to complete is $104,000. The budget estimate for 
fiseal 1957 recommends $30,000. The budget estimate last session 
would have provided only $20,000 meaning that the survey would 
have taken 7 to 8 years to complete if suc h a rate of progress were 
consistently followed. 

However, Congress made possible a much earlier completion date 
(2 to 3 years) by app ropriating sufficient funds to enable the Corps 
of Engineers to allocate $50,000 to the project instead of the $20,000 
rec ommended by the administration. 

Last fall I urged the Bureau of the Budget to recommend in the 
fiscal 1957 budget the balance of the funds to complete the survey, 
because at that time the Corps of Engineers advised me that it _— 
be possible to complete the work in the fiscal year beginning July 
19! 56. 

More recently I am advised that it will be impossible to finish the 
detailed survey in the coming fiscal year but that $50,000 would pro- 
vide for good progress to be made. 

Such a sum represents an increase of $20,000 over the budget esti- 
mate and I strongly urge the subcommittee to include sufficient funds 
in the appropriations for surveys and investigations as to enable the 
expenditure by the Corps of $50,000 during fiscal year 1957 on this 
project—so important to a large area in Kentucky and important, 
in my judgment, to the Ohio Valley industrial community. 

On numerous occasions I have had the privilege of describing the 
importance of completing at an early date a comprehensive plan for 
the development of the water resources of this valley. 

However, each year seems to increase the potential value of the 
river to the economic life of the 45 Kentucky counties which lie in 
its watershed. 

A substantial majority of the communities within the basin are 
areas which have been and now are experiencing a depression of 
economic activity. The capital city at Frankfort which suffers 
periodic flood damage from the Kentucky River is now classed by 
the United States Department of Labor as an area of substantial 
unemployment. 

While I realize that there is considerable opposition to Corps of 
Engineers development of water-resource projects solely on the justi- 
fication of economic depression, where the benefits exceed the cost on 
projects located in such an area the wisdom of making the maximum 
rate of progress on development in my judgment cannot be questioned. 
In this connection, on May 28, 1954, I introduced legislation which 
would have provided for immediate construction starts on public- 
works projects in economically depressed areas. 

This legislation was strongly opposed by the administration on the 
basis that it was not needed, as Congress had authorized many such 
water-resources development projects which would be initiated under 
e xisting programs. 

It is “extremely frustrating to those of us in Kentucky who realize 
that construction of modern nav igation facilities, flood-detention and 
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water-storage reservours will spark a new era of commercial activity 
to find that the same administration in the preparation of its budget 
would omit provision of sufficient funds for these projects—causing 
unreasonable and unnecessary delay in their construction. 

The Ohio River Basin is experiencing an unprecedented growth of 
industrial expansion. All of the atomic energy installations east of 
the Mississippi are located in its basin and accounts of plan additions 
and new plant construction in this region in the past few years are 
reported to be $8 billion. Yet the Kentucky River Basin, a major 
tributary of the Ohio, is not playing a role in this industrialization. 
Its ancient navigation system actually discourages commercial traffic— 
its unchecked abundance of water causes substantial and frequent 
damage in the valley and raises flood crests on the Ohio. 

This same water could be harnessed to fit the needs of industry, 
agriculture, and municipalities by the construction of flood detention 
and water-storage reservoirs. 

A modernized navigation system would make available to the Ohio 
River Basin the rich coal and other mineral deposits lying in the 
upper Kentucky Basin counties which are necessary to the e xpanding 
regional economy. 

These are basically the general reasons for completion of the survey 
at the earliest possible date. 

Navigation potentialities of the river have always been apparent. 

The Kentucky River is a unit of the Ohio River navigation system, 
from the confluence of its north and middle forks near Beattyville, 
Ky., to its mouth on the Ohio River at Carrollton, Ky. 

In 1880 five locks and dams originally constructed by the Common- 
wealth were ceded to the United States and locks and dams 6 to 14 
were added by the Federal Government. Since the rehabilitation of 
the system in 1917 which permitted navigable depths of 6 feet the 
navigation system on the river has become obsolete. The present 
locks system will not permit the use of present-day commercial 
carriers. Consequently traffic ove T the waterway had declined from 
320,000 tons in 1942 to only 86,527 tons in 1952. 

Traffic in 1954—discouraged. by en small locks and shallow drafts 
in an age of tows of over 1,000 feet in length and powered by large 
diesels—declined to 32,500 tons. 

The first 11 months of 1955 showed an increase to 49,260 tons. 
Until modern facilities are provided, the present system is too inade- 
quate and unreliable to attract sizable commercial use. 

The proximity of the Kentucky River to the eastern Kentucky coal 
fields makes the stream a logical carrier of coal to consuming points 
in central Kentucky and to the industrialized sections of the Ohio 
River. 

The bituminous coal reserve for the counties comprising the basin 
itself are not available but because it is estimated that the eastern 
Kentucky coal field has reserves in excess of 65 billion short tons the 
basins reserves are adequate for any foreseeable growth. Moreover 
it has been estimated that there are some 3,266,000 acres of com- 
mercial forest land in the upper basin. 

This area is the most important timber producing region in the 
State. Other resources such as clay, oil, and gas, limestone and sands 
and gravel are to be found in commercial quantities. 
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The counties comprising the Kentucky River Basin are 45 in 
number and according to 1950 census figures had a population of 
980,193 persons which was just under a third of the entire population 
of the State of Kentucky. In the upper portion of the basin con- 
sisting of some 20 eastern Kentucky counties there were 30,948 fewer 
people living in that area in 1950 than there were in 1940 representing 
a loss of 6.5 percent. 

Of considerable importance is the completion of data pertaining to 
the heavy damage frequently sustained in the valley by reason of an 
overabundance of water in certain seasons. 

In this connection, while Governor, I had the opportunity to observe 
the devastating effects that the rising waters of the Kentucky River 
produced on the capital city at Frankfort. 

The flood season of March last year has added to the damages 
suffered by communities and rich agricultural lands in the valley 

The survey which will include extensive studies of proposed im- 
poundments and local flood-protection works should be completed so 
that projects proved feasible may be undertaken promptly to prevent 
further waste and destruction. 

Often not as apparent but of importance in the development of a 
waterway are the benefits to be derived from the improved quality 
of water, pollution abatement and increased fish, wildlife and recrea- 
tional advantages. In the Kentucky River development these 
potentialities are evident. 

Surplus labor, an abundance of timber, coal and other resources in 
the upper basin as contrasted with the balanced industrial, mercantile. 
and agricultural activities in the lower basin predict a prosperous 
future “keyed to a proper development of the connecting waterway. 

In these factors lie the basis for a preliminary conclusion that a 
comprehensive survey of the navigation potentialities of the river 
will bring forth a plan by which the river may be developed to provide 
a firm foundation upon which to expand and build a sound diversified 
economy. 

For these reasons I strongly urge appropriation of a substantial 
sum to enable the Corps of *E ngineers to make an expenditure of a 
minimum of $50,000 during the fiscal year 1957 putting this project in 
line for completion in the following vear. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. C. V. Cooper of Hazard, Ky. has a statement on 
this. 

STATEMENT OF C. V. COOPER, JR. 


Mr. Cooper. My name is C. V. Cooper, Jr. and I am secretary- 
treasurer of the Buckhorn Watershed Association. 

I lived in Hazard, Ky. all of my life and am very interested in the 
survey of the complete Kentucky River from its headwaters in the 
mountains of Kentucky to the lowlands of the main stream where it 
enters the Ohio River. 

The Corps of Engineers have stated that they can spend $50,000 
during the coming fiscal year for the planning of this survey. There 
has been allocated some $30,000 in the budget for the survey and this 
is insufficient. It is of vital interest to the people (over a million) 
that this survey be completed at the earliest possible date and the 
Corps of Engineers must have sufficient funds with which to do the 
job. 





276 


The total cost of completing the survey has been set at $100,000 
and the time needed for the study is 2 years. If this job is to be 
completed in 2 years the Corps of Engineers must have the money 
to do so. 

The value to the people of Kentucky of the longest river in Kentucky 
is immeasureable and must not be relegated to the place of unim- 
portance it has so long held in the past. I hope that you will find it 
in your mind to place $50,000 in the budget for the Kentucky River 
survey during the coming fiscal year. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Cassius M. Clay, of Paris, Ky., has a statement. 


STATEMENT OF CASSIUS M. CLAY 


Mr. Cray. My name is Cassius M. Clay, of Paris, Ky. I appear 
before this committee in behalf of the Kentucky Historical Society 
of which I am a vice president and member of the executive committee 
of the board of directors; and of the Pioneer National Monument 
Association of which I am a member of the board of directors. 

The Kentucky Historical Society is an independent agency of the 
government of the State of Kentucky. 

The Pioneer National Monument Association is a nonprofit cor- 
poration, organized to further the effectuation of the purposes of a 
Public Act 380, 73d Congress, which provided for the setting aside as 
a national monument of the historic sites designated in that act, upon 
conveyance to the United States of title to the sites in question. 

The Pioneer National Monument Association holds in bank $80,000 
more or less, which is available for the purchase of lands needed to 
complete the aforesaid national monument. These funds represent 
in part the unused proceeds of the sale of the Daniel Boone memorial 
half dollar, the minting and sale of which were authorized by Public 
Act 258, 73d Congress. 

The 2 historical groups in question petition that the Congress 
increase to $100,000 the appropriation to the Army Corps of Engineers 
for the completion of the survey presently being made by the Army 
Corps of Engineers, of the Kentucky River, and for the following 
reasons: 

1. According to our information, the district engineer and his staff 
have already done a considerable part of the work necessary for the 
completion of the survey, which was instituted pursuant to a resolu- 
tion adopted April 22, 1953, by the Senate Committee on Public 
Works, and a resolution adopted July 29, 1953, by the House of Repre- 
sentatives Committee of Public Works. 

2. At hearings held by the district engineer on May 22, 1954, at 
Hazard, Ky., and on June 2, 1954, at Frankfort, Ky., the two historical 
groups, for whom I appear, was among those who vigorously opposed 
the construction of a high-level dam at Jessamine Creek on the 
Kentucky River, substantially as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document 504, 78th Congress, authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, for the reason that the 
reservoir to be created by said dam would destroy one of Kentucky’s 
most potentially valuable tourist assets; viz, the Kentucky River 
Canyon which is unique in Eastern United States, and from a historic 
point of view, would flood the site of Fort Boonesboro, the story of 
which is known to schoolchildren all over the Nation. 





277 


3.. There is no need for the high-level dam in question under the 
alternative proposals submitted at those hearings by other interested 
groups. 

4. The expense thereof, in view of the rise in all costs since 1944, 
cannot be economically justified. 

5. For 10 years or more, the uncertainty as to whether the dam 
would be built has stymied the efforts of the Pioneer National Monu- 
ment Association to complete the purchase of lands needed to be set 
aside for the proposed national monument. 

6. We are advised, in a letter from the district engineer at Louis- 
ville, Ky.: 

No recommendations concerning Jessamine Creek Reservoir will be made by the 
Louisville district until completion of the Kentucky River survey report. 

7. Accordingly, further delay by the Army Corps of Engineers, to 
complete the survey, creates an intolerable situation, detrimental to 
the best interests of the inhabitants of the Kentucky River Valley, and 
of the people of Kentucky, generally. 

8. It is respectfully submitted that Congress, at this session, should 
either appropriate the money (estimated by the district engineer at 
$100,000) to enable the completion of the survey report, or else rescind 
its 1944 authorization for the building of the dam. 

9. In addition to the Federal legislation, heretofore mentioned, 
providing for the inclusion of the site of Fort Boonesborough in a 
national monument, the Legislature of Kentucky, which in its 1954 
regular session petitioned Congress to appropriate the money needed 
to establish the said national monument, enacted in its 1956 regular 
session legislation (approved by the Governor) providing for the inclu- 
sion of the site of Boonesborough in a State park to comprise not over 
200 acres. 

10. Further procrastination in completing their Kentucky River 
survey report (nearly 2 years have elapsed since the public hearings 
were closed) will be very harmful, it is thought, since it would thwart 
the successful consummation of the establishment of a national 
monument at the site of Fort Boonesborough, as contemplated in the 
Federal legislation aforesaid, or of the inclusion of said site in a State 
park, as contemplated by the very recent enactment aforesaid of the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. R. L. Bolin has a statement on this project. 


STATEMENT OF R. L. BOLIN 


Mr. Bourn. The longest inland river in Kentucky is the Kentucky 
River. In the upper reaches of the Kentucky River advanced plan- 
ning and design has been completed for the Buckhorn Reservoir. 

This is the only reservoir in the entire Kentucky River Basin on 
which advanced planning and design has been made. This section 
of Kentucky cannot hope to have any major industrial development 
without the development of the Kentucky River Basin. Navigation 
is being retarded with an obsolete lockage system. Floodwaters con- 
tinue to damage the valleys in the obsolete lockage system, in the 
Kentucky River Basin. Many large towns are suffering from lack of 
flood-control measures on the Kentucky River, including Frankfort, 
the capital of our Commonwealth. 





A restudy of the Kentucky River Basin has been proposed by the 
United States Corps of Engineers. It will take about 2 years to 
complete this restudy. The estimated cost to complete the restudy 
is $100,000. If the restudy were equally distributed over the 2-year 
period this would mean a need of $50,000 to be spent in the-next 
fiscal year; $30,000 is now in the budget for this purpose. This divi- 
sion requests that an additional $20,000 be placed in the budget in 
order that this survey might proceed in an orderly manner, and that 
a study of the overall needs in the Kentucky River Basin might be 
completed in the shortest possible time. 

Mr. Warts. I have 2 witnesses, 1 from the upper valley and 1 from 
the lower valley. The first one is Carruthers A. Coleman, president 
of the Kentucky River Development Association. 


STATEMENT OF CARRUTHERS A. COLEMAN 


Mr. Coteman. My name is Carruthers Coleman. I am president 
of the Kentucky River Valley Development. Association. 

We are concerned particularly with the completion of the survey 
which the Army engineers now have in progress. We would like to 
have it done tomorrow but we realize that it can’t be done that fast. 
We know that that cannot be done however with $30,000. Therefore 
we request that the appropriation be increased to $50,000 for the 
next fiscal year which is all the engineers say they can spend without 
neglecting other projects, which in their opinion are equally important. 
The association is concerned with the development of the entire 
Kentucky River Valley. 

Naturally we would like to see the Buckhorn Dam completed 
because that is part of the association’s overall picture but regardless 
of that we think that the engineers must have the money necessary to 
complete the survey in order to evaluate the various ideas that have 
been developed and projected for this valley. 

In our opinion the Kentucky River Valley is the most important 
valley in the whole State because of its size and the vast area»which 
it affects. 

I ask that this appropriation be increased from $30,000 to $50,000 
for a project which has been under consideration almost 20 years. 
Surely the people that live in this valley who have been flooded from 
time to time in the last 20 years are entitled to that much considera- 
tion on your part. 

We urge that the sum of $100,000 originally requested be appro- 
priated immediately for the use of the engineers to complete their 
study of the Kentucky River Basin. 

These studies have been underway in various degrees since 1937 
when the original Ohio River Valley flood-control project was initiated. 
The Kentucky River is without question the most important stream 
in our State because of the size of the area it drains and of the number 
of people living there who are directly affected. It is the opinion of 
our association, after careful consideration with our engineers, that 
all of the parties affected either in the valley itself or in the Ohio River 
Valley or even beyond would be better served by a series of small- 
and medium-size retention dams on the headwaters of the river and 
its various branches, because these dams would: 

Conserve the water where it falls. 
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When coupled with soil-conservation practices of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture they would prevent the erosion of the hillsides 
os the consequent silting up of the larger dams below. 

They would effect immediate flood control for the people who 
live j in the valley. These people are entitled to flood protection just 
as much as those who live along the Ohio and beyond. 

They have always been subject to the damage of floods, and the 
future growth and prosperity of this region is being regularly retarded 
by these ever-recurring waters. 

4. By holding back the heavy spring rains at their source, the proj- 
ect depth of the navigable section would be protected from the sudden 
rises and consequent increased velocity of the waters which do now 
endanger and sometimes halt navigation. 

Furthermore in the late summer and fall when the present project 
depth of 6 feet is sometimes reduced to as much as 3 feet in the upper 
pools, water could be released from these reserves and thus maintain 
navigation at the full project depth, where now, at times the barges 
either have to be loaded to one-half their capacity or else stop entirely. 

The storage reservoirs we propose would also serve to supply 
the present and future domestic and manufacturing needs of the cities 
on or near this river. At the present time the cities of Whitesburg, 
Hazard, Jackson, Hyden, Manchester, Beattyville, Booneville, 
Ravena, Irvine, Winchester, Lexington, Nicholasville, Harrodsburg, 
Lawrenceburg, and Frankfort rely on this river, and during the sum- 
mer most of the water becomes so stagnant that increased quantities 
of chemicals are used to make it fit for human consumption. 

The waters from the proposed reservoirs being released during this 
summer and fall period would thus serve a double purpose, helping 
both navigation and public health of the entire valley. 

To sum-up, gentlemen, we want this survey completed so that the 
maximum number of people can obtain the maximum benefits and 
sustain the minimum damage possible from the water that falls on 
their part of the world. 

By doing this, it is our opinion that you will also accomplish the 
objectives of the overall flood-control picture of the Ohio River Valley 
as it may be affected by the Kentucky River, at a minimum cost. 

Until the engineers have the funds to complete their studies, all 
that has gone before will remain a frozen investment. 

And that is our presentation. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Frank Dailey, who represents the lower valley. 

Mr. AnvERSEN. Mr. Watts, before Mr. Dailey commences, you 
might give me an idea of what this valley consists of. 

Mr. Warrs. It is 288 miles long. It commences in the eastern 
section of Kentucky up in the foothills. Sometimes thev are called 
the mountains. And then flows down through the central portion, 
the Blue Grass on to the Ohio River. It has been a river in years 
gone by where there was a tremendous amount of commerce on it 
due to timber principally but that has been practically all cut down 
and the commerce is fairly negligible now although we feel if we can 
get the right kind of development for it there would be lots of com- 
merce on the river. = 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Is it largely a coal mining area or agricultural? 
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Mr. Warts. It serves a coal mining area and there is quite a bit 
of coal coming down the river now particularly to a large REA 
plant that is located at Ford, Ky., down in the Blue Grass region. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK DAILEY 


Mr. Dattey. My name is Frank Dailey, and I am representing the 
city of Frankfort and the Frankfort Chamber of Commerce. The 
city has heretofore filed a statement setting forth our position relative 
to the survey of the Kentucky River. The people in eastern Ken- 
tucky and the people in the lower valley that I represent are all in 
accord with this program, and I would like to concur in what has been 
said by Mr. Gorman and others about the Buckhorn Dam. It is a 
part of our overall development of the valley, and we urge you to 
appropriate the necessary funds for that project. 

I won’t take up your time but just urge you to increase the appro- 
priation $20,000 so the engineers can complete this survey project by 
next fiscal year and in that way the people of the valley will know 
the considered opinion of the United States district engineer as to 
what development can take place in the valley which will provide 
both flood control and navigation. 

And I would like to go on record as urging this committee and 
concurring in the statements made by Senator Clements and Mr. 
Watts about this project and ask you to appropriate this money. 

Mr. Warts. Before I leave I want to concur in the request for the 
Buckhorn. That is a part of the general project. All these projects 
in Kentucky are deemed very worthy by us who live there. 

Mr. Natcuer. At this time I want to present to you my colleague 
the Honorable Eugene Siler, Representative from the Eighth Con- 
gressional District of Kentucky. 

Mr. Focarty. We are pleased to have you with us, Mr. Congress- 
man. You may go right ahead. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN EUGENE SILER 


Mr. Srter. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I deem 
it a high privilege to appear before you and make my statement in 
behalf of two small and simple public-works projects in which my 
people are interested and for which they would like to receive modest 
Federal appropriations at the hands of your committee at the present 
time. 

Laurel River: Down in the rugged terrain of southeastern Kentucky 
is a small and tortuous stream called Laurel River, which is a tributary 
of Cumberland River, and it flows through a hilly country of narrow 
valleys where soil is thin and where agricultural pursuits are practi- 
cally limited to household gardening. 

In this immediate region population is sparse and its increase has 
been of very small proportions in the passing decades. As a matter 
of fact and according to official records, our Government itself owns 
an extensive acreage of land in this section—even to such an extent 
that it can be said that the biggest landlord is that untaxed gentleman 
known as Uncle Sam, who owns Cumberland National Forest in this 
section and who has, I believe, acquired other tracts nearby for pur- 
poses unknown to me. Now it has been proposed to build Laurel 
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River Dam across a narrow canyon or gorge at a point in this rugged 
country about 10 miles from Corbin, Ky. 

I have been there and have seen this stream and this proposed site, 
and I can say that the land nearby looks so poor that any wise crow 
flying across it would surely want to carry his lunch along with him 
for his own welfare on the journey. 

This land surely has enough seed ticks to sow it abundantly and 
enough black snakes to fence it adequately. And if this dam were 
built, the inundated landowners would mostly consist of the United 
States and a few others with title to some of the cheapest and roughest 
dirt on the face of the earth. 

We would very much like to have an appropriation of about $40,000 
made by this committee for the purpose of getting an Army engineers’ 
survey and report on the feasibility of this proposal and in order that 
we might see just where we stand on this entire proposition. 

Or if we cannot get $40,000 then we would like to get $15,000 to 
make a start on this survey at once. If the dam should some day be 
built it would serve these useful purposes to wit: 

1. Flood control; 

2. Navigation development; 

3. Conservation of water resources; 

4. Industrial development for the future. 

This project lies betwixt and between two surplus labor areas that 
have been heretofore so designated officially, viz, one at Corbin, Ky., 
and one at Somerset, Ky., both in my congressional district and both 
hard hit by declining railroad employment and coal mining depression. 

My people would like to see this survey made. There is no oppo- 
sition to it known to me. It would not cost much—about $40,000 
or the lower figure of $15,000, if you think wise, for an immediate start 
on the survey—and no valuable land would be taken and our own 
Government possesses much of the land involved. 

Our good President said in his recent message to Congress, ‘‘We 
must help deal with the pockets of chronic unemployment that here 
and there mar the Nation’s general industrial prosperity.” I agree 
and I believe you agree. And this appropriation would begin to 
help deal with two of these very pockets around Corbin, Ky., and 
Somerset, Ky. 

If we could, since 1945, send $733 million to Yugoslavia, a country 
with communistic sympathy, and $1 billion to Austria, a country that 
warred with us twice in 1 generation, then could we not spend just 
a little at home and some in a section like my own having the purest 
strains of Anglo-Saxon blood and grandest tradition of stalwart 
patriotism on earth? 

And now, Mr. Chairman, just a further biref word about the Buck- 
horn Dam project of the Middle Fork of Kentucky River. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Congressman, before you get to that. What cities 
down below or villages down below are threatened? You ascribed 
quite a bit to flood-control benefits here. Enlarge on that a little. 

Mr. Stuer. In this valley there are a number of small county seat 
towns by which you probably have never been or about which you 
have never heard. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You might be surprised. I lived in the South 
2 years. 

Mr. Siter. Fordsville, Ky., is one town on the river. 





Mr. ANDERSEN. By the way I am a Kentucky colonel through Mr. 
Natcher’s courtesy. 

Mr. Sizer. I will call you colonel from now on. 

Mr. Natrcuer. He has made a fine one, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sruer. Still farther down the valley are cities like Nashville, 
Clarksville, Tenn., and various other cities in the Cumberland Valley. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Strer. Now, Mr. Chairman, just a further word about Buck- 
horn Dam project of the Middle Fork of Kentucky River. 

Buckhorn Dam project: This project is now up to the point of an 
appropriation for construction. The President has recommended $1 
million for construction work, as I understand it. 

And although the dam itself would not be in my own district, yet 
the reservoir or lake would back up into one of my counties over a 
distance of several miles. 

And I feel sure, if this work would be prosecuted, many of my people 
in my district would benefit by the jobs it furnished and by the stimu- 
lation of trade it would promote. 

I feel that such a dam would largely eliminate the flood hazards for 
some Kentucky towns, like Beattyville for instance, and that this con- 
struction would produce good aid and real helpfulness of our people 
and for their small towns and for their sometimes insecure valleys. 

Again, I thank you for your forebearance and kind reception. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Srter. The distinguished statesman from Kentucky, the ma- 
jority leader of the Senate, Senator Clements is here and he desires, 
I believe to make a statement, on these projects. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator CLemEents. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I have a state- 
ment here on the upper Cumberland River and I certainly concur in 
what Congressman Siler has said with reference to the need for funds 
to prosecute this survey on the Laurel River. 

As he stated it would take $45,000 to $50,000 to do the job and I 
think it is also fair to say that engineers feel that $10,000 is about 
what they feel they could spend in fiscal 1957. There is another 
$10,000 allocation that should be made in that same area and that is 
to wind up the survey on Devil’s Jump. It is in the same area, has 
the same potential that it has on the Laurel River and I am sure that 
Congressman Siler will concur in that statement. 

Mr. Sitter. Right. 

Senator CLEMENTS. There are two studies in the upper Cumber- 
land Basin of importance to the Commonwealth of Kentucky. One, 
the survey of the Big South Fork, on the basis of tentative allocations 
from the budget estimate for preliminary surveys and investigations, 
can be completed in fiscal year 1957, and I strongly urge the $10,400 
be included in the 1957 appropriations for this important work. 

The other, a study of flood-control measures on the upper Laurel 
River, combined with a study of the feasibility of constructing a 
reservoir near the mouth of the Laurel River, will get under way in 
this fiscal year with a public hearing called by the Corps of Engineers 
for April 7 in Corbin, Ky. Although $1,000 was allocated by the 
Corps of Engineers from fiscal year 1956 appropriations for pre- 
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liminary surveys and investigations, the budget estimates for such 
work in fiscal year 1957 do not make any provision for continuing 
this study. 

The Corps of Engineers has indicated to me that the total cost of 
the combined surveys for the Laurel River is approximately $35,000 
and that according to established procedure, the combined survey 
could be completed in the course of 2 fiscal years, and that $10,000 
could be employed advantageously in pursuing this objective in fiscal 
year 1957. 

On the basis of this information, I strongly urge that a substantial 
sum be provided within the appropriations item for preliminary 
surveys and investigations as will enable the Corps of Engineers to 
make the most rapid rate of progress which is feasible from an engi- 
neering standpoint. 

At a later date is it my understanding that the Corps of Engineers 
will be testifying in connection with these projects and can supply 
such technical information on what amounts can be feasibly expended 
in the coming fiscal year. 

Laurel River surveys: The authority for the study as to the feasibil- 
ity of constructing the Laurel River Dam at this time is a resolution 
requested by Senator Barkley and myself and adopted by the Senate 
Public Works Committee on December 12, 1955. 

This study has been combined with a previously authorized study 
of the feasibility of providing flood prevention measures in the upper 
reaches of the Laurel River. 

The potentialities of these projects were first developed in some 
detail in connection with a comprehensive study of the Cumberland 
in 1930. These findings were published in House Document No. 38, 
73d Congress. The projects were again referred to by the Chief of 
Engineers in his report printed as House Document 761, 79th Congress, 
2d session. The studies envisioned construction of Laurel Dam 1.7 
miles above the mouth of Laurel River, in Laurel and Whitley 
Counties, Ky., primarily, in the interest of developing hydroelectric 
power. 

The design of the dam would be as follows: a rockfill dam about 290 
feet high and 950 feet in length, faced with reinforced concrete; side 
channel concrete spillway, gate controlled; powerplant with an as- 
sumed installation of 27,800 kilowatts; and a reservoir which would 
extend some 20 miles upstream from the dam site and cover an area 
of approximately 5,000 acres. 

Big South Fork: The Big South Fork survey is being considered 
for the purpose of determining whether or not it is feasible to construct 
at this time the Helenwood and Devils Jumps Dams on this tributary 
of the Cumberland River, in the interest of hydroelectric power and 
other allied purposes. 

The potentialities of these structures were first developed in con- 
nection with the previously mentioned studies of the Cumberland. 
The Devils Jumps Dam, according to the report, would be located 4 
miles above Yamacraw, in McCreary County, Ky., on the Big South 
Fork of the Cumberland River, and Helenwood Reservoir would be 
constructed 1 mile below the mouth of the New River near the 
Kentucky-Tennessee State line. 

Devils Jumps Reservoir would cover an area of 4,680 acres and 
would have a storage capacity of some 316,500 acre-feet. Helenwood 
Dam would cover 7,144 acres and have a storage capacity of 344,440 





284 


acre-feet. Principal purpose of the structures would be the produc- 
tion of hydroelectric power, and in the case of Devils Jumps this poten- 
tial was estimated to be 30,700 kilowatts, with associated steam in- 
stallation kilowatts amounting to approximately 29,300. 

It was estimated that Helenwood Dam would produce 52,800 kilo- 
watts, with associated steam installations producing approximately 
47,200 kilowatts. 

The authority for the current reinvestigation of the Big South Fork 
to ascertain the advisability of constructing Devils Jumps and Helen- 
wood Dams at this time is a resolution of the Senate Public Works 
Committee of March 12, 1949. 

Necessity for prompt action: It is extremely disappointing to me 
that the Bureau of the Budget has not recommended sufficient funds to 
make rapid progress in the upper Cumberland Basin area, especially 
so in view of the fact that the area is one of substantial labor surplus— 
an area which is suffering a general decline in economic activity. 

In the 83d Congress I introduced legislation which would have 
immediately initiated public works projects in economically distressed 
areas. This legislation was opposed by the administration on the 
basis that it was not necessary, as the projects could be initiated under 
existing programs authorized by Congress in such areas. 

There is now presented an opportunity to provide funds on an 
investigation that can hasten the day when these projects will be 
available to the commercial, industrial, and agricultural needs of this 
area. 

An early completion of these studies and a plan for developing the 
water resources of this area will provide an economic stimulus so 
necessary to the economic vitality of the area. 

For these reasons, | strongly urge the appropriation of $10,400 to 
complete the survey on the Big South Fork and, at a minimum, 
$10,000 for continuation of the study of the water resources of the 
Laurel River. 

I would like to make also a statement for the record here, Mr. 
Chairman—and I feel certain that my friends from Whitley County 
would concur in it—in support of the final appropriation on the 
Barbourville flood wall. 

Mr. Stuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Clements. That will be the last appropriation for which 
the Congress will be asked to protect that little community from 
future floods. 

The city of Barbourville, located downstream on the Cumberland 
River in the heart of the bituminous coal section of southeast Ken- 
tucky, suffers periodic floods. 

In 1946 the community suffered severe flood damage to the extent 
of approximately $720,000. The project was authorized in the 
Flood Control Act of 1950, with local participation required, and the 
citizens of Barbourville have voted a bond issue and raised $294,000 
as their share for the construction of the flood wall. 

Congress recognized the importance of constructing this flood pro- 
tection structure and in 1953 appropriated $25,000 in that year’s 
budget for advanced planning of the project; $350,000 was appro- 
priated for construction work during fiscal year 1955 and $600,000 
in the current fiscal year to enable the Corps of Engineers to continue 
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construction of the project. The Corps of Engineers has stated that 
with an appropriation of $765,000 the project can be completed in 
fiscal year 1957. 

The Barbourville flood wall, which is designed to afford protection 
from floods as high as the maximum flood on record, with a 3-foot 
freeboard, should be speedily completed. 

Not only will its completion contribute to our national security 
and afford flood protection to the community but a delay in its com- 
pletion would mean potential loss of tax revenue. In view of these 
factors, as well as the financial contribution of the local citizens and 
the Federal Government’s investment in the project through previous 
appropriations I urge that the budget recommendation of $765,000 
be appropriated to enable the Corps of Engineers to complete con- 
struction of the project in fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Mr. Stuer. Mr. Chairman, Mr. R. L. Bolin, director of the division 
of flood control and water usage, Department of Conservation of the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky has a statement on Laurel River, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF R. L. BOLIN 


Mr. Bourn. Laurel River is located in Laurel County in the south- 
eastern part of Kentucky. The entire flood plain suffers from periodic 
overflow of the Laurel River, which causes an annual estimated loss 
to farmers of about $360,000. 

The Senate Committee on Public Works June 18, 1954, requested the 
Nashville office of the United States Corps of Engineers to investigate 
the Laurel River Basin to determine the advisability of providing 
improvements for flood control and allied purposes. It was thought 
by interested parties living in this section of Kentucky that any 
improvements on the Laurel River would have a direct bearing on 
the Wolfe Creek Reservoir, a potential hydroelectric power project 
near the mouth of the Laurel River. 

The division of flood control and water usage is very anxious to 
have continued a study of the United States Corps of Engineers on 
this project. This division feels that a reservoir near the mouth of 
Laurel River would not only prove highly beneficial to the Laurel 
River Basin but would prove extremely beneficial to the existing 
Wolfe Creek Reservoir and the existing hydroelectric power project. 

$10,000 has been estimated as the minimum amount needed to 
initiate this investigation. We recommend that the funds be placed 
in the budget for this purpose. 

Senator CLEMENTS. You have a group from Laurel River area here. 
They have come a long way. 

Mr. Siter. The mayor of Corbin, the Honorable Robert Daniel 
wishes to make a statement. The mayor has a very brief statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT DANIEL 


Mr. Danreu. Gentlemen, I would like to enter into the record 
various resolutions here from the mayors of our surrounding towns and 
also from various civic groups if I may. 

Mr. Focarry. All right. 

(The documents referred to are as follows: ) 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the city of Corbin is located only a short distance from the mouth 
of Laurel River; and 

Whereas the community is of long standing, and has some of the best mountain 
folk of Kentucky as its residents; and 

Whereas for all of these years the families of Corbin have raised their chil- 
dren, largely by work in the Louisville & Nashville Railroad shops, much work 
depending on the coal industry; and 

Whereas the dieselizing of the Louisville & Nashville and the falling market 
of coal have cut employment for the people of Corbin, placing us in one of 
the depression areas; and 

Whereas the building of a dam at the mouth of Laurel River would create 
employment of a permanent type for our people; furnish cheap power to help us 
attract private industry; and the recreation facilities created would boost the 
tourist industry in Corbin thereby giving employment to more of our peoples: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Corbin Chamber of Commerce go on record as supporting 
the Upper Cumberland River Development Association in its efforts to have 
the dam at the mouth of Laurel River constructed; thereby giving the peoples 
of southeastern Kentucky an opportunity to be self-supporting. 

MorGan 3B. Eversoie, President. 


RESOLUTION 


The Williamsburg, Ky., Lions Club, having hereto met and in open meeting 
discussed the possibility of the construction of a dam and the building of a 
powerplant in this area and upon the waters of Laurel River, do now and hereby 
place themselves on record as wholeheartedly endorsing this project. In so 
doing we took into consideration the following presently existing factors: 

That we as individuals are daily reminded of the poor economic plight of our 
citizens in this general community. We feel that with the whole country in an 
economic boom, that this section has reached a new low, economically. We, of 
this community, annually experience the extremes of lack of water control; 
flood in the winter and drought in the summer. We feel that a dam would 
modify this to some measure. 

We also took into consideration in making this endorsement the surplus of 
our manpower, both in existing labor markets here at home and in the fact 
that daily our people move away to the North and to the South to secure any 
kind of employment. We feel that more electricity would lead to more employ- 
ment opportunities, both during construction and after completion. 

For these reasons, we, the Lions Club, of Williamsburg, Ky., do hereby go on 
record as supporting this proposal and do so without any reservations and with 
the pledge that we will labor and work to this end. 

H. B. Moses, 
President, Williamsburg Lions Club. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the undersigned heartily approve and are deeply concerned about the 
construction of a dam on Laurel River, near its mouth, for the dual purpose of 
flood control and generation of electrical power, and 

Whereas this project would be a great asset in recreational facilities for our 
country and the Cumberland Wonderlands, a tourist promotion organization, and 

Whereas erection of this dam would boost our economy greatly; and, with 
increased water supply, incentive would be much greater for the establishment 
of industry in this area, a section that has been declared a depression area: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, We urge our Senators and Congressman to provide ample finances 
for the construction of this dam on Laurel River, a tributary to Lake Cumber- 
land, on the border of Whitley and Laurel County, Ky. 


Lonpon Lions Cur, 
Paut R. WIison, President. 


Signed and dated at London, Ky., this 17th day of March, 1956. 
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(The same resolution was passed by the following :) 


LONDON Rorary CLus, 
ROWLAND W. Moore. 


Signed and dated at London, Ky., this 16th day of March, 1956. 


GEORGE V. SUTTON, 
Mayor, City of London, Ky. 


Signed and dated at London, Ky., this 15th day of March, 1956. 


LONDON-LAUREL COUNTY DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, 
CHas. H. Cook, President. 


Signed and dated at London, Ky., this 15th day of March, 1956. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the upper Cumberland Dam, to be located on Laurel River near 
Corbin, Ky., is now in the planning stage, and 

Whereas the project forms a natural storage place and will provide vast 
quantities of water for all economic purposes, and 

Whereas the area is faced with an acute power shortage which has already 
denied the area industrial location and expansion, and which can be alleviated 
by a generating plant of this project, and 

Whereas the area now has a high unemployment ratio, the building of this 
dam would give some permanent relief rather than the temporary relief being 
presently given this area, and 

Whereas the area has never had any large public projects of this nature, and 

Whereus the lack of storage water and the lack of electric power is stifling 
the economic growth and development of this entire area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the mayor of Barbourville, Ky., does record itself as favoring 
the construction of this dam. 

Adopted March 15, 1956. 

W. C. ASHER, Mayor, City of Barbourville, Ky. 


(This same resolution was passed by the following :) 
Adopted January 12, 1956. 


BARBOURVILLE LIONS CLUR, 
A. T. Couc, President. 


RESOLUTION, CORBIN Rovrary CLUB 


To the Congress of the United States: 


At a regular meeting of the Corbin Rotary Club, March 15, 1956, it was voted 
unanimously to request the House of Representatives and the Senate of the 
United States Congress to approve moneys for a study and planning of a project 
known as the Laurel River Dam to be located on Laurel River, which divides 
Whitley and Laurel Counties. 

This resolution on the part of the Rotary Club is being made on the basis that 
the general welfare of a part of our peoples is the welfare of all of our peoples, 
particularly if the area affected is a depression area such as the one from which 
this request originates. 

The membership of the Corbin Rotary Club, composed of a cross section of 
business and professional peoples, in religion and politics, all recognize the need 
of the development of our natural resources in the interest of peace and 
prosperity. 

KE. FoLey RuaGwes, President. 


75562—56—-pt. 2-— 1y 
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RESOLUTION, CORBIN KIWANIS CLUL 


The Corbin, Ky., Kiwanis Club, in regular session Wednesday, March 14, 1956, 
adopted the following resolution : 

Whereas the Upper Cumberland River Development Association has asked 
the United States Corps of Engineers to recommend to Congress the construction 
of a hydroelectric dam across Laurel River in Whitley and Laurel Counties in 
Kentucky ; and 

Whereas this area of southeastern Kentucky has been designated as a distress 
area, due to the depressed condition of the soft-coal industry ; and 

Whereas the area surrounding the site of this proposed dam has been largely 
bypassed in the industrial development of the State and the Nation since World 
War IIT; and 

Whereas many thousands of citizens in the area are badly in need of gainful 
employment, yet the Federal Government has not diverted any funds of any 
appreciable amount to this area ; and 

Whereas a hydroelectric dam across Laurel River at the designated site would 
not only provide power and water storage, but would also furnish a large im- 
poundment of water that could be used for recreational purposes and for attract- 
ing tourists to the area; and would assist this area in becoming an asset to the 
State and the Nation instead of a liability: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Corbin Kiwanis Club, in regular session Wednesday, March 
14, 1956, endorse the efforts of the Upper Cumberland River Development Asso- 
ciation to obtain the Laurel River Dam; and that the president of the Kiwanis 
Club be empowered to cause this resolution to be spread on the minutes of the 
club, and a copy be sent to the president of the Upper Cumberland River De- 
velopment Asociation for his use in any way he may deem wise. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LOUIS MERENBLOOM, President. 


RESOLUTION, CORBIN LIONS CLUB 


Whereas a dam has been proposed on Laurel River near the Cumberland 
River ; and 

Whereas it appears that such reservoirs are necessary and urgently needed 
for the development of hydroelectric power and for the control of floods on the 
Cumberland River ; and 

Whereas it further appears that this section has never been developed indus- 
trially and is a desirable location for defense plants and military installations 
by reason of geographical location in that it is distant from the coast and from 
large cities ; and 

Whereas it further appears that the area included in the proposed reservoirs 
is almost entirely undeveloped land from which all valuable timber has been 
removed ; and no valuable farming land will be destroyed ; and 

Whereas there is not a sufficient amount of electric power available in this 
area to efficiently serve the needs of new industrial development ; and 

Whereas and due to the curtailment of coal production has created a surplus 
of labor, this area of southeastern Kentucky has been designated as a distressed 
area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Corbin Lions Club of Corbin, Ky., express its aparoval of 
the proposed hydroelectric dam on Laurel River. 


CurTIS LAWSON, President. 


UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


The Upper Cumberland River Development Association made up of members 
from Knox County, Whitley County, and Laurel County, with eight directors 
each from Barbourville, London, Williamsburg, and Corbin, was organized for 
the purpose of promoting a dam at the mouth of Laurel River. 

The location of the proposed Laurel River Dam will be approximately equal 


distance from the towns of Williamsburg, county seat of Whitley; London, 
county seat of Laurel; and Corbin, located on the lines of Laurel, Whitley, 
and Knox Counties. This is in the heart of one of the Nation's depression 
areas, in the midst of a period of national prosperity. Our 


i | association felt 
that this dam which will cost approximately $30 million will bring a measure 
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of prosperity to the peoples of southeastern Kentucky directly due to employ 
ment during construction and indirectly to the industry that will be attracted 
by the power and water created by the dam. 

The leaders in Congress have been talking about a program to alleviate small 
depression areas. Some efforts of aid have been made in the issuance of com 
modities to the poor families. What our people want and need is not a dole 
but some type of basic development that will give us a permanent type of economy 
in order that we can stand on our own feet and pay our own way. Frankly, 
we are unable to do so without help. Neither will we be able to receive aid 
from private industry since ours is a problem of developing natural resources 
of long range investment and slow return. 

It is not the intent of the association to ask for a bureaucracy on the upper 
Cumberland, we prefer to leave the operation of the dam in the hands of the 
Army Corps of Engineers. Also, it is felt that it is fitting that we point out 
to you that this section of the country has had little moneys spent by the 
Federal Government in the past years and nothing that would bring permanent 
improvement in the form of employment to the mountain people. 

Most of the depression in this area can be traced to a falling market 
which even when partly revived was revived at the expense of eliminating 
employees. There has been little work in this area for these people to turn 
to and many of them huve undertaken farming, most on submarginal lands. 
Too, a loss of population and earning powers, resulted in a slow, up of busi 
ness in this area which has had its effect on employment; property 
taxes; local, State, and national. 

It is the opinion of most students of power projects that our area, because 
of its mountainous terrain, is admirably suited for the storage of waters by 
high-water dams that will create cheap power. A dam on Laurel River would 
back water in deep canyon country most of Which is too rough and rugged for 
even timber to be of any value. What very few farms that would be affected 
by the storage of water by such a dam are considered submarginal farms, 

Unharnessed the waters of mountain areas represent a constant source of 
danger where they are a source of flood every spring and occasionally a real 
big one; unharnessed they represent a loss of a natural resource that would 
bring the regional economy of our area up from its present poor economic posi 
tion to a point where we would be self-supporting. Harnessed they would 
represent a source of power, recreation, conservation, and flood control; har- 
nessed the waters from this dam with other dams, constructed or proposed can 
be used and reused the 652-mile length of the Cumberland River. 

Congress can by investing money on such projects as the Laurel River Dam 
help us to build for ourselves in our hills a flourishing new economy that will 
enable us to pay increased income taxes on our increased prosperity many times 
the amount that the Congress will spend on this investment. 


for coal, 


values ; 


J. T. CATRON, 
President, Upper Cumberland River Development Association. 

Mr. Dante... As Congressman Siler stated here, I am the mayor of 
Corbin, Ky., a small city located in southeastern Kentucky. T came 
here today with a group of interested citizens and taxpayers in 
hopes of bringing before your committee the economic plight of our 
community and our area in southeastern Kentuc ky. Hoping that 
we might influence you in recommending funds sufficient for a survey 
and estimate by the Corps of Engineers, build a dam of the power 
generating and water storage type on Laurel River 
Kentuc ky. 

Our basis of economy in southeastern Kentuc ky has been coal, but 
you gentlemen know that this industry in our area has been depressed 
for some years now and is becoming more and more de pressed each 
day—why? Because of the increase of imported oil, the increased 
use of domestic oil, the Big Inch pipelines with the increased use of 
gas and the increased freight rates on transportation of coal. It is 
only natural, that the economy of an area such as ours that depends 
upon coal would be depressed and the future is even darker. 


in southestern 
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The taxpayers of my immediate community have depended upon 
the railroad for a livelihood because our town is a railroad town. 

The railroad has been supported by the coal industry but without 
traflic in coal there just isn’t employment in our community. To add 
to this unemployment comes the dieselization of the railroads. Where 
the steam engine burned coal, now the diesel burns oil, this increased 
the numbers of unemployed coal miners. In our immediate com- 
munity the proportion of men and jobs in keeping a steam engine 
rolling as ¢ vompared to a diesel, the ratio is 3 to 1. 

Yes, for every 3 men that used to be employ ed by the railroad in 
our town now there is only 1. These aren’t figures that I just thought 
of, but they are figures that I obtained just last Friday from the 
superintendent of the division of the railroad located in our city. 

I was informed of that by him, that in 1945 there were employed 
in our city by the railroad approximately 1,615 men. ‘Today we have 
an estimated 596 men employed as compared to 1,615, a loss of 1 019 
jobs. When these men lose their jobs they have nothing to turn to 
for employment. 

Their only alternative is the commodity lines or else move their 
families and look for work some place else. 

We have thousands of unemployed in each of the several counties 
around us and in southeastern Kentucky, in our city we have a State 
unemployment insurance office, and just last week I learned from the 
director that we have 2,270 registered in this office of unemployment 
benefits and he informed me also that there are approximately 2,760 
unemployed who are not eligible to draw benefits. These people are 
all in a small area consisting of only seven counties surrounding us. 

I also obtained from the district union office located in Bell County, 
which is one of our distressed counties in southeastern Kentucky, 
that since 1952 there have been 24 coal mines closed for the lack of a 
market for coal and due to unprofitable operation. 

These 24 mines that I speak of that have closed were not “dog 
holes,” they were rail mines, the smallest of which employed 33 men, 
the largest employing 225 men. The closing of these 24 mines has 
put 2,573 miners out of work, not mentioning the many families that 
were dependent upon smaller mines. 

Gentlemen, just to show you how concentrated unemployment in 
our area is, these 24 mines that I speak about that have closed, that 
have put 2,573 breadwinners out of a job, all 24 mines were located 
in just 4 of the counties in our area of southeastern Kentucky, not 
mentioning other counties that have had similar experience in our 
area. There are no other jobs for these miners, and when they don’t 
have a job there are no jobs for the railroad men. 

Put these men out of employment as they are, and you can imagine 
what is happening to our stores, our shops, our garages, our construc- 
tion and the value to our real estate. You know the effect upon the 
economy of an area with conditions such as this. 

These are the people who make up our unemployed, and they are 
all in an area that the Government has seen fit to declare a “distressed 
surplus labor area,” and rightly labeled because we are distressed. 
These are people who are true Americans and many of them are the 
same fine young men who have fought and defended our American 
principles and our country in the two recent wars. 
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Yet today these young men have come home to find that there are 
no jobs for them, no means of supporting their families in the area 
they call home. These unemployed are people who are proud of 
our American way of life, proud of our country and they have enough 
pride about them that they want to work in order to stay out of the 
so-called commodity lines. 

With all the unemployed jobless men, hungry families, barefooted, 
improperly clothed children in our area, it should be a point of major 
interest to all. I say this and I hope I am taken seriously when I tell 
vou, conditions such as this that have been allowed to continue have 
been breeding grounds of Communistic ideas. However, we believe 
that a dam or dams such as we are seeking will give us a permanent 
fresh foundation under the economy of our region, which can only 
survive if that foundation is provided. 

To begin with the reservoir behind this dam will become the only 
storage of water in southeastern Kentucky of a sufficient size to be 
fes asible as sites for giant steam electric plants which the power com 
panies would be certain to build. 

They would build them, not to help us, they would build them be 

cause we are in the center of a vast supply of good cheap coal, and 
they would build them there because it 1s cheaper to ship the power 
than it is to ship the coal. 

We need this dam to industrially develop our own area because 
we were neglected during the war years and immediately following 
when all other 1 regions were enjoying and are enjoying prosperity. 
Today the only steam electric plant in our area is Kentucky Utilities 
and its capacity is limited because in order to have enough cold water 
it has to shoot streams of water in the air to cool the water and reuse 
it. This limited capacity naturally limits our development of power- 
using industry in our area. 

In fact the capacity of this plant is so limited, our city, the city 
of Corbin, had to wait 5 years for installation of equipment before 
we could buy sufficient current for our consumers. Just think what 
an effect a limit such as this will have upon the development of a 
community or an area such as ours. 

Even today our supply of power is limited by contract, to their 
ability to produce, without water storage, without an abundance of 
power how can we expect to attract industry that would give us 
employment ¢ 

With the water storage that a dam would provide, with steam gen 
erating power plants, with the vast supply of coal that we do have, 
we would have a natural for attracting industry. We would become 
one of the most desirable locations for the chemical industry. You 
gentlemen are familiar with the increasing use of cheap soft coal as 
the basic raw material for the chemical industry and our depressed 
area has an abundance of this raw material. 

You may ask me, Why provide such a condition for southeastern 
Kentucky’ I feel that we have already presented some of the reasons 
but I also have some more. 

First, if such a program is not undertaken, the Federal Govern- 
ment will be spending more than the cost of several dams on annual] 
relief bills in southeastern Kentucky. That is how bad the employ- 
ment picture in the coal area of southeastern Kentucky is today. 
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Second, we believe that a dam located in the area we are asking 
for would show a ratio of benefits far in excess of the cost. Our rea- 
sons for this statement are, the Government already owns in the Cum- 
berland National Forest the majority of the land that would be 
covered by water, which would eliminate the buying of land. 

The timber in this area is all second growth and the expense of 
removing would exceed its value. The terrain of this area is nothing 
but deep gorges, rocks, and cliffs, suitable for raising nothing unless 
it would be wildeats. 

A dam built here would be of the narrow, high-dam type creating 
great depths of water rather than spreading water all over bottom 
and farm lands, and dams such as this create much more efficiency. 

Third, we believe the return of income taxes over a period of years 
to our Government from the people who would benefit from this dam 
would exceed the cost. And this tax our people would like to have the 
opportunity to pay. 

Fourth, this dam as proposed by the Corps of Engineers would bene- 
fit other areas as wel as ours 

Gentlemen, in closing let me say, we did not come here as simple 
beggars asking a handout. We are here asking your assistance in 
helping us to put together the greatest combin: ation known to indus- 
try—coal, water, and electric power. We have the coal. We have the 
water, if it can be stored, and with the storage of water which this 
dam would give us we could have the power. 

With this combination, our people who are in the commodity lines, 
who have been declared a “depressed labor surplus area,” could have 
and enjoy prosperity with the rest of the people of our great country. 

We humbly and sincerely ask your help that we might have the 
opportunity to help ourselves. 

I know that you gentlemen will consider the appeals that are being 
made here. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fogarty. Thank you. 

Mr. Narcner. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. We appre- 
ciate very much your kindness. 

Mr. Focarry. You made a splendid presentation this afternoon. 

Thank you. 

We will now hear from the Ohio Valley Improvement Association. 
Who is going to speak for it ? 
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Marcn 20, 1956. 
FLoop Conrrot AND NAVIGATION PRrovgecTs IN THE Outo VALLEY 
WITNESSES 


HON. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. WINFIELD K. DENTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 

HON. M. G. BURNSIDE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 

HON. THOMAS A. JENKINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OHIO 

HON. BRENT SPENCE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF KENTUCKY 

HON. GORDON H. SCHERER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

WILLIAM J. HULL, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, OHIO 
VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC. 

OWEN R. JONES, MANAGER, TRAFFIC, GENERAL ELECTRIC Co., 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 

WILLIAM S. MILBURN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF ALDERMEN, CITY OF 
LOUISVILLE, KY. ; 

LABAN P. JACKSON, COMMISSIONER OF CONSERVATION, COMMON- 
WEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

ERNEST R. MITCHELL, VICE PRESIDENT, KENTUCKY CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 

GEORGE J. KUEHNLE, JR., DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS, 
CINCINNATI GAS & ELECTRIC CO., CINCINNATI, OHIO 

EDWIN H. DORENBUSCH, ARMCO STEEL CO., MIDDLETOWN, OHIO 

ROBERT E. REED, WHEELING STEEL CORP., WHEELING, W. VA. 

ARTHUR M. STEPHENS, EVANSVILLE, IND., CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE 

ROBERT E. HATTON, AMERICAN BARGE LINE CoO. 

R. L. BOLIN, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, COMMONWEALTH 
OF KENTUCKY 

HUDSON BIERY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, OHIO VALLEY IM- 
PROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC. 

ROLLA CAMPBELL, GENERAL COUNSEL, ISLAND CREEK COAL CO., 
HUNTINGTON, W. VA. 

A. P. MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MAN- 
AGER, NEWPORT STEEL CORP. 


Mr. Hutt. My name is William Hull. I am the chairman of the 
legislative committee of the association. 

We have a number of witnesses. If it meets with the committee’s 
approval, we would like to call first on the Honorable William S. 
Milburn, president of the Board of Aldermen of the city of Louisville, 
Ky., who is appearing on behalf of the city of Louisville. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Senator Ciements. If I may impose on the committee just long 
enough to advise the committee that I have a statement on the Ohio 
River projects—those that are up in Tom Jenkins’ area, as well as 
those that extend on down to Louisville. This statement covers the 
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Greenup Dam, and the Markland-Warsaw Dam. It also covers the 
New Richmond and the Louisville project that Professor Milburn is 
going to discuss with you now. 

Although I have stressed many times the importance of increasing 
our progress in renovating the obsolete navigational facilities on the 
Ohio River, upon this occasion I feel a special urgency of doing so. 

The budget estimates submitted to the Congress “for the fiscal yeal 
1957, as they pertain to this improvement work fall far short of the 
needs for fiscal year 1957 as recognized by the Corps of Engineers and 
by many responsible agencies interested in and concerned about main- 
taining adequate transportation facilities on the river to serve our 
commercial and defense needs in this lar ge area. 

The budget provides for no construction start in fiscal year 1957 
and fails to provide the necessary funds for starting the advance plan- 
ning and design on the next top priority replacement structure. 

Congress recognized the urgency for making steady progress last 

ar by prov iding funds to start Markland-Warsaw Dam, which will 
hee five obsolete navigational facilities, when the Bureau of the 
Budget would have postponed this action. In addition, the Congress 
provided sufficient planning funds for the renovation of lock 41 at 
Louisville, so as to ready this project for construction in fiscal year 
1957. 

Although $5 million is included in the budget to continue con- 
struction on the Markland-Warsaw Dam, and $9,900,000 to continue 
construction of Greenup locks and dam, no construction funds are 
recommended for lock 41. The Corps of Engineers has consistently 
advocated a program at a - which would call for one new con- 
struction start each fiscal yea 

New Richmond locks aa dam, in Campbell County, Ky., near 
New Richmond, Ohio, is the next Ohio River navigational project 
to be constructed after lock 41 gets underway. The budget estimates 
provide $50,000 for the advance planning and design, which is inade- 
quate, ac cording to the Corps of Engineers, to en: able them to « ‘omplete 
such portions of the plan as would make possible a construction start 
in fiscal year 1958. If this course of action is followed, two projects 
of tremendous importance to the industrialized Ohio Valley will be 
unduly deferred. 

For the reasons that will follow, I urge that $1,150,000 be appro- 
priated to start construction on lock 41, and that $150,000 be appro- 
priated to begin the advance planning and design on the New Rich- 
mond locks and dam. 

The existing locks and dam system was designed to accommodate 
13 million tons of cargo a year. In 1910, some were critical of the 
Corps of Engineers’ estimates that when completed the river would 
be carrying that much tonnage, but when the last structure of the 
original 46 locks and dams was finished in 1929, they were being tested 
beyond their designed capacity with a flow of 22 million tons. In 
1953 the tonnage rose to better than 62 million tons—five times its de- 
signed capacity and exceeding the tonnage carried by the Panama 
Canal for this same year by one and one-half times. Although there 
was a slight drop in tonnages carried in 1954 over 1953, because of a 
slump in ‘the coal industr y, the evident increased activity on the river 
during the year 1955 indicates that when the figures are compiled this 
will be a record tonnage year. 
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The age of these facilities and the tremendous strain that has been 
put upon their use threatens at any time to bring about a breakdown, 
causing expensive delay and, in addition, they are expensive to main- 
tain and operate. The facilities are also ctemsonee in design and 
incapable of handling efficiently the large size barges and tows which 
industrial expansion in the basin has required. Originally, when the 
structures were built, only tows 600 feet in length were to be accom- 
modated. Today, tows more than 1,000 feet in length are typical. 

In view of the sizable industrial expansion within the past few years 
in the Ohio Valley Basin, including atomic energy installations re- 
quiring heavy tonnages of coal to be carried over this inland water- 
way, it is essential that costly delay not be tolerated in improving 
the navigational facilities upon which these industries essential to 
commerce and to national defense must rely. 

Lock 41 at Louisville, Ky.; Lock 41 was first placed in operation 
in 1921. The existing locks are inadequate to pass modern tows of 
over 600 feet in length without disassembly, which results in con- 
siderable delay and is a hazard to navigation. 

The facilities at Louisville also include the Louisville and Portland 
Canal, which is too narrow to pass large tows. Crosscurrents pro- 
duced in the upper end of the canal under certain flow conditions 
result in even greater hazard. The proposed plan of renovation calls 
for the addition of a new lock, retaining the old lock as an auxiliary. 

The plan would also include the construction of a new upstream 
approach canal, 450 feet wide, 15 feet deep at normal pool eleva- 
tions, and a harbor adjacent to the approach canal 15 feet deep, 600 
feet wide and 1,500 feet long for the accommodation of the Govern- 
ment floating plant. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio has been estimated by the Corps of Engi- 
neers to be 3.5 to 1. A construction start is not only engineeringly 
feasible, but considered highly desirable by the Corps of “Enginee Ts. 
I would therefore urge the appropriation of $1,150,000 for construc- 
tion on and continuation of advance planning design of, this essential 
link in the navigational facilities of the Ohio River for fiscal year 
1957, which represents a $1 million increase over the budget estimate. 

New Richmond: The Corps of Engineers has stated that follow- 
ing a construction start on lock 41, the New Richmond locks and dam 
is the next replacement structure upon which construction should 
be initiated. This structure will replace four obsolete dams (locks 
31, 32, 33, and 34) and its completion will mean that a large expanse 
of the heavily traveled Ohio River—from Lock 41 at Louisville to 
the proposed Racine Dam near Point Pleasant, W. Va., a distance 
of over 350 miles—will have modern locking facilities, upon com- 
pletion of the Greenup and Markland-Warsaw Dams, already under- 
way. 

Because of this, the importance of the New Richmond structure is 
apparent. Since it is the last remaining bottleneck in the facilities 
in this 350-mile expanse upon which construction will not have been 
been started, it is essential that advance planning and design funds 
be made available in fiscal year 1957 if construction of this dam is to 
begin in fiscal year 1958, and the corps estimates that a minimum of 
$150,000 is needed for this purpose. However, the budget recommen- 
dation includes only $350,000. I strongly urge the appropriation of 


$150,000 for advance planning and design on this facility. 
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Markland-Warsaw Dam: The Markland-Warsaw locks and dam, 
upon which construction is being initiated in the current fiscal year, 
is located on the Ohio River near Warsaw, Gallatin County, Ky., 531.5 
miles below Pittsburgh. One hundred and ninety-one miles separate 
this dam from the Greenup locks and and dam under construction 
near Greenup, Ky., in the vicinity of Huntington, W. Va. Data on 
this portion of the river indicate that it is one of the heaviest 
traveled portions of any inland waterway of comparable length, in- 
sofar as tonnages of commercial traflic are concerned. 

When constructed, Markland-Warsaw Dam will replace five obso- 
lete navigational structures on the Ohio River—locks and dams 35, 
36, 37, 38, and 39. The Markland-Warsaw Dam maintains the pool 
for the port area of Cincinnati. Because of the reliance by the mu- 
nicipalities in this area of the maintenance of the pool levels for wa- 
ter supplies, a breakdown of any of the existing facilities would have 
serious consequences independent of the disruption of commerce on the 
river. 

The newest of the existing structures in this area has been serv- 
ing river traffic for approximately 51 years, and the oldest of the struc- 
tures has been in operation for approximately +) years. There have 
been costly breakdowns in the past in this portion of the river’s navi- 
gational system, and their present deteriorated condition points all 
the more to the necessity of hastening completion of the Markland- 
Warsaw structure at the earliest practicable date. The $5 million 
recommended in the budget, I am advised by the Corps of Enginee rs, 
will provide substantial progress in the coming fiscal year, and I 
consequently urge the appropriation of this amount. 

Greenup locks and dam: Total appropriations for this project to 
date have been $6,420,000, of which $4 million was provided in the 
current fiscal year to continue construction on this essential unit of 
the Ohio River navigational system. The budget estimate of $9,900,- 
G00, I am advised by the corps, will enable them to make satisfac- 
tory progress on pursuing construction in the coming fiseal year on 
this lock and dam, which will replace 4 obsolete structures on the Ohio 
and 1 on the Big Sandy River. The project has a favorable benelit- 
cost ratio estimated by the Corps of Engineers to be 1.56 to 1. 

Due to the extremely bad conditions of locks 27 through 30, which 
are to be replaced, and due to the extremely heavy traffic now encoun- 
tered in this industrialized area, I would urge the subcommittee to ap- 
propriate $9,900,000 for this work. 

Mr. Focarry. We have some Members of Congress here. Con- 
gressman Denton, from Indiana; Congressman Burnside, from West 
Virginia; and Congressman Jenkins of Ohio. I know there is an ap- 
propriations bill wp on the floor, and they may want to be heard and 
get back to the floor again. 

Mr. Denton, if you are ready, if you don’t mind, we will let these 
people get back to their work. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WINFIELD K. DENTON 


Mr. Denton. My name is Winfield K. Denton. Tam a Congressman 
from the Eighth District of Indiana. 
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Of the 11 counties in this district, 9 have boundaries on the Ohio 
River. This river winds and meanders approximately 275 miles 
along the southern and eastern border of the district I represent. 
As this river, for all practical purposes, was the only method 
transportation in former days, early settlements in Indiana were on 
the banks of this river. The river today is still one of the most 
important arteries of commerce to the Eighth District of Indiana, and 
the river traffic is extremely important to the very life of the district. 

The canalization of the Ohio River started before 1910 and it was 
completed in 1929. The completed project consisted of a series of 
46 dams and locks which are approximately 600 feet long. This pro 
vides an all-year channel of at least 9 feet depth. At the time these 
locks were constructed, the principal traffic on the Ohio River was by 
packet—the picturesque stern- and side-wheelers—and small down 
stream tows. 

There has been a great increase on the Ohio River in the river 
traflic since the completion of these locks. It has been said that there 
is more traffic on the Ohio River than on any other inland body of 
water in the world. In ton-mileage the increase in traffic since the 
locks were completed in 1929 has been ne: arly eightfold. The system 
was planned 50 years ago on the basis of 13 million tons traffic. But, 
in 1953, nearly 62 million tons moved on the Ohio. That is nearly 
five times as much, in terms of tonnage. 

The old river packet has been ‘repli iced by large tows; that is, 
barges pushed by towboats. They are generally over 1,000 ‘feet long 
and carry cargoes equivalent to 400 carloads of coal or 620 tank cars. 
These barges are loaded and unloaded mechanically at river-rail 
terminals, instead of using the much less efficient method of loading 
and unloading the packets by roustabouts. 

But, since the locks are only 600 feet long, these tows must be 
broken up in order to go through the locks. This causes delay and 
damage. 

When the locks were built, it was estimated they would have to be 
replaced in 50 years. Today, 23 of these locks are from 35 to 50 
vears old, 21 of them are from 25 to 35 years old, and only 2 of them 
are less than 25 years old. Because of their age, traffic breakdowns 
on the locks are frequent and the cost of maintenance and operation 
has reached a point where it will be more economical to replace many 
of the old structures than to repair them constantly. 

The Army engineers have planned a long-range program which 
calls for replacing these 46 locks and dams with 21 high-lift dams 
and locks. The new locks are to be 110 by 1,200 feet with an auxiliary 
lock 110 by 600 feet. This will provide longer and deeper pools and 
an all-year channel depth of at least 12 feet. This would permit larger 

cargoes and less frequent locking through the locks, which would 
expedite traffic and reduce the cost, both to the Government and to 
the shipper. This program will take 20 years to complete. 

I heartily favor the projects recommended by the engineers, as 
follows: 

1. Locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky., to complete advance engineer- 
ing and design and commence reconstruction : $1,150,000. 

The President’s budge only authorized the money for the designs on 
that bridge. I recommend that we have enough to start to work on that 
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beacuse that is probably the most important lock on the entire river, 
and I will speak about that a little later. 

New Cumberland locks and dam, New Cumberland, W. Va., to 
semihaas socattee ‘tion: $10 million. 

rT hat is recommended by the engineers 

3. Greenup locks and dam, Greenup, Ky., to continue construction : 
39, ‘900, 000. 

That is recommended by the engineers. 

4. Markland locks and dam, Markland, Ind., to continue construc- 
ai $5 million. 

. New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio, for advance 
engineering and design : $150,000. 

In addition, I am very much interested in continuing the work on 
the preliminary plans which the Army engineers are now preparing for 
lock 49 near the Wabash Island on the Ohio River. This is below the 
city of Evansville and above Paducah. I understand that the engi- 
neers have performed some of this preliminary work, using general 
maintenance and operation funds, and can continue this work if those 
funds are not reduced in the 1957 appropriation. 

For that reason, I am very anxious that these funds be maintained 
as approved by the Bureau of the Budget. I am anxious that work be 
continued on these plans so that when the construction work upstream 
from lock 49 is completed, the present bottleneck upstream will not 
simply be transferred to lock 49. A large quantity of coal goes from 
Green River to the Cumberland and Tennessee River ‘s, and, ‘of course, 
passes through lock 49, and for that reason we are very anxious to have 
a higher basin around the Evansville metropolitan area. Most of the 
coal that goes down to the Atomic Energy Commission plant at Pa- 
ducah, and a good deal of the coal that goes to the TVA, goes through 
Green River, and right through that lock down the Ohio River. 

I also urge that the sum of $1,500 be appropriated to continue the 
survey on Indian Creek at Corydon, Ind. That is a small appropria- 
tion, but I think it is one that is necessary. The town of Corydon 
suffered serious dam: age in the year 1943 because of the floods from this 
creek. The engineers have per ‘formed most of the survey work on this 
project and the people of Corydon are considering the building of a 
flood wall. This sum of $1,500 will be necessary to complete the Gov- 
ernment’s work. 

I am especially interested in the work to be done on lock and dam 41 
at the falls at Louisville, Ky. This plan, of course, calls for widening 
the canal and building a new lock 110 by 1,200 feet. Of course, those 
falls have long been an obstacle on the Ohio River. I recently saw an 
old copy of the journal of the seventh session of the Indiana Legisla- 
ture which indicated that there was a great deal of talk at that time 
about building a canal to go around the falls. 

There is a great deal of traffic passing through the city of Louisville, 
and because the approach canal above the lock is only 200 feet w ide, 
there is much more than the usual delay in double locking. Tows can- 
not pass one another in the present canal. The narrowness of this canal 
greatly aggravates the traffic congestion at dam 41, at Louisville. 
From 1942 to 1954 the traffic at this lock increased to 250 percent of 
what it was 12 years before. 

The Ohio River has a tremendous amount of traffic. Someone has 
said the valley is like the Ruhr of Europe. Someone further said, 
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“Why talk us down that way, because there is a greater amount of 
traffic on the Ohio River at this point than there is on the Ruhr.” 

At the present time, a great deal of coal originating in western Ken 
tucky and southern Indiana is carried by river, and this must go 
through this lock on its voyage to Madison, Ind., where it furnishes 
the power to produce atomic energy at Piketon, Ohio, in the Ports- 
mouth area. With the completion of the remodeling of lock and dam 
41, the Markland project, the New Richmond, and Greenup locks and 
dam, a continuous modern route will be provided in the busy, 328-mile 
reach of the river between Gallipolis and Louisville. 

I feel these improvements are economically sound, and that it is 
more economical to replace these locks and dams on the Ohio River 
than to repair them. Further, by cutting the number of locks in half, 
the cost of operation and maintenance of these locks will be greatly 
reduced. 

I am also in favor of an appropriation for bridge-protection work 
on the Wabash River near New Harmony, Ind. The clerk has granted 
me time to appear before this committee for that purpose on Tuesday, 
March 27, at 3:10 p. m., and at that time I will discuss that matter 
further. 

Congressman Vursell will appear with me at that time. We are 
both interested in this. We had some debate on the floor about investi- 
gating this particular bridge commission last year, but we both want 
to have this work done to protect this bridge. That protection project 
has been authorized by an act of Congress. The bridge is now free, but 
the States of Indiana and Illinois will not accept the br idge until the 
Government does this work, and the river is eating away the river bank 
at the end of the bridge. 

The bridge commission spent nearly a million dollars trying to do 
work to protect that bridge themselves. The Army engineers have 
plans for the project and we want to ask for $340,000 to start that work. 
It is going to have to be done anyhow. 

As I say, it has been authorized, and I would like to present that 
later. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you, Congressman, for your usual fine state- 
ment. 

Congressman Burnside. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN M. G. (BURNIE) BURNSIDE 


Mr. Burnsinz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want 
to thank you for the opportunity to appear here today on behalf of my 
people up and down the river. They have come in from long distances, 
and they are very competent people in these fields. They are men who 
have lived on the river and lived by the river for many years. They 
are experts in the field, and I would like to ask at this time to make the 
following statement: 

I endorse the presentation Mr. Hull has just made on behalf of the 
Ohio Valley Improvement Association. As one of the Congressmen 
from the Ohio Valley, I have, of course, a strong interest in its de- 
velopment; and I have watched our progress there for some time. 

The statement which you just heard points out clearly, precisely, 
and without the slightest degree of exaggeration the necessity for con- 
tinuing Federal construction of f: cilities in the v valley. The figures 
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and statistics which Mr. Hull quoted, showing the anticipated traffic 
volume on the river, are conservative figures. 

I personally have not the slightest doubt but that the actual events 
will show a very substantial increase over the project figures Mr. Hull 
used. I want to call this to your attention because I think the eom- 
mittee will appreciate the fact that Mr. Hull has not exaggerated the 
need in an effort to convince you to approve the recommendations of 
the association. By conservative study, the need is very great, and 
I assure you that limitation of appropriations to something less than 
that which has been recommended will be a great tragedy and will 
severely limit our Nation’s industrial capacity in the future. 

I want to add one comment that is a very small item in this request. 
[ refer to the appropriation being requested for a restudy and re- 
evaluation of the proposed flood-control reservoir at East Lynn on 
Twelve Pole Creek in West Virginia. 

[ am of the opinion that ultimate construction of this project would 
be of tremendous value in alleviating serious flooding in a heavily 
populated section of my district and also in the Ohio V alley. 

At the present time, Twelve Pole Creek floods the access road to 
the Tristate Airport serving Huntington-Ashland-Ironton metro- 
politan area with a total popul: ition of more than half a million. 

This request is for funds for a restudy only. It is time, I think, that 
we determine whether this project is, in fact, necessary; and I strongly 
request this committee to approve funds for the restudy. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Focarry. That is an excellent statement, Congressman, as you 


always do for the people in the Ohio River Valley. 

Mr. Burnswwe. Thank you. | 

Mr. Focarry. Mr. Spence, did you have anything you wanted to 
say on the Ohio River Valley 4 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BRENT SPENCE 


Mr. Spence. I want to associate myself with these gentlemen, rep- 
resenting the Ohio Valley Improvement Association and urge the 
further improvement of the Ohio River pursuant to the plans ‘of the 
Army engineers. We need a well-balanced, competitive status among 
the highways, the rivers, and the r: ailroads so that each may do its 
part in our transport: ition system. Iam certainly very much in favor 
of the appropriations that are necessary to give the Ohio River the 
importance it should have in the transport: ition field. 

I remember the Ohio River before it was dammed and locked for 
transportation. Often during dry seasons it was not navigable. The 
present locks were designed “to maintain a 9-foot stage. They are 
ager ay and inadequate for the present burden that is now carried 
by the Ohio River, and cannot even perform their present functions 
much longer unless they are rebuilt. 

No public money could be spent more advantageously than that for 
the construction of the proposed high dams. T hey will be a national 
asset not only for this generation, but for ge nerations yet to come. 
I hope that adequ: ite appropriations will be made for their construc- 
tion and that they will be expeditiously completed. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you verv much. 

Mr. Hutt. I believe Congressman Scherer has a statement. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN GORDON H. SCHERER 


Mr. Scurrer. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is Gordon Scherer. I represent the First Congressional 
District of Ohio, which is on the Ohio River at Cincinnati. 

There are a number of outstanding citizens of the State of Ohio 
here to testify who have this problem fully in hand. 

I have a prepared statement that I ask leave to present. 

Two years ago the Congress wisely recognized that the time had 
come to rescue the Ohio River from neglect. Old locks and dams, 
deteriorated by use far in excess of their designed capacity, were 
totally inadequate for the growing needs of industry and commerce. 
The water highway completed in 1929 was as out of date for modern 
river traflic as the crooked narrow roads of 25 years ago would be 
for today’s high speed cars and trucks. 

To rehabilitate a great national asset—to bring it up to standard 
for the country’s needs in peace and war—the modernization program 
was begun with the appropriation of funds for the New Cumberland 
and Greenup Dams in accordance with the Army engineers’ schedule 
of priorities. 

Last year saw the appropriation of funds to start construction of 
the great Markland project so urgently needed in the Greater Cin- 
cinnati Harbor area. Preliminary estimates for 1955 traffic on the 
Ohio indicate that the volume for that year was at an all-time peak, 
exceeding the previous record of 62 million tons reached in 1953. This 
is a reflection of the ever- growing requirements of modern industry 
for low-cost water transportation and ever-increasing supplies of 
fresh water. 

Seeking these essential factors, new industrial plants are being 
established all along the river and its tributaries. The latest survey 
of the Ohio V alley Improvement Association shows an industrial 
expansion of more than $9 billion in the valley in the past 6 years. 

The pressure on the outmoded river ni wigation facilities is con- 
stantly increasing. Soon the existing fac ilities will be unable to meet 
the demand and further growth will be retarded—unless the moderni- 
zation program is acceler’ ated. 

The work on the projects at Markland, Greenup, and New Cumber- 
land must, of course go forward. The amounts requested in the Pres- 
ident’s budget for these projects are minimum figures and should not 
be reduced under penalty of serious delays and inefficiencies. 

But it should never be forgotten that these projects, important as 
each of them is in itself, are in the larger sense only elements in the 
comprehensive plan for the whole river. To complete them and 
neglect the other projects would be as foolish as to build only three 
unconnected segments of a through highway or a trunkline railroad. 

The Ohio River with ine reasing volumes moving up or down its 
entire length must be regarded as a unit and its improvement dealt 
with as a "whole. Thus “the reconstruction of locks and dam 41 at 
Louisville is essential to eliminate the most serious traflic bottleneck 
on the entire river—one which becomes more critical each year as 
tonnages rise. Without that improvement, the Nation will not realize 
the full benefits of the projects already underway. The situation is 
so critical that further delay in starting the reconstruction cannot be 


justified. 
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The modern long tows which must be split and locked through in 
two segments require 214 to 314 hours to negotiate the existing ‘locks 
and the narrow access canal under the best conditions. When traffic 
is congested, delays of 12 hours are not uncommon. And congestion 
is constantly increasing especially since the completion of the new 
electric powerplant at Madison, Ind., which receives all its tremendous 
coal tonnages—4 million tons a year—through lock 41. 

If we can contribute vast sums to the construction of a $1.3 billion 
dam on the Nile River in Egypt, to which I am opposed, we can certain- 
ly afford $1,150,000 to start work on this urgently needed project which 
is of the utmost importance to the security rof nav igation on the Ohio. 

The situation is much the same in the stretch of the Ohio between 
the upper limit of the Markland Pool and the site of the Greenup 
Dam. This includes the busiest portion of the river, the Huntington- 
Cincinnati reach. The proposed high level dam at New Richmond, 
together with Greenup and Markland, will complete modernization 
in that important segment. 

The President’s budget requests only $50,000 for advance engineer- 
ing and design work on the New Richmond locks and dam to replace 
4 old structures which are rapidly approaching the economic limit 
of their capacity. An additional $100,000 of planning money is neces- 
sary 1f plans are to be advanced sufficiently for construction to begin 
in fiseal 1958. 

As you know, the Army engineers’ comprehensive plan for the Ohio 
calls for replacement of 46 Jocks and dams with 21 modern facilities. 
With Greenup started in 1954, New Cumberland in 1955 and Mark- 
land in 1956, at least one new start must be made each year to complete 
the program by 1957. 

The fact is, of course, that the demand for transportation on the 
Ohio is growing so rapidly, with 70 million tons anticipated for 1960, 
that the program should be accelerated if we are to prevent serious 
interference with economic development. 

The New Richmond project which is next in order of priority after 
reconstruction of locks and dam 41 should be commenced not later 
than fiseal 1958. I strongly urge the appropriation of $150,000 ad- 

vance planning money for New Richmond so that construction work 
can begin on schedule. 

Mr. Foearry. Thank you very much. That is a fine statement. 

Mr. Jenkins. Mr. C h: urman / 

Mr. Fogarry. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN THOMAS A. JENKINS 


Mr. Jenxtns. I have been before many sessions of this committee, 
and for 40 years I have been going up and down the Ohio River, until 
they call me Old Man River. 

I would like to have those of you who have never seen the Ohio 
River to appreciate how magnificent it is. One of the gentlemen sug- 
gested he didn’t know why it was called the Ruhr. It is not because 
it has any physical similarity to that river, in fact it is much more 
beautiful than the river Ruhr. It is called the Ruhr Valley because 
of the great many iron and steel factories down there. These mann- 
facturing centers from Pittsburgh to Louisville, represent hundreds 
of millions of dollars of investments along the beautiful Ohio River. 
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Before we passed the law providing for the building of flood walls, 
my town was frequently under water. In 1937 the First National 
Bank building had just been finished about a year, and the new hotel 
across the street in my town, a very fine hotel, had been built a few 
years before. 

The 1937 flood brought 16 feet of water into the First National 
Bank, and 16 feet of water into the fine hotel. Mr. Whittington was 
in Congress at that time. He was from down South, and he had lots 
of flood trouble down his way. We got our heads together, and we 
got up a piece of legislation providing for the construction of flood 
walls. This bill was passed at that time. 

It had three essential provisions: One was, before you could get 
a flood wall, you would have to show the feasibility of it through the 
Army engineers. That is the first requirement. 

The next thing was that we would have to buy the rights-of-way. 

The third thing was, then the Government would come on with 
its part and would build the flood wall. 

In my little town the Army engineers, of course, found it was feas- 
ible, and we didn’t ask the Government for everything. We voted 
$750,000 of bonds with which we purchased the rights-of-way. And 
then later voted $150,000 for repairs on the flood wall. The city of 
Huntington, W .Va., from which some of these guests come, put up 
$3 or $4 million to match the Government, and that city is amply 
protected. 

I am not asking for anything for my district. We are in pretty 
good shape. We are already, by reason of your generosity and our 
merit, building the Greenup ‘Dam, which is a dam for which I fought 
for years, and that is going to cost several million dollars yet. It will 
take 4 or 5 years yet to finish it. 

When it is finished, it will be worth 40 times as much as it cost 
the people of the country, and more than that probably. 

The same is true of the city of Cincinnati where another flood wall 
was built by reason of the generosity of Congress. 

A few cities along the Ohio do not yet have flood-wall protection. 
Among them is Catlettsburg, Ky., which is just across the river, about 
6 miles from Ironton. The local authorities are asking the Govern- 
ment for financial assistance to build a flood wall. 

I do not know exactly how much they will put up. 

Senator CLements. They have already put up what they were re- 
quested by the Congress. 

Mr. Jenkins. Someone told me it is over $200,000. 

Senator CLEMENTs. Some more than that. 

The citizens of Catlettsburg have already put up the amount of 
money requested by Congress as their part for the construction of 
this flood wall which is badly needed. Knowing of the great benefit 
derived from this flood protection, I am heartily in accord with the 
efforts of my neighbors across the river, and I hope that the members 
of this committee can and will look with favor on this project. 

When you want a little vacation, if you will come out into my see- 
tion I will take you up and down the Ohio and let you see how mag- 
nificent it is and how much the money that the Congress has appro- 
priated for it has been justified. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you very much for your fine statement. 


75562—-56—pt. 2——2u 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR HOMER CAPEHART 


I have a statement which Senator Homer Capehart has submitted, 
and it will be placed in the record at this point. 
(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR HOMER E. CAPEHART, IN SUPPORT OF VARIOUS NAVIGATION 
AND FLoop-CONTROL PROJECTS IN THE OHIO RIVER VALLEY, MARCH 22, 1956 


I wish to appear before you to support appropriations for navigation projects 
on the mainstream of the Ohio River to promote industrial growth and general 
economic welfare in the Ohio River Basin. 

The projects and approved appropriations in which I am interested are as 
follows: 

1. Locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky., to complete advance engineer- 

ing and design and commerce reconstruction____________~~_- _ $1, 150, 000 
2. New Cumberland locks and dam, New Cumberland, W. Va., to 

continue construction. ____--_-__-- pkgs heikiacecnes Mahe eia ed 10, 000, 000 
3. Greenup locks and dam, Greenup, Ky., to continue construction__ 9, 900, 000 
. Markland locks and dam, Markland, Ind., to continue construction_ 5, 000, 000 
>. New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio, for advance 

engineering and design 150, 000 


All of these projects, as you know, are vitally important elements in the overall 
Ohio River improvement program, which, in view of the rapid increases in 
traffic growth, must go forward at an accelerated rate if serious traffic bottle- 
necks are to be avoided and if the benefits of projects already underway are to 
be fully realized. 

These navigation projects, if appropriated, would promote a vast industrial 
expansion resulting from low-cost mass transportation afforded by this great 
waterway and its navigable tributaries. In order to encourage this industrial 
expansion, it is necessary to modernize this water highway to handle the volume 
of traffic which would use this means of transportation were the present struc- 
tures adequate. The present structures are not adequate to handle the needs of 
a large portion of our modern units serving on the river. 

The Ohio Valley is a primary source of materials basic to the national security. 
I believe it is important to approve these projects which are planned for modern 
conditions and volumes of traffic which would be required for our national 
defense. 

In addition to the navigation benefits of these projects, I think it is important 
that we do not overlook the fact that they will greatly reduce floods in the lower 
Ohio and Mississippi Valleys. We all know how much this would mean:to the 
people living in these areas, as well as the millions of dollars saved in flood 
damages. 

I urge you to give every consideration to the five projects I have here recom- 
mended, and approve the suggested appropriations for these projects. 

I would like to add that I regret my inability very much to appear before you 
in person and elaborate on my extreme interest in these projects. However, I 
have read the statement of Mr William J. Hull, chairman of the legislative 
committee of the Ohio Valley Iniprovement Association, Inc., before youricem- 
mittee on these projects and would endorse his statement 100 percent. 


Mr. Hutz. We had hoped that Mr. Milburn, president of the board 
of aldermen of Louisville, would be our first witness. One of our 
other gentlemen has to catch a train. Mr. Owen Jones, manager 
of the traffic department of the General Electric Co., would present 
his statement at this time. 


STATEMENT OF OWEN R. JONES 


Mr. Jones. My name is Owen R. Jones, of New York City. I am 
manager, traffic department, of General Electric Co. 
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General Electric Co. operates a large plant at Louisville, Ky., pro- 
ducing refrigerators, freezers, w: ashing machines, dryers, electric 
ranges, dishwashers , and disposals. 

It is within the power of this subcommittee to recommend the 
approval of certain expenditures relating to the more efficient opera- 
tions of the locks and dams on the Ohio River. Our particular in- 
terest is lock and dam No, 41 at Louisville, Ky., and we respectfully 
ask this subcommittee to recommend the approval of an appropriation 
of $1,150,000 to start reconstruction of this lock and dam. 

When General Electric Co. decided to combine the manufacture 
of major household appliances at one location, it looked for a city 
and site that was not only near the center of distribution of the fin- 
ished product, but would provide the advantages of a convenient 
source of raw materials, such as sheet steel and other materials. This 
convenience took two forms in our consideration: (1) Nearness of 
supply: (2) low transportation cost. 

Louisville, Ky., met these requirements, especially for manufac- 
tured steel produc ts, such as steel sheets which are shipped in bundles 
and coils. The bulk of our requirements of steel move from the 
Pittsburgh area by barge on the Ohio River to Louisville, then un- 
loaded and transshipped to Appliance Park, approximately 12 miles 
distance from the river. 

In the manufacture of these aforementioned appliances large quan- 
tities of steel are required and as a part of our long-range planning 
we counted the opportunity to take advantage of low-transportation 
cost by barge on the Ohio River as an enduring and perpetuating 
venture. We were and are still confident that our action taken at 
that time in 1951 was and still is economically sound. We believe, 
too, that an underlying moral obligation and consideration is present 
that would recognize General Electric Co.’s action in establishing this 
new manufacture facility, knowing the transportation advantages 
would enable us to compete in the appliance business to a greater 
degree than we could under a dispersed plant arrangement with its 
geographical handicaps. 

Under the present condition of lock No. 41 shutdowns for re 

can be expected with the resulting stacking up of tows from both 
directions. Such shutdowns will force us to resort to more costly 
forms of transportation in order to maintain sufficient inventories. 

In our distribution of the finished appliances we are planning to 
use river transportation to New Orleans for export distribution and 
for shipments to the Southwestern part*of the United States for local 
outlets. 

't is vitally important to us that reconstruction of lock and dam No. 
41 be started and, therefore, we respectfully urge that you recommend 
the appropriation of $1,150,000. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM 8. MILBURN 


Mr. Minsurn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am William S. Milburn, president of the board of aldermen of the 
city of Louisville, Ky. And I am here to represent Louisville officially 
in connection with this reconstruction of the canal lock and dam 41. 

Mr. Anpersen. Might I ask, Is the reconstruction of this lock 
in the budget ? 
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Mr. Mirsurn. It is $150,000 for studies in the budget, nothing else 
at this time, sir. 

As you know, Louisville owes its lecation, its origin and its early 
growth to the falls of the Ohio. And because of “that traditional 
tieup the Ohio River is very dear to our hearts, and incidentally to 
our pocketbooks, in Louisville. 

From that early time the stream has continued to be the main 
artery for supplying the life blood of Louisville. 

At the present time of the total tonnage of the Ohio from end to 
end of its navigable part, one-fourth of it is locked through the locks 
of Louisville. That is better than 13 million tons annually. And of 
that 13 million tons annually that goes through, 40 percent of it either 
originates in Louisville or has its destination in Louisville. 

So the efficient operation of a lock and dam at the falls is of par- 
ticular interest to the people of Louisville. 

It is obvious from the reports we get from the United States 
engineers on the present tonnage carried by the Ohio and the pro- 
jection of that into the future, that by i960 the lock and dam there 
would have reached a, saturation point, and that there will be long, 
unreasonable delays of the tows tying up. That is because of the 
nature of the facility there. 

If you could take a look at the maps that are on the easel here, there 
are aerial photos of the present facilities. The one on your left shows 
the condition—I will not take the time to point it out—the one at the 
right has superimposed on it in white lines the proposed reconstruc- 
tion. I hope you will note that the proposed construction cuts out 
that long narrow Portland Canal around the falls by cutting directly 
across Shipping Port Island. And at the same time, the proposed 
reconstruction would increase the length of the loc king chambers to 
the point that double locking, as the rivermen call it, ‘will not have 
to he resorted to. 

Now, I have here pictures taken with the time of the actual lock- 
ing through. These are from the Louisville Times of Friday, Octo- 
ber 8, 19: 54. From the time that a barge that has to be double locked 
entered until it had cleared and was on its way again, it was an hour 
and 40 minutes. And that did not include the waiting time that it 
might have had at one or the other end of the canal waiting its turn. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make these a part of the record. 

Mr. Focarry. We can’t very well put the photographs in the rec- 
ord. 

Mr. Mirzurn. Just for your information rather than for the rec- 
ord, I understand that. I stand corrected on that. 

That hour and 40 minutes represents real money. And for all 
the others that might be tied up there is involved something between 
$50 and $90 an hour tying up a tow, plus the loss of time. 

In inducing industry to come to Louisville we have tried to sell them 
on three things: One, that we had plenty of efficient labor; and two, 
that we had an abundance of relatively cheap power; and three, that 
we had unlimited cheap river transportation. And I am afraid 
that under present conditions that those that will develop within the 
next few years that we are going to lose our third point. 

And for that reason we in Louisville sincerely hope that to the 
$150,000 that you have in for study that you can also add $1 million, 
so that construction can be started in the near future, because if it is 
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not in there, another year’s delay would occur, and the bottleneck 
grows increasingly greater year by year. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. Milburn, what would be your opinion if the United 
States established as a national policy—not with respect to the proj- 
ect you are interested in, but nationally—a proposal that the people 
who were directly benefited by these river improvements everywhere 
would pay a fee for the use of these facilities as we do, for example, 
at the Panama Canal? What would be your opinion about that as 
a representative of the business in the city itself? 

Mr. Mitpurn. I have a personal opinion. To what extent it repre- 
sents the business interest of Louisville 

Mr. Hanp. That is all you can be bound by. What do you think 
about it? 

Mr. Mirzurn. My personal opinion is that there should be some 
source of revenue for refunding to the Federal Government the money 
spent. 

Mr. Hanp. That is also my personal view, so I am happy to hear 
you say so. 

Mr. Mizevurn. I am not talking for the L. & N. Railroad either. 

Mr. Fogarty. Thank you very much, Mr. Milburn. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Milburn is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am William S. Milburn of 
Louisville, Ky. I am before you in my capacity as president of the Board of 
Aldermen of the City of Louisville, a city of approximately 412,000 population, and 
I am presenting the official viewpoint of that municipality with respect to the 
matter under study. 

The importance of Ohio River traffic to Louisville is historical second nature 
with us. The river brought us many of our earliest settlers and helped supply 
and sustain them with essential commodities. Throughout the 178 years of our 
history—from the time Louisville was founded as a pioneer settlement to the 
present moment of our very considerable industrial and business importance 
the river has been vital to us. 

In this matter of lock and dam No. 41 and the proposals for its reconstruction, 
we are concerned over the fact that the full economic life-giving potential of this 
great stream upon which we always have so much depended, will be denied to us. 

We are advised that you now have, or will have, before you technical docu- 
mentation from the Corps of Engineers showing : 

1. That the present locking facilities at Louisville are reaching, at an 
alarming rate, their maximum working capacity to handle river traffic with- 
out unconscionable delays ; 

2. That the demand for such locking services by river traffic will exceed— 
at its presently projected rate—that maximum working capacity even before 
the planned new river works at Louisville could be completed if begun at 
once ; and 

3. That the mechanically and physically outmoded locking works at Louis- 
ville will be, in this dilemma, the principal situs of this clogging and stoppage 
of the free flow of Ohio River tonnage throughout the river’s length. 

Putting aside for the moment the statistical fact that one of the leading addi- 
tions to the developing tonnage blockade at Louisville will be an annual upriver 
shipment of 4 million tons of coal destined for atomic energy electrical produc- 
tion at Madison, Ind., the city of Louisville still is alarmed over the situation at 
lock and dam No. 41. 

The prospect of a harbor jammed full of tows waiting to get through these out- 
dated locks from the upstream side, and of a similar jam of river carriers lying 
below awaiting their turns through the single-file facilities of these works 
practically all of such vessels laden with essential and valuable commodities 
such a prospect would be a new and frightening development in our history as 
a river city. 

This would be so for a twofold reason. Now only would the consignees of 
these valuable cargoes likely come to regard their future use of water transporta- 
tion as of questionable economic prudence, but also the vaunted position of 
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Louisville as an industrial center offering, among its other advantages full 
water transportation—this position would be gravely imperiled. Our water 
facilities over the years have allowed us to compete in many ways with seacoast 
and lake cities in the bulk handling of freight. A blockade at Louisville can 
have only the most unfortunate bearing upon the competitive position we have 
up to now enjoyed as an otherwise inland-type city. 

More specifically, some of the disruption such a dilemma could well cause will 
be plain when it is realized that the tonnage of commodities received in Louis- 
ville or shipped out of Louisville by water transportation rose from 3,500,000 tons 
in 1949 to 5,300,000 tons in 1953 and when it is considered that the current 
receipts and shipments by this method now are threatening to exceed the 1953 
tonnage plateau. 

Louisville, for example, now is receiving by water transportation annually such 
commodities as 2,500,000 tons of petroleum products, 150,000 tons of steel prod- 
ucts and 75,000 tons of chemical products as well as huge supplies of sand and 
gravel and such items as molasses—the latter item at the rate of 42,000 tons a 
year for use in our extensive feed manufacturing and chemical industries. 

Louisville now is shipping out by water transportation annually such com- 
modities as 500,000 tons of petroleum products, 75,000 tons of steel products 
and 50,000 tons of automobiles. 

The fact that Louisville is a key point on the great Ohio River stream—a 
stream which nourishes what some have begun calling the “Ruhr Valley of Amer- 
ica”—will be seen from the statistics which show that the tonnage locked 
through at this point has doubled since 1945 but has not quite doubled on the 
@hio River as a whole. 

We feel that this fact, incidentally, takes nothing away from the vital im- 
portance of this major American river in its potential for use in times of na- 
tional emergency. It will be recalled that inland shipyards during World War 
II, in their production alone of the beach-landing ships without which such opera- 
tions as the Normandy invasion and the island war in the Pacific could not have 
been carried out, amply illustrated this potential. Fleets of these ships were 
constructed on, and taken down, the Ohio River to ocean ports. One of the great 
yards building such vessels was just across the river from Louisville. 

One of the sources of constant pride to us in the city government of Louis 
ville is the rate at which our metropolitan area has grown in commercial and 
industrial enterprises, and in population and job opportunities, building on the 
already amazing growth we experienced during World War II. Major Amer- 
ican companies continue to locate new plants and to expand existing facilities 
in our area. In Jefferson County, of which Louisville is the county seat, the 
population has gone up over 93,000—to about 550,000—in the last 10 years. 
That is equivalent to moving the entire populations of five of our best-known 
Kentucky cities into Jefferson County during this time. 

Along with the factors of adequate power supply and adequate labor supply, 
one of the principal factors in this popularity of the Louisville area for industrial 
purposes is the availability of low-cost water transportation. In Louisville, his- 
torically, we have taken this resource for granted. Understandable, it alarms 
us when statistics are presented plainly indicating that this resource might well 
be seriously imperiled. 

Further, we trust that our interests are not so specialized and parochial 
that we cannot see the disadvantages to traffie on the entire Ohio River system 
by the neglect of this growingly serious traffic situation at Louisville. Lock 
No. 41 passes almost one-fourth of the waterborne traffic on the entire Ohio 
River system. With its usefulness being reduced at this truly disturbing rate, 
we naturally are concerned that great areas of riverborne commerce will be 
forced to seek other and more costly means of transportation. 

It is therefore that, from considerations affecting Louisville itself as a great 
and growing inland city, from considerations having to do with the trade and 
commerce of a great river valley as a whole, and not at all in the least from 
reasons going directly to the matter of our national defense and security, the 
city government of Louisville respectfully urges you to approve not only the $150,- 
000 of planning money now in the President’s budget, but also to add an ad- 
ditional $1 million so that the actual reconstruction work can be begun in the 
coming fiscal year. 
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STATEMENT OF LABAN P. JACKSON 


Mr. Huw. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Laban Jackson, Commissioner of 
Conservation of the Commonwealth of Kentucky, representing the 
Governor of Kentucky, is here. 

Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman, you put up with me very kindly 
before today. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Laban Jackson. T am 
commissioner of conservation for the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 
I represent that department, and also Gov. Happy Chandler, of Ken 
tucky. He sent me here especially to make this presentation. We are 
intensely interested in Kentucky in the improvement of the Ohio 
River Valley, the Ohio River and its tributaries. And the reason I 
haven't talked on each one of these projects is because we have given 
a statement on each one. But this is the general statement of all the 
projects that we have considered today. 

We are possibly more interested than our neighboring States, be 

cause of the fact that Kentucky has more miles of navigable streams 
than any other State in our Union. We often wonder if the Ohio 
River is not misnamed, because for the majority of its length it flows 
within the confines of the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The Depart 
ment of Conservation of our Commonwealth wishes to go on record 
in its full and unqu: alified support of the long-range program of the 
United States Corps of Engineers regarding the replacement of the 
outmoded and obsolete structures now in ope ration on the Ohio River. 
For the fiscal year of 1957 we wish to join with the Ohio River Valley 
Improvement Association in the following recommendations: 

1) Locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky., to complete advance engi 
neering and design and commence reconstruction, $1,150,000. 

(2) New Cumberland locks and dam, New Cumberland, W. Va.., t 
continue construction, $10 million. 

(3) Greenup locks and dam, Greenup, Ky., to continue construction, 
$9,900,000. 

(4) Markland locks and dam, Markland, Ind., to continue construe 
tion, $5 million. 

(5) New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio, for ad 
vance engineering and design, $ $150,000. 

(6) Kentucky River Basin survey, $50,000. 

We firmly believe from our investigation and research of the di- 
vision of flood control and water usage that these amounts are the 
lowest that can be used for maintenance, and efficient and orderly re 
habilitation of this outmoded and obsolete chain of constructions now 
in use on the Ohio River. Moneys recommended for the continuing 
construction of the New Cumberland, Greenup, and Markland projects 
are the same as requested by the President in his budget. 

We are fully aware that the amounts appropriated in years ahead 
will have to be substantially larger to maintain the original construe 
tion’sehedules. We also believe that any reduction of the above figures 
would result in a serious delay in the construction of these desperately 
needed facilities. 

We note with a great deal of concern that the present budget does 
not include funds to start the reconstruction of locks and dam 41 
at Louisville, Ky. This is a very serious thing. River traffic is al 
eady facing serious delays at locks and dam 41, and this will amount 
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to a major bottleneck unless the moneys are available to push this 
badly needed construction forward. Let us emphasize against the 
seriousness of any delay on the locks and dam 41. 

We feel that the Markland and Greenup along with New Richmond 
are of vital importance to completing the chain of the Ohio Valley. 

We are particularly interested in not only the construction of the 
Markland project but in the possibility and feasibility of a dam cause- 
way or roadway crossing the Ohio at this point. Governor Chandler 
especially sent me here to ask that a roadway bridge or causeway of 
some type be considered at the Markland Dam. This would then 
become a multipurpose project at a very little extra cost, and it would 
be a mighty link between the North and South 

Before I left Frankfort, the Governor said: 

Commissioner, go up there and ask those Congressmen for a bridge across 
the Markland Dam because we want a connecting link from the North to these 
fine roads I’m going to build down here in Kentucky—another link in the chain 
to unite the North and the South. 

As you can readily understand, I am not an engineer, nor am I here 
to attempt to discuss the technicalities of these projects from an engi- 
neering standpoint. For that information we have the finest engi- 
neers in the world, the Corps of Army Engineers. I have unbounded 
faith in their judgment and their technical abilities. I would like 
to tell you why we in Kentucky want this work to go forward, not 
only for the benefit of Kentucky, but for the benefit of the Nation 
us a whole. 

Back in 1910, when the Gatling gun was the latest word in fire- 
power, our Government started the project of developing the Ohio 
River system. It was completed 21 years later in 1929. In 1929, 
the year of completion of this project, 13 million tons were being 
carried on the Ohio. Thirteen million tons were supposed to have 
been the amount that the river could carry under the 1910 plans. 
Twenty-four years later the same river with the same improvements 
that it had in 1929 carried 60 million tons of cargo—twice as much as 
the Panama Canal; more than the tonnage carried on the 1,800 miles 
of the Mississippi from Minneapolis to Baton Rouge. 

We are trying to carry the load of a modern diesel freight train 
with oxcart facilities, and it is only by the ingenuity and resource- 
fulness inherent in the American people that we have been able to 
do so as well as we have. 

In the past few years the Ohio Valley has been the scene of a vast 
industrial expansion program. This has been caused by and is the 
net result primarily of the low-cost mass transportation afforded by 
this great waterway and its navigable tributaries. In the expansion 
program more than $8 billion has been invested in new and expanded 
industrial facilities. 

Incidentally, these requests are investments that we are asking for, 
they are not just appropriations, because you are going to get your 
money back many, many times, the Federal Government. 

These investments have cre: ated more than a million new jobs, have 
brought into the Federal Treasury approximately $214 billion in cor- 
porate income taxes and nearly $2 billion in social security and indi- 
vidual income taxes. Everybody is always after taking out, and this is 
an instance where some money is going back into the till. 
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The traffic on the Ohio River increased 582 percent from 1929 to 
1950 and the per capita income in the Ohio Valley increased 10 per- 
cent over the Nation’s per capita increase during the same period. 
When you get into the wale picture of the benefits derived by the 
Nation from the $150 million invested in the period from 1910 to 
1920, it is beyond the realm of human calculation. The taxes derived 
from the $8 billion that has been spent by private industry in the 
past 5 years computed at only 1 percent per annum would have paid 
back the cost of the entire project and its maintenance in slightly 
more than 2 years. 

The cold hard facts are that this condition of inadequacy of the 
installations, are becoming with each passing day a hindrance to the 
future growth of the valley and of the Nation. This and this alone 
should measure and be the vardstick. 

Early in 1960, the most conservative estimate, the existing locks 
will be burdened far beyond their economic capacity. Only by the 
farsighted vigorous prosecution of the long-range program proposed 
can this tremendous economic growth be assured. The most conserva- 
tive of our engineers, tell us that the saving in time and transporta- 
tional cost will exceed capital, maintenance, and operational costs 
six or more times. 

But this is not the yardstick that we should use or consider in 
measuring the true returns from these projects. The tremendously 
expanded productivity, the vastly improved standard of living for 
millions of our citizens, greatly increased revenues to the coffers of 
local, State, and the Federal Treasury greatly in excess of the expendi- 
tures involved, the tremendous strengthening of our national security 
that will come from providing an efficient modern water highway in 
the industrial heart of our Nation. This and this alone should meas- 
ure and be the vardstick used to estimate the productivity and return 
from the dollars invested. 

We also are interested in the development of the Kentucky River 
and we ask for moneys necessary to survey this river from its mouth 
at Carrollton, to its beginning, deep in the heart of the Cumberland 
Mountains. The land that the Kentucky River drains holds millions 
upon millions of tons of coal—coal to run the plants that produce 
electricity for an atomic world. The Federal Government has shown 
its deep interest in the development of the Ohio and its tributaries 
by placing its great atomic energy plants along its banks. 

i. ' 

lo run these plants, to produce the sinews of war and peace will 
require the mining and transportation of this high-grade coal lying 
along the head waters of the Kentucky River. 

That, gentlemen, sums up the feeling of our department and the 
Commonwealth. And we thank you for giving us this opportunity. 
And we appreciate the time, and we hope that you will give it your 
consideration. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hanp. I think that was a good statement. Do you remember 
the question I asked the preceding witness ? 

Mr. Jackson. About the coal? 

Mr. Hanp. No: about the possibility of a national policy on charging 
shipping for these benefits, or part of them. 

Mr. Jackson. Yes. 
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Mr. Hanp. Do you have any opinion either personally or as a rep- 
resentative of the C ommonw ealth ? 

Mr. Jackson. No, sir; [ wouldn’t be in a position to have an opinion. 

Mr. Hun. Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Mr. E. R. Mitchell, 
vice president of the Kentucky Chamber of Commerce, Covington, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST R. MITCHELL 


Mr. Mircuenn. My name is Ernest R. Mitchell. Iam vice president 
of the Kentucky Chi: amber of C ommerce, an organization 10 years old, 
with offices in the Fincastle Building, Louisville, Ky. 

1 am directed to appear before this Public Wor ks Subcommittee of 
the House Appropriations Committee in support of various naviga- 
tion and flood-control projects in the Ohio River Valley. 

The membership of the Kentucky Chamber of Commerce includes 
industries, local chambers of commerce, merchants, shippers, hotels, 
and many citizens and civic groups who work for the economic im- 
provement of the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

The Kentucky Chamber of Commerce has an all-inclusive policy 
resolving to encourage the development of water resources in the Com- 
monwealth of Kentuc ‘ky, to conserve the water supply as it courses 
through the State in its several important rivers to join with the Ohio 
River, and to improve and develop the Ohio River as it pertains to nav- 
igation and flood control. This policy was adopted after extensive 
and careful study. The conclusions disclose that improvement of wa- 
ter supply, water navigation, and flood-control protection has in the 
past contributed tremendously to the economy of the State and will 
continue to do so in increasing amounts in the future. It, therefore, 
has alined itself with other organizations seeking the improvement 
on the Ohio River, and more specifically the projects it is encouraging 
at the moment, including the following: 

Rebuilding of locks and dam 41 at Louisville, Ky. 
The beginning of the advance engineering and design studies for 
the new Richmond locks and dam at New Richmond, Ohio. 

3. To continue the construction of the Markland locks and dam at 
Markland, Ind. 

4. The continuation of the construction of the Greenup locks and 
dam at Greenup, Ky. 

The continuation of the New Cumberland locks and dam at New 
( oakes land, W. Va. 

We recognize that there is a traffic jam now at Louisville; that there, 
backed up behind lock 41, are tremendous tonnages of coal that must 
go forward to the new electric plants that supply the current for the 
atomic energy in Piketon, Ohio. 

We recognize that the beginning of the Markland Dam and the New 
Richmond Dam will increase treme ndously the carrying capacity on 
the Ohio River. 

The Ohio River has been the life stream of the settlement of the 
Midwest. Through it and down it came our pioneers who discovered 
the importance of that valley for agriculture and manufacturing. 

We recognize that these United States of ours are growing tremen- 
dously ; that in 10 years the Bureau of the Census predic ts that we 
will possibly have 240 million people in these United States as against 
164 million today; that many businesses and many facilities will have 
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to double in their capacity. And, naturally, the transportation has 
to be provided for. And we feel as though by working at this matter 
of constructing the dams and improving the transportation facilities 
on the Ohio River at this time we will be ahead of the demand of our 
economy and add tr emendously to our gross national production, of 
course, With its accompanying benefits in : jobs and job creation. 

I am filing this statement here with you as vice president of the 
State chamber of commerce. And with it I have a newsletter of the 
Ohio Valley Improvement Association which carries the thoughts of 
Kentucky’s leading newspaper, the Courier-Journal, which I will file. 

Mr. Focarry. Without objection, that may be filed. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


OHIO RIVER IMPROVEMENTS REQUESTED BY KENTUCKY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


My name is Ernest R. Mitchell. I am vice president of the Kentucky Chamber 
of Commerce, an organization 10 years old, with offices in the Fincastle Building, 
Louisville, Ky. 

I am directed to appear before this Public Works Subcommittee of the House 
Appropriations Committee in support of various navigation and flood-control 
projects in the Ohio River Valley. 

The membership of the Kentucky Chamber of Commerce includes industries, 
local chambers of commerce, merchants, shippers, hotels, and many citizens and 
civic groups who work for the economic improvement of the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky. 

The Kentucky Chamber of Commerce has an all-inclusive policy, resolving to 
encourage the development of water resources in the Commonwealth of Ken- 
tucky, to conserve the water supply as it courses through the State in its several 
important rivers to join with the Ohio River, and to improve and develop the 
Ohio River as it pertains to navigation and flood control. This policy was adopted 
after extensive and careful study. The conclusions disclose that improvement of 
water supply, water navigation, and flood-control protection has in the past con- 
tributed tremendously to the economy of the State and will continue to do so in 
increasing amounts in the future. It, therefore, has alined itself with other 
organizations seeking the improvement on the Ohio River and more specifically 
the projects it is encouraging at the moment, including the following: 

1. Rebuilding of locks and dam 41 at Louisville, Ky. 

2. The beginning of the advance engineering and design studies for the New 
Richmond locks and dam at New Richmond, Ohio. 

3. To continue the construction of the Markland locks and dam at Markland, 
Ind. 

4. The continuation of the construction of the Greenup locks and dam at 
yreenup, Ky. 

5. The continuation of the New Cumberland locks and dam at New Cumber- 
land, W. Va. 


Locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky. 

The business leaders of Kentucky are well aware of the enormous increase in 
traffic on the Ohio River. At dam 41 they see the traffic jam which is forming 
as of this very day because of the inadequacy of the locks at dam 41. 

One project just completed on the Ohio River at Madison, Ind., the Clifty 
Creek powerplant, has caused the increase of coal tonnage moving up the Ohio 
River through lock 41 in an amount of approximately 4 million tons a year. 
Other industries are constantly adding tonnage to the upstream movement on 
the Ohio River. We, therefore, make as our No. 1 project on the Ohio River 
the locks at dam 41. The acute bottleneck must be alleviated in order that our 
economy and industry in the area can avoid strangulation. 


New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio 


The construction of new locks and a dam at New Richmond, Ohio, would 
improve the traffic and water facilities up river to the new Greenup Dam which 
affects a large area in Kentucky that is developing into a vital industrial area. 
Our organization at all times has encouraged and tried to make possible all facil- 
ities for new industries desiring to locate in the State. Industry gravitates to 
places where water is available. New and modern methods of manufacturing 
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many of our more desirable products require great amounts of water. By build- 
ing the New Richmond Dam we not only will facilitate the rapid movement on 
the river but will afford a better supply of water to the communities and areas 
desiring water for domestic and industrial purposes. 
Markland, Greenup, and New Cumberland locks and dams 

The Congress has already appropriated funds which has caused the above three 
locks and dams to be in various stages of construction. We strongly support 
these dams and urge their rapid completion in order that our rapidly growing 
economy will not be stifled but will be encouraged to expand and increase. 
In general 

We are well aware of the budgetary problems of the Federal Government and 
the desire of the Bureau of the Budget to keep all expenditures within the in- 
come of the Government. We sympathize, understand, and endorse such econ- 
omies as proposed by the Government, however, we who reside or work in this 
heartland of America, namely, the Ohio River Valley, and more particularly 
in Kentucky, see and recognize the need for improved water projects. An accel- 
erated program to complete these projects on the Ohio River would speed up the 
movement of raw products and finished materials to the end that the overall 
economy of this great area would be materially enhanced and the economy of 
the Nation as a whole would be benefited. 

We respectfully urge you to appropriate the moneys as suggested by the United 
States Army engineers in the greatest amounts economically possible for the 
completion of the Ohio River projects above enumerated. 


— 


THE QOunto’s Lock 41 BOTTLENECK COULD CHOKE INDUSTRIAL GROWTH 


One of the best things to happen to Louisville in a long time was the meeting 
here Tuesday of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association. The purpose of the 
meeting was to explain to regional officials and local businessmen the importance 
of Ohio River transportation, and to seek their support for the improvement of 
Louisville’s lock and dam 41. From all indications, the meeting was a success 
on both counts. 

Seldom has a nonpolitical meeting attracted so many political figures of 
importance—Kentucky Senators Barkley and Clements, Indiana Senator Cape- 
hart, Governor Chandler, Lieutenant Governor Waterfield, Mayor Broaddus, 
County Judge Van Arsdale, and other State and area officials. And seldom have 
elected officials of both parties expressed such enthusiastic agreement as the 
support promised by every official present for the lock and dam 41 improvement 
project. 

This is good news not only for Louisville but for the entire economic area 
lying along the Ohio River from Pittsburgh to Cairo. Thanks in large part to 
the low-cost transportation afforded by the Ohio River, this region has become the 
fastest-growing industrial area in the United States. Since World War II, more 
than 2,500 major industrial plants have been located in the valley. Once known 
as the Ruhr of America, the Ohio Valley now far outstrips the European valley 
in both industrial output and economic importance. And each year sees an 
increase in the number of steel mills, oil refineries, powerplants, appliance fac- 
tories, chemical works, and fabricating plants that move here to take advantage 
of river transportation. 

So great has this industrial growth been that already the locks along the 
river, through which the great barge tows must pass, are becoming unable to 
handle the increased shipping. The Army Corps of Engineers, who build and 
manage the locks and dams along the river, have warned that the present locks, 
some of them 50 years old, must be replaced with larger and more efficient locks 
at the earliest possible moment if river traffic is to grow as rapidly as growing 
industry requires. And Louisville’s lock and dam 41, they add, is the most 
critical point in the whole river system. 

Col. John L. Person, district engineer, asking support for the project to mod- 
ernize and enlarge lock 41 so that it can handle more and bigger tows at a 
faster rate, called the lock the worst bottleneck on the river, and warned that 
its inability to meet modern traffic needs could threaten the growth of the entire 
valley’s industry. Through these locks must pass the crude oil needed by the 
fast-growing refining industry upstream, and the western Kentucky coal that is 
being bought in increasing tonnage by the rapidly growing electric plants. Coal 
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tonnage this year totaled 2 million tons, said Colonel Person. But next year it 
may well reach 6 million tons. 

Other river cargoes are growing proportionately, and will coutinue to grow if 
the river can support the traffic. But this past November the local Army engi 
neers’ office announced that the locks here were handling their maximum 
capacity. 

These facts, we trust, were not lost on the Tuesday audience of businessmen 
and political representatives. Many reasons for supporting the modernization of 
the Ohio were presented at the meeting—flood control, storage of water for 
drought relief, soil conservation, and overall improved water usage. But one 
reason alone should persuade them, and every other citizen of the Ohio Valley, 
to urge immediate appropriations for improvement of lock and dam 41—without 
it, the industrial boom that Louisville has and the rest of the valley have 
enjoyed in recent years cannot continue. 


STATEMENT OF A. P. MILLER 


Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is A. P. Miller, and I am executive vice president and general 
manager of Newport Steel Corp., a subsidiary of Merrit-Chapman & 
Scott Corp. 

This request urging the committee to act favorably upon 1957 
fiscal year appropriations for navigation projects on the Ohio River, 
is submitted ie Newport Steel Corp., a basic steel producer with 


plants located at Newport and Wilder, Ky., on the lower reaches of 
the Licking River, within approximately 1 mile from the confluence 
of the Licking and Ohio Rivers. 

Reconstruction of locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky.: Present locks 
and dam 41 is located at the falls of the Ohio at Louisville, Ky., a 


major impediment to navigation on the river. The falls are circum- 
vented by an existing canal, 2 miles long, which is too narrow to 
permit modern tows to pass. The present lock chambers, which are 56 
feet by 360 feet and 110 feet by 600 feet. are inadequate to accommodate 
modern tows, which today commonly exceed 1,000 feet in length. 
Existing lock chambers, only 600 feet long, necessitate division of 
tows and separate lockage of each part. Due to the narrow canal 
and double lockage, large modern tows at lock 41 require 214 to 314 
hours to move through this navigational bottleneck often creating a it 
traffic congestion at this or any other such inadequate navigation 
facility on the Ohio River. 

The proposed plans for remodeling locks and dam 41 include the 
replacement of the present dam with a nonnavigable structure in 
the same location and with the same pool level as the existing dam: 

110-foot by 1,200-foot lock chamber to replace the present 56-foot 
by 360-foot chamber and the maintenance in service of the present 
110-foot by 600-foot lock chamber: and a new upstream approach 
canal with a bottom width of about 450 feet. 

The remodeling of these facilities will eliminate waiting time pres- 
ently lost because of inability of tows to pass one another in the 200- 
foot width of the present canal and time loss due to double lockage, 
and traffic congestion. 

Because of the rapidly approaching capacity limitations of the 
existing locks and dam 41, and considering the critical Jocation of 
this unit of the Ohio Valley navigation system in relation to the 
electric generating plants, which serve our Nation's atomic plants, 
and in the lifeline of other essential industries in the valley, it is 
recommended that funds be appropriated for this project. 
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Markland Dam Construction, Markland, Ind.: The construction of 
the Markland Dam will provide for the improvement of a navigable 
channel in the lower reach of the Licking River, in the vicinity of 
Covington and Newport, Ky., and will provide for the maintenance 
of the lower Licking River channel in the interest of navigation. 

The pool, resulting from this construction of the Markland Dam 
on the Ohio River, will extend approximately 85 miles upstream to 
existing locks and dam No. 34, and would replace existing locks and 
dams Nos. 35, 36, 37, 38, and 39 on the Ohio River. 

Immediate action on the construction of the Markland project is 
essential if critical traffic congestion is to be averted in the busy 
stretch of the Ohio River area, which includes the important indus- 
trial area of Cincinnati: and many important river facilities, includ 
ing a large Air Force bulk fuel terminal. It should be noted that the 
section of the Ohio and Licking Rivers, which would be included in 
the Markland pool, has one of the largest concentrations of density of 
traflic in the entire Ohio-Mississippi system. 

Improved dam facilities are necessary in order to maintain @ proper 
depth of channel in the Licking and Ohio River sections, which would 
be included in the Markland pool. Such sections are now inadequate 
to provide navigable depth in pool stages for fully loaded barges. 
The prospective hazard of breakdown is especially serious in this 
reach of the river, because several municipal water supphes are 
dependent on its minimum water levels. 

Since the Markland project will displace five existing locks and 
dams, the savings in locking time will be especially large. 

The use of the Mississippi- -Ohio water transportation system has 
important economic effects on areas as far from the Cincinnati area 
as West Virginia, Alabama, Tennessee, Texas, Kansas City, Memphis, 
New Orleans, and Minneapolis. The maintenance of this entire in- 
land waterway system permits communities throughout these far- 
flung areas of the midwest and southern sections of the United States 
to obtain steel, coal, and other basic commodities at reduced rates 
because of cheaper water transportation. This places these areas of 
the country in a competitive economic condition and encourages 
growth of all types of heavy industry throughout the Midwest and 
southern areas of the country, with ting: increases in tax revenue. 

The lack of channel depth in the lower reach of the licking River 
is becoming more critical each vear and will eventually result in the 
abandonment of water transportation in this area unless action is 
taken to raise the level of the Ohio-Licking River area while in pool 
stage. The plants of Newport Steel Corp. are located on the Licking 
River and the Markland Dam would increase the depth of the channel, 
serving the properties of the company, and enable us to make more 
use of fully loaded barges. 

The congestion now ‘existing in the Ohio River in the Cincinnati 
area is becoming more critical each year and will discourage further 
use of water transportation unless funds are appropriated to permit 
construction of the Markland Dam project. 

New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio: 

The project contemplates the construction of a high-lift dam, near 
New Richmond, Ohio, to replace locks and dams Nos. 31, 32, 33, and 
34. 
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The pool impounded by the New Richmond Dam would be con 
tiguous at the downstream end with the pool of the Markland Dam. 
In conjunction with the Markland Dam and with the project at locks 
and dam 41, the New Richmond project eee establish a continuous 
navigation system from Gallipolis, Ohio, to Louisville, Ky.—a dis 
tance of 328 miles, which reach of the river carries the heaviest move 
ment of ¢ aanemiilitiien of any section of the Ohio River. It is essential 
to the orderly and timely development of the plan for moderniz: oye 
of navigation on the Ohio — that adequate planning funds | 
appropriated i n fiseal 1957, to permit construction to commence in 
fiscal 1958. 

Your careful consideration of the foregoing reconmendations is 
respectfully requested. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE J. KUEHNLE 


Mr. Hun... Mr. Chairman, I would like to call next Mr. George |. 
Kuehnle, Jr., director of community relations, Cincinnati Gas & Elec 
tric Co., Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Mr. Kurnnir. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is George J. Kuehnile, Jr. I am director of community relations 
of the Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co., an Ohio corporation with 
offices at Fourth and Main Streets, Cincinnati, Ohio. Iam appearing 
before this committee in support of the various navigation and flood 
control projects inthe Ohio River Valley. 

The Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co. serves approximately 2,600 
square miles in Ohio and Kentucky, and is centered:in Cincinnati, 
Ohio. 

Ten years growth: The industrial growth in our electric and 
service area has ex panded rapidly during the last 10 years. There 
have been 302 new industries move into the area, and 950 local indus 
tries have carried out extensive expansion programs. During this 
time the electrical generating capacity of our powerplants has been 
increased more than 60 percent. All of our plants are coal eee 
and receive all of the coal by river delivery. Our present coal i 
quirements are approximately 2,017,000 tons, or about 5,500 tons Me 
lay. 

New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio: The con 
struction of new locks and a dam at New Richmond would improve 
the traffic and water facilities as far as the new Greenup Dam, now 
being constructed. The New Richmond Dam would greatly facili- 
tate the movement of traflic along the river into our service area. A 
number of industries located in this area rely on the river for bulk 
transportation. In order to safeguard the industries in the area, and 
to lend emphasis to future expansion, it is our opinion that transpor- 
tation facilities of the river must be kept up to date and improved. 
Funds should be appropriated, as suggested by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, so that engineering and planning can be started immediately 
for the New Richmond Dam. 

We respectfully urge you to appropriate the funds suggested by 
the United States Army Engineers for the completion of the projects 
started in the river basin as previously enumerated. 

Mr. Fogarty. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Dorensuscn. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit- 
tee, my name is Edwin H. Dorenbusch. I am general traflic manager 
of Armco Steel Corp., with offices in Middletown, Ohio. We have 
steel manufacturing plants located at Ashland, Ky., on the Ohio 
River; Middletown, Ohio, approximately 30 miles from the Ohio 
River; Hamilton, Ohio, approximately 25 miles from the Ohio River ; 
and at Butler, Pa., approximately 20 miles from the Ohio River. We 
also have a coal tipple at Huntington, W. Va., on the Ohio River. 

We use the Ohio River and the inland waterways in shipping our 
manufactured steel to customers in order to give them a cheaper de- 
livered cost. We also use the Ohio River to move pig iron by barge 
from Cincinnati, Ohio, to Butler, Pa., and operate our own towboats 
and barges in moving approximately 1,500,000 tons of coal annually 
from Huntington, W. Va., to Cincinnati, Ohio. 

This coal originates at mines in West Virginia, moves by rail to 
Huntington, where it is loaded into barges and floated to Cincinnati. 
Here it is loaded into cars and shipped by rail to Hamilton and Mid- 
dletown, Ohio. 

With the increased volume of tonnage on the Ohio River, larger 
barges, larger and more powerful towboats that can handle 20 or 
more barges in a tow have been developed. The present locks cannot 
accommodate tows of this size and it is necessary to double lock most 
of the tows. This takes more time and as a result tows are held up 
and delayed many hours which increases the overall cost of trans- 
port: ition. 

The present locks and dams are wholly inadequate and some of them 
are badly deteriorated. This increases the cost to the United States 
Government of maintenance and operation. Also there is the ever- 
present possibility of a complete breakdown, which would close por- 
tions of the river to navigation and would result in severe losses to 
those industries dependent on the river for the movement of their 
commodities. This situation makes it extremely important that the 
present system of locks and dams be replaced as quickly as possible 
by the system of high-level dams proposed i in the long-range program 
of the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

In order to carry out, without needless delay, the rehabilitation of 
the navigation facilites on the Ohio River, we urge that sufficient 
funds be appropriated to carry on and complete the work on those 
locks and dams which have already been approved and to complete 
engineering and begin construction on such projects as are contem- 
plated. Since it takes upward of 5 years to construct one of these 
high-level dams it is extremely important that sufficient funds be 
provided to carry on the w ork without interruption, in order to 
prevent any possible delay in « ‘ompletion. 

The inland waterways constitute one of the greatest assets of our 
country and certainly everything possible should be done in order 
to take full advantage of what has been placed at our disposal. The 
existence of an adequate system of locks and dams would be of ineal- 
culable benefit to the country as a whole in any necessary mobiliza- 
tion for defense purposes. 

Mr. Hut. T am afraid we are running out of time. I will ask the 
remaining witnesses to summarize their statements very briefly. 
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I would like to call next Mr. Rolla Campbell, general counsel 
of the Island Creek Coal Co., of Huntington, W. Va. 

Mr. Jenkins. He won’t say it, but I can say that he is one of the 
leading lawyers in West Virginia, without any dispute. 

Mr. Campsetn. That is an appreciated but undeserved compliment. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the Island Creek Coal Co., of which 
[ am general counsel, is one of the larger coal-producing companies of 
the country, having its mines in southern West Vi irginia, southeastern 
Kentucky, : and southwest Vir ginia. 

It has been shipping coal on the Ohio River for about 50 years, 
acquiring its fleet in 1907. And it is very anxious to expand its 
market along the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, because we have no 
local market for the coal which we produce in West Virginia, south- 
eastern Kentucky, and southwest Virginia. Practically all of our 
markets are at great distances from the mines. And consequently 
the cost of transportation is very critical to us. And as you know, 
the cost of transportation on railroads has been constantly rising 
since the war. 

We have had a great number of freight-rate increases. And each 
one of those freight- rate increases tends to limit the market areas 
which we can serve. 

Now, in our State we have been losing population. And the reason 
for it, prim: wily, is that the coal industry has been losing markets, 
and losing miners, too. Now, part of the cause is the mec anization 
which has been going on in recent years, which enables the operators 
to produce more coal with less labor. But the coal industry is the 
basic industry of this entire area. And without it the area would 
be largely a wilderness. 

So that this business of water transportation is really tied in very 
closely with the economy of quite a large region in southern West 
Virginia, eastern Kentucky, and southw est Vi irginia. 

Now, we are particularly interested in the improvement of the 
dam at Louisville and in the New Richmond Dam. And we want 
to support the recommendations which will be made by Mr. Hull 
on behalf of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association. 

There is a big market for the coals which we produce in the St. 
Louis area, in the Twin Cities area of Minneapolis and St. Paul, and in 
the Chicago area. But the increasing traffic jams which we are 
encountering on the Ohio River make it almost impossible for us to 
serve those markets by water. With these improvements which have 
been mentioned, upon their completion we think there will be a much 
larger volume of our coal moving downriver to Louisville and beyond. 

There is a new route from Mount Vernon, Ind., by rail on coal which 
originates in our district, going to steel mills in the Chicago area. 
That is a rail-water-rail movement. It is something which has been 
established only in recent years. We have taken some coal down the 
river from Huntington where our river transshipment facility is 
located to Mount Vernon. But the cost of going through all the locks 
for that long distance is so great that we had to withdraw from the 
business. 


—56—pt. 2 
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Now, the business is still being carried on, but I doubt whether it is 
a profitable business. But with these improvements the volume of 
that movement would be very greatly increased. 

It would be beneficia] not only to us, but to the steel mills, because 
the use of our coal would probably increase the output of their existing 
facilities. 

We are also greatly interested in the New Richmond Dam, because 
Cincinnati is a very large and growing market for coal, and has been 
for many years. It was a big market for coal before any locks and 
dams were built on the Ohio River. But it is a growing market both 
for steam coals and for the special purpose coking coals. And the 
improvement of that dam at the earliest time will be greatly beneficial 
to the industries of the Cincinnati area and the areas which are 
served by ex-river coal moving by rail from Cincinnati, but which 
was brought there by water. 

So for these reasons we would like to urge very much that the 
appropriation for locks and dam 41 be increased in the budget to 
$1,150,000, and that the appropriation for the New Richmond locks 
and dam at New Richmond, Ohio, for engineering design be increased 
from $50,000 to $150,000. 

I thank you very much. 

And, Mr. Congressman, my answer to your question is “No.” 

Mr. Hann. Wait a minute. Why not? 

Mr. Campnext. I will debate that with you on the proper forum. 
I doubt if we have time here. 

Mr. Hanp. Let me ask you this or. : We now tax the users of 
our highways everywhere, you and I. We have gasoline tax, lubricat- 
ing- oil tax, rubber tax, toll taxes, and toll roads—which I am very 
happy to pay, since it saves me money as well as adds to my con- 
venience. The Congress is considering, as you of course know, a 
multi-billion-dollar highway ‘-improvement bill in which we propose to 
further increase those taxes in order to help pay for that construction 
for private automobiles and transportation for trucking generally. 

The other established form of transportation is, of course, the rail- 
road industry, which is taxed in every State in this Union, and in 
some States, including mine, at an exorbitant rate. Why should 
you alone on the river escape ¢ 

Mr. Campsett, Well, I will answer your question, if I may, briefly. 

You cited the example of the Panama Canal as one argument. 
The answer to that is that the tolls are charged there by virtue of 
treaties made with Great Britain and other countries who were afraid 
that we would give preference to our intercoastal traffic by not charg- 
ing them tolls, “which would discriminate against the traffic of other 
countries. And so we entered into a treaty. 

Mr. Hanp. We built it; we had a right to control it. 

Mr. Camprecy. That is right. But by a treaty we gave up that 
right. And the same thing is true with the St. Lawrence Canal. 

Now, except for those two instances it has been the historic policy 
of this country from the beginning to consider its inland waterways 
as great national assets which were given to us by our Creator and 
not created by man. And they belong to all the people. And the 
benefit goes to all the people, and therefore the people should pay for 
their improvement, and use charges should not be exacted for some- 
thing which the Government did not create. 
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Now, true, it has improved them—— 

Mr. Hanp. We will create this dam if we appropriate for it. 

Mr. Campsett. Yes, sir. But the waterway was there to begin 
with. And it was a gift of the people of this country. And I would 
suspect that it would be very difficult to apply a use charge on the 
basis of equity. 

I will give you an example. We recently bought a new towboat 
for our company. It is being made in Pittsburgh. The engine 
comes from California. Are you going to assess a use charge on the 
California manufacturer of those engines because they are going to 
be used on the Ohio River? The steel was made in Pittsburgh. It 
will have some aluminum in it which probably came from out West. 

That is simply an example of how the benefits of water transporta- 
tion are diffused all over the country. And I doubt if you could 
say properly that the use charge, which is equitable, assessed accord- 
ing to the benefits received, could actually be levied. 

That is a very brief discussion, but I will be glad to debate the 
subject with you in any other forum vshen we have more time. 

Mr. Hanp. Will you note an exception ? 

Mr. Murray. You did a good job. 

Mr. Campsett. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. REED 


Mr. Hutz. Our next witness is Mr. Robert E. Reed, superintendent 
of the marine division of the Wheeling Steel Corp., Wheeling, W. Va. 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, my name is R. E. Reed. I am employed 
as marine manager for the Wheeling Steel Corp., Wheeling, W. Va. 

We operate 11 blast furnaces, mills, and factories on the Ohio River, 
from 30 to 90 miles below the Pittsburgh district. For our blast fur- 
naces we mine practically 2,500,000 tons of coal per year on the Alle- 
gheny River in Pennsylvania. It is shipped entirely by barge to our 
coke plant at Follansbee, W. Va. We also ship by barge to many 
ports in the United States on the rivers; that is, as far as Houston, 
Tex.; Minneapolis, Minn.; New Orleans, La. 

As you know, we have had a tremendous growth in the Ohio Valley 
of industry in the past 5 years. The aluminum industry alone has 
spent approximately $500 million—or is in the process of spending- 
from Pittsburgh to Louisville, Ky., that is the Aluminum Company 
of America, the Kaiser Aluminum Co.; the Olin Mathieson is now 
spending some $280 million at Creston, W. Va.; and the Reynolds 
Metals Co., of Louisville, Ky. 

There is only one answer for this expansion—that is low-cost water 
transportation and an adequate supply of industrial water. 

The lock and dam system began to operate on the Ohio River about 
the turn of the century. This same system was in operation in Europe 
in 1870. And I don’t know how many years prior to that it had been 
operating there. 

Barge traffic has increased from 1930 until the present time some 
300 percent on the Ohio River. 

In the past 20 years the bottlenecks are becoming daily occurrences. 
And we find as many as 8 hours lost in time at this one lock when we 
get an accumulation of boats. And that applies all the way from our 
plant at Wheeling, W. Va., to the Pittsburgh district. 
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A plan has been started to modernize the locks and dams in the Ohio 
River, and three are now under construction—New Cumberland, 
W. Va.; Greenup, Ky.; and Markland, Ind. 

This program should be prosecuted with all haste, this lock and 
dam system completed as rapidly as possible, so as not to hinder the 
expansion of industry on this stream. 

I thank you, gentlemen. 

I have a prepared statement I would like to offer for the record. 

Mr. Fogarty. That will be put in the record at this point. Thank 
you very much. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Reed is as follows :) 


Gentlemen, the Wheeling Steel Corp., with principal offices at Wheeling, W. Va., 
owns and operates blast furnaces, steelmaking furnaces, rolling mills, byproduct 
coke ovens, and fabricating plants. Current operations are at approximately 
100 percent of capacity, and the present number of employees is approximately 
15,000. 

We operate diesel towboats and a fleet of approximately 100 river barges trans- 
porting about 2 million tons of metallurgical coal annually from our mines on 
the Allegheny River at Harmarville, Pa., to East Steubenville, W. Va., on the 
Ohio River. This huge tonnage travels a distance of 12 miles on the Allegheny 
River and 68 miles on the Ohio River. 

In addition to the movement of this coal, other raw materials—such as 
fluorspar, fuel oil, and scrap, are delivered to our plants by river transportation. 
We also ship some finished products by river. Last year these shipments 
amounted to approximately 180,000 tons, plus a large quantity of benzol, to 
markets in Louisville, Ky.; Memphis, Tenn.; Kansas City, Mo.; Minneapolis, 
Minn. ; New Orleans, La.; and Houston, Tex. 

Wheeling Steel Corp. must continue to use barge transportation if we are to 
serve appropriate market areas, by way of our delivery points on the rivers. 

As you know, there has been tremendous industrial development along the 
Ohio River Valley during the past few years, and we can count on additional 
installations and expansion. A decisive factor in these developments has been 
low-cost water transportation and an adequate supply of water for any type of 
industrial expansion. 

The tremendous growth of industry in the Ohio Valley has brought a vast 
increase in barge traffic, and bottlenecks at the locks are now becoming a daily 
occurrence. 

The lock and dam system on the Ohio River has been in operation since the 
turn of the century, and this system is now obsolete and inadequate for the 
traffic needs and could retard the industrial growth of the Ohio Valley unless 
the lock and dam system is modernized at the earliest possible date. 


STATEMENT OF HUDSON BIERY 


Mr. Hui. The next witness is Mr. Hudson Biery, executive vice 
president of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association, of Cincin- 
nati, Ohio, who has a statement he would like to file. 

Mr. Brery. Thank you. I am sorry you don’t have time to hear 
my prepared statement, because I should like to develop in my state- 
ment the fact that the tonnage on the Ohio River has changed from 
13 million as estimated for the construction of these locks and dams 
to 22 million before they were finished, and is now on the basis of 
60 million. 

My statement will show that there has been over $9 billion of in- 
dustrial development in this Ohio Valley in the past 6 years, since 
1950. It will show that under the 20-year plan of replacement of 
these navigation facilities it will be 1980 before they can be finished. 
A few of us will be here then. 
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If we should have a national emergency within 10 years—then if 
we were to cut the 20-year rate of replacement to 10 years, it will 
still be 1970, and that will be too late for this replacement program. 

My statement will show that the tax flow from the Ohio Valley 
principally at the 1952 percent corporate rate for 1954 was $214 4 billion. 
And to that if we add social security and personal income we come 
up with a total of $414 billion. 

Now, something has been said about the value of these facilities 
to the Nation, to the ec onomy, to the general economy. I should like 
to point out the fact that if you were to take merely the $9 billion 
of expansion and new investment in the past 6 years at a 1-percent 
property tax—now, we are not talking about corporation taxes, I 
am talking about the theoretical property tax, we will say—we have 
property taxes in Indian: 1, and we have some in Ohio, and I believe 
they still have them in Kentucky—but if you add a 1-percent tax on 
that $9 billion you would come up with $90 million a year. In 2 years 
you would have $180 million. 

And the whole Ohio River navigation program starting years back, 
from 1824 up to the present time, has only represented a capital invest- 
ment of $150 million. 

The essence of the statement which I am filing is to show that 
there is a tremendous contribution to the national economy flowing 
out of this Ohio Valley. The Nation is the principal beneficiary of 
this setup. And it is fairly easy to show, and when the proper time 
comes, I think we will be able to place some very interesting informa- 
tion before such committees as may undertake a more thorough investi- 
gation of the question that you have asked, Congressman. 

Mr. Hanp. Don’t get me started, it is 8 minutes after 4, 

Mr. Brery. That is all right. 

I would like to file my own prepared statement in support of what 
I have just said. I would also like to file a statement on behalf of 
the Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, which maintains what we 

call an Ohio River committee, which relates to the special projects 
under consideration by this committee. 

Mr. Focartry. We will insert the statements in the record. 

(The statements are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hupson Brery, EXFCUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, OHIO VALLEY 
IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Hudson Biery. 
I am a resident of Terrace Park, Ohio, near Cincinnati. I am executive vice 
president of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association, Inc., an organization of 
industrial, business, civic, and financial agencies that has promoted the develop- 
ment of the Ohio River Valley since 1895. The association is a corporation, not 
for profit, organized under the laws of Ohio. It is primarily concerned with the 
orderly development of navigation facilities, flood control, and water resources 
of the Ohio Valley. Its affairs and policies are directed by a board of 21 trustees 
elected by the membership, all of whom serve without pay. 

I am also a commissioner for the State of Ohio, of the Ohio River Valley Water 
Sanitation Commission, an interstate pollution control agency composed of eight 
States of the Ohio Valley, New York, Pennsylvania, Indiana, West Virginia, 
Virginia, Ohio, Kentucky, and Illinois. I am appearing today for the first-named 
organization. 

Congress has been reminded many times of its vast responsibility in sifting, re- 
jecting, and selecting propesals to spend money for the welfare of the American 
people. As the Nation has become great, the decisions of Congress have estab- 
lished a record that speaks for itself. In these momentous times of technical, 
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social, and industrial development, the complexity of public demands upon the 
Treasury intensify the responsibility of Congress. We are mindful of this situa- 
tion. The suggestions being made here today are sincerely intended to be help- 
ful—not for any particular interest or locality—but for the general welfare. 

Much of the testimony relates to specific, well-defined public works that appear 
at the moment to be most urgent, and that still form part of a well-ordered plan. 
The country should be grateful to Congress and to the United States Corps of 
Engineers for their wisdom in well-ordered planning. In fields where there must 
be some trial and error, the record indicates a minimum of error. Moreover, it is 
a happy situation that our association is in almost complete agreement with 
activities proposed by the Bureau of the Budget. When we consider that no 
budget can ever be all-inclusive, yet we realize that it does endeavor to recom- 
mend for favorable action those proposals that will most importantly advance our 
security and prosperity. Some thing must be pushed forward and some must be 
delayed. It is trite to say that first things must come first. 

We are urging that construction funds for Louisville lock and dam No. 41 be 
made available for next year. Of equal importance is adequate planning money 
for New Richmond locks and dam. These two facilities are of vital importance 
in the general plan of redevelopment of Ohio River navigation. The chairman 
of our legislative committee, Mr. William J. Hull, is filing a complete list and 
description of various navigation, flood control, and water conservation projects 
that should be approved for current action. We commend them all to your 
favorable consideration. 

Well-ordered planning usually implies moving forward with thoughtful de- 
liberation, That is as it should he, and yet, there are situations which sometimes 
eall for moving in higher gear. We believe that we are in the process of entering 
such a situation that will involve reappraisal of our public policy in timing the 
“orderly redevelopment” of Ohio River navigation facilities. I am referring to 
the so-called 20-year plan under which replacement and redesign of the present 
46 locks and dams will reduce that number to 21, with work starting on one 
new project every year. Thus we have New Cumberland, Greenup, and Mark- 
land with the proposal that Louisville lock 41 start next year, along with New 
Richmond next, and so on down the line. If this program is followed to a final 
eonclusion it will be 1980 before the old 600-foot locks will all have been replaced 
to permit movement of present 1,000-foot tows. Very few of us will live to see 
the job finished. This plan was developed only a few years ago and it sounded 
good. Few could then have predicted the things that have recently taken place 
in the Ohio Valiey. 

While it has sometimes been stated that the United States Corps of Engineers 
are inclined to be optimistic in their programs of inland development, this view 
has had no substance in the Ohio Valley. Quite the contrary has been the 
record. It will be recalled that the present system of locks and dams dedicated 
by President Hoover, in 1929, was designed to carry possibly 15 million tons of 
traffic, yet by the time it was finished it was already carrying 22 million tons. 
The present annual rate is probably more than 60 million tons. Make your own 
estimate for the tonnage that will be offered in 1980. 

Possibly the 20-year replacement plan may have considered spreading the 
overall estimated cost of considerably under $1 billion, or $50 million a year, as 
a basis that could be easily absorbed by the economy under then existing circum- 
stances and that this timing might be adequate. The original total capital in- 
vestment in the whole Ohio River navigation system, going all the way back to 
1824, has only been $150 million. This was at the rate of $114 million a year, 
spread over 125 years, certainly one of the best investments ever made by the 
Federal Government. Considering the present value of a dollar, and the effi- 
ciency of the new facilities, the replacement cost may turn out to be an even 
better investment than the original $150 million. 

Certainly the 20-year plan did not contemplate the tonnage curve shown by the 
estimate of 13 million to present flow of 60 million. Nor did the 20-year plan 
contemplate the things that have been occurring in the Ohio Valley during the 
past 5 years. Mr. Hull is filing as exhibit S a tabulation of new and expanded 
industries of the Ohio Valley amounting to more than $9 billion since 1950. The 
list cannot be kept complete and the Federal Reserve bank places the figure at 
$10 billion. It may be more than that. 

This fabulous development has had a good effect on the national economy. We 
don’t know just how much but we will give a few clues. Take the matter of jobs. 
Mr. Benjamin F. Fairless, of the steel corporation, is authority for the statement 
that it takes a capital investment of $12,000 to provide a job for one man. That 
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means that the Ohio Valley industrial development has provided more new jobs 
than all of the combined jobs in Pittsburgh and Cincinnati. 

Now we get down to consideration of the effect of this development on the 
national economy. The corporation tax flow into the Federal Treasury from 
Ohio Valley in 1954 was $2% billion. Social-security and personal-income tax 
added $2 billion more. It is obvious that the $9 billion of new capital invest- 
ment of the Ohio Valley, on top of the many billions of productive investment in 
years prior to 1950, is measurably helping to carry the national economy and the 
load of taxes necessary to run the country and to keep its facilities in harmony 
with the expanding economy. If our industrial development continues at a rate 
anywhere approaching the curve of the past few years, the antiquated locks and 
dams of the Ohio River cannot possibly handle the traffic that will be offered 
long before we reach 1980. 

Tax figures offered in this statement show an expanding economy in the Ohio 
Valley that is good for the Nation. 

Substitution of 21 locks and dams for the existing 46 will permit important 
operating economies. The question may be asked, “What has the Ohio River to 
do with this vast industrial development, all of these new jobs, and the $4% 
billion tax flow into the Treasury?” It has much to do with it. 

Ask almost any of the Ohio Valley industrial giants why they have chosen to 
locate or expand in this region. The answers follow a common pattern—a favor- 
able transportation situation, a bountiful water supply, and live consideration 
of water resources. Then will follow a variety of other reasons—but these three 
come first. 

Even if we cut the timing of the 20-year plan in half—starting 2 important 
projects each year instead of 1—it will be 1970 before the job can be finished 
for it takes 5 years to build a lock and dam. 

If the Nation should be confronted with a major defense emergency, during 
the next 10 years, then completing this vital job in 1970 is not fast enough. The 
works encouraged by this association are all in the public interest, and the gen- 
eral taxpayers of the Nation are the beneficiaries of nearly every facet of these 
proposals. 

Let us have orderly planning, but let it proceed in high gear. 

Our association appreciates the consideration of the committee. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR Onto RIVER IMPROVEMENTS REQUESTED BY CINCINNATI 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, this request for appropria- 
tions for the fiscal vear 1957 is submitted by the Cincinnati Chamber of Com- 
merce, which maintains offices at 1718 Union Central Building, Fourth and Vine 
Streets, Cincinnati 2, Ohio, and is composed of 2,300 members representing the 
leading industrial, commercial, and financial firms in the Cincinnati metropolitan 
area. 

Traditionally, the Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce has actively supported the 
program of the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army, initially for the 
completion of navigation structures necessary to accomplish the channelization 
of the Ohio River throughout its entire length from Pittsburgh to Cairo, and 
more recently the program of replacing old and obsolete navigation structures 
with modern, high-level structures designed to accommodate present-day traffic 
flows on the Ohio River. 

At the present time we are particularly interested in two projects in this long 
range program: First, the Markland lock and dam project, 531.7 miles below 
Pittsburgh and approximately 61 miles west of the public landing at Cincinnati; 
second, the New Richmond lock and dam project, approximately 447 miles below 
Pittsburgh and approximately 23 miles east of the public landing at Cincinnati. 


THE MARKLAND LOCK AND DAM PROJECT 


This project has been duly authorized. Appropriations for plans were included 
in the budget for the past several years and initial construction money was made 
available in the appropriations for fiscal 1956. The President’s budget for fiscal 
1957 requests $5 million to continue construction. The estimated cost of the 
Markland project is $73,600,000. The completion of the project by 1961 is essen- 
tial if critical traffic congestion is to be averted and if the risk of failure of the 
existing five structures to be replaced with the new facility is to be minimized. 
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It is our considered opinion that the $5 million item included in the budget for 
1957 should be increased to at least $7 million in order to take the fullest advan- 
tage of construction economies and in order to level off construction appropria- 
tions in ensuing years. 


NEW RICHMOND LOCK AND DAM 


This project to be located approximately 447 miles below Pittsburgh and 
approximately 23 miles east of the public landing at Cincinnati. It would replace 
four existing locks and dams Nos. 34, 33, 32, and 31. In combination with the 
Markland project, the Greenup project now under construction, and the existing 
high-level dam at Gallipolis, the major central portion of the Ohio River would 
be improved from Louisville to a point east of the confluence of the Great Kana- 
wah with the Ohio. This long stretch of the stream is of tremendous importance 
to the national defense of the United States. The major new installation of the 
Atomic Energy Commission is just being completed in Pike County, Ohio, in the 
Scioto River Valley, shortly above its confluence with the Ohio. Powerplants 
to furnish energy for this AEC facility are located at Clifty Creek near Madison, 
Ind., and Kyger Creek, at Gallipolis, Ohio. Fuel requirements for these electric 
generating stations are to be supplied by river transportation. The improve- 
ment of this center stretch of the river would be of material benefit in this 
respect. 

The President’s budget includes only $50,000 of planning funds for the New 
Richmond project. This amount is completely inadequate to permit planning 
to go forward with sufficient rapidity to have plans advanced to a point where 
construction could be begun in fiscal 1958. We, therefore, request and earnestly 
urge that the planning appropriation for this project be increased to at least 
$150,000 for fiscal 1957. 

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 


The testimony of others which will be submitted to your committee will empha- 
size the tremendous industrial development which has occurred in the Ohio 
Valley in the past decade. The Cincinnati metropolitan area has shared in this 
development. In the 10-year period from 1946 to 1955, inclusive, more than 
$572 million of capital investment in new industries and in the expansion of 
existing industries was made in the Cincinnati metropolitan area. This invest- 
ment in expanded and additional plants provided employment opportunities for 
more than $50,000 persons in the Cincinnati metropolitan area and involved 
increases in annual payroll conservatively estimated at $180 million. 

It takes no stretch of the imagination to comprehend the favorable impact on 
Federal revenues of these investments and payrolls. There is every reason to 
believe, from announcements already made public, and from negotiations known 
to be underway, that this industrial expansion in the Cincinnati area will con- 
tinue just as the outlook for the industrial growth of the entire Ohio Valley is 
most promising. 

It is to be noted that while our emphasis has been placed on two projects of 
particular interest to the Cincinnati area, they are not local in character, but, 
in fact, are an integral part of the vast inland waterway system comprising 
the Ohio, Mississippi, Missouri, and Illinois Rivers. The Ohio River carries 
greater tonnages than any other stream in this system. That portion of the 
river which would be affected by the appropriations we seek is in the center of 
the most important stretch of the entire length of the Ohio. 

We therefore respectfully urge that the appropiration for fiscal 1957 include 
$7 million for continuing construction of the Markland lock and dam project, 
and a minimum of $150,000 for planning of the New Richmond lock and dam 
project. 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. HULL 


Mr. Hutz. Mr. Chairman, I had hoped to summarize for the com- 
mittee the general recommenadtions of the Ohio Valley Improve- 
ment Association. The time has run so short, however, that I simply 
ask whether there is time—perhaps 5 minutes or so—— 

Mr. Fogarty. Why don’t you take 5 minutes. Will that complete 
it? 
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Mr. Huw. I will try my best. I have a rather long statement to file 
for the record. And incidentally, as an exhibit to that statement, 
Congressman, that is a detailed schedule of the investments that have 
been | made on the Ohio River and its navigable tributaries during the 
period since January 1950. 

You have heard from the other witnesses, gentlemen, our overall 
recommendation for the main stem of the Ohio River. We ask that 
funds be provided to continue construction of the Cumberland, Green- 
up, and Markland projects in the amount provided in the budget. 

We believe it is of the utmost importance also that additional 
projects be commenced and that advance planning be undertaken so 
that the Army engineers’ comprehensive program for modernization 
of Ohio River navigation facilities may go forward to completion 
under an orderly schedule of priorities as rapidly as funds can be 
made available. 

I would like to call your attention especially in evaluating the pro- 
gram to the fact that to an ever-increasing degr ee, as ev idenced by 
the phenomenal recent growth in ton- mileage on the river—s00 per- 
cent since 1929 as compared with a 300 percent increase in tonnage— 
the river is becoming a great through highway of interstate com- 
merce. Mounting quantities of steel, chemicals, and petroleum, and 
other high-value products originate at or are destined for remote 
points on the Mississippi and the Gulf of Mexico. 

In 1954 the average cargo on the Ohio moved 209.8 miles, more than 
3 times the average 68-mile haul of 1929. And for iron and steel 
products the average distance moved on the river was more than 745 
miles, for chemicals 452 miles, for oil and gasoline 338, and for sulfur 
543. This means, of course, that the full benefits of the projects now 
under way cannot be realized until the entire modernization program 
is completed. A chain is only as strong as its weakest link. 

This marked trend toward longer h: 1uls combined with enormous 
increases in tonnage means also that the day is rapidly approaching 
when the absolute limit of capacity of the existing facilities will be 
reached. That is just the condition which we will face at locks and 
dam 41 at Louisville, Ky., by 1962, the scheduled completion date of 
the new facilities under the engineers’ program. And that is why we 
place special emphasis on the appropriation of funds to start the recon- 
struction of those facilities in fiseal 1957. 

We respectfully invite the committee’s attention to the fact that by 
June 1956, 4 million tons of the annual traffic flowing through this 
bottleneck will represent the movement of coal to the new electric 
powerplant at Madison, Ind., upon which the Piketon, Ohio, atomic 
energy plant depends for half its requirements of electric power. 

Traffic delays of 12 hours and longer frequently encountered in 
negotiating the narrow Portland Canal ‘and the obsolete locks ser iously 
handicap these vitally important movements. Commencement of re- 
construction has already been too long delayed. 

In addition to the $150,000 of advance planning funds requested in 
the President’s budget, $1 million is urgently needed to begin con- 
struction. 

Similarly, the proposed New Richmond, Ohio, locks and dam be- 
tween Greenup and Markland in the busy Huntington-Cincinnati 
reach will replace four obsolete structures already approaching their 
economic limits. It is imperative, in our judgment, that sufficient 
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advance engineering and design funds for this project be appropriated 
so that construction work can start in fiscal 1958, and the project can 
be completed by 19653. 

To that end the amount requested in the President’s budget— 
$50,000—should be increased to $150,000. 

You have already heard testimony with respect to the enormous 
growth of the industry and the tremendous flow of revenues to the 
Federal and local and State Treasuries resulting from the new invest- 
ments in the Ohio Valley. 

I would like to point out to you gentlemen that the statement that 
President Hoover made at the time of the dedication of the original 
project in 1929 has been confirmed by history. Speaking of the facili- 
ties then completed he said, “They are not local in their benefits. 
They are universal in promoting the prosperity of the Nation.” 

But the old river highway is obsolete. Its inadequacy for the ex- 
panding needs of commerce and industry will soon be a deterrent to 
further growth. Moreover, it is evident that these old facilities 
which were overtaxed 12 or 15 years ago to make their great con- 
tribution to the winning of World War II when traffic reached 7 
million ton-miles on the Ohio would be literally overwhelmed by the 
demands of an atomic war superimposed upon a traffic volume al- 
ready 60 percent greater than the 1944 record load. 

We urge the vigorous prosecution of the comprehensive improve- 
ment program for the Ohio Valley. 

I would like to call your attention, gentlemen, to the recalculation 
of the benefit-cost ratio which we have attempted to work out in our 
prepared statement. We followed basically the pattern of the Corps 
of Engineers in computing benefit-to-cost ratios with this significant 
exception. We estimated that traffic will grow not in accordance with 
the assured growth factor which the corps uses, which we think is too 
conserv ative, but in accordance with a 3 percent annual growth 
factor, which is in line with accepted estimates in the growth of the 
national economy. 

Many experts think that that should be 314 percent instead of 3 
percent. Using that factor for this calculated benefit-to-cost ratio, 
the net direct benefits, in excess of all costs, which will be returned 
to the citizens of our country from the 4 projects on the main stream 
of the Ohio for which we are recommending funds to continue or 
begin construction will amount to approximately $2,364,650,000 over 
the estimated 1950 year level of the facilities. 

We wish also to recommend to the committee consideration of 
important projects on the tributaries of the Ohio and for flood con- 
trol in the Ohio Valley. We are recommending that $2 billion be 
appropriated to complete advance planning and initiate construction 
of the lower Cumberland locks and dam on the Cumberland River 
near Grand Rivers, Ky. Our prepared statement contains support- 
ing data on that request. 

We further recommend the modernization of the Cumberland as 
far as Carthage, Tenn., a distance of 308 miles from the mouth of 
the river, which will permit full realization of the benefits of the 
upstream projects. 

We also recommend that modernization of the Monongahela be 
vigorously prosecuted. The Hildebrand locks and dam in West Vir- 
ginia is a vital link in this program. It will replace existing locks 
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and dams more than 50 years old, and will permit efficient movement 
of standard equipment without time- -consuming double lockage. We 
urge that $2 billion be appropriated as requested by the President’s 
budget to continue construction of that project. 

Now, the comprehensive flood-contro! program for the Ohio River 
Basin author ized by Congress in 1938, following the 1937 flood dis- 
aster, included a system of reservoirs, levees, flood w valls, and other 
control works. As advised, the program cost for 77 reservoirs, of 
which 33 have been completed and 3 more are under construction; and 
134 local protection projects, of which 44 are completed and 11 more 
are underway; the Corps of Engineers estimates that the works al- 
ready built during the short per riod of their existence—an average 
of 9 years—they have : already prevented about $440 million in flood 
damages, as compared with an initial cost of $500 million. 

Colonel John Person, chief of the Ohio River division of the corps, 
in testimony last November before the House Government Opera- 
tions Committee, Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
stated : 

When the tail end of Hurricane Hazel struck the headwaters of the Ohio in 
October 1954, a system of 10 completed reservoirs in the Pittsburgh area, which 
had cost $115 million to build, prevented damages estimated at $150 million. 

It is perfectly obvious, if you could see the Ohio now, that we need 
to have that program rapidly advanced. And we are recommending 
some increases in the appropriations provided in the budget for the 
comprehensive water reservoir program. 

We call your attention particularly to the need for construction 


money to start the Dillon Reservoir on the Licking River in Ohio, 
and the Sutton Reservoir on the Elk River in West Virginia. The 
President’s budget makes no provision for starting construction of 
the Dillon Reservoir, for which we urge an initial appropriation of 
$2,600,000. This project is essential to flood control in the Kentucky 
River Valley. 

We urge you also to prosecute vigorously the tag for local pro- 


tection work. And in that connection we call your attention par- 
ticularly to the need for additional funds to expedite the construc- 
tion of the Catlettsburg, Ky., flood wall. 

I would like to file our general statement and statements by Mr. 
R. L. Bolin. 

(The prepared statements of Mr. Hull and R. L. Bolin, are as 
follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILIAM J. HuLt, CHAIRMAN OF THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE OF 
THE OHIO VALLEY IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, INC., IN SUPPORT OF VARIOUS 
NAVIGATION AND FLoop CoNTROL PROJECTS IN THE OHIO RIVER VALLEY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is William J. Hull 
of Ashland, Ky. I am chairman of the legislative committee of the Ohio Valley 
Improvement Association, Inc. The association, organized in 1895, is a non- 
profit corporation of the State of Ohio dedicated to the development and more 
effective use of water resources in the Ohio River Basin, including particularly 
improvement of navigation facilities, domestic and industrial water supply, and 
flood control. Its membership includes industries, chambers of commerce, 
shippers, banks, river operators, merchants, citizens, and civic groups who sup- 
port its work and program. 
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I. NAVIGATION PROJECTS ON THE MAIN STREAM OF THE OHIO 


In order to promote industrial growth and general economic welfare in the 
Ohio River Basin, this association gives its full support to the long-range pro- 
gram of the United States Army Corps of Engineers for the replacement of the 
present outmoded and deteriorated locks and dams on the Ohio River with a 
system of modern structures adequate for the needs of an expanding .economy. 
Exhibit A attached is a map and diagram prepared by the Ohio River division 
of the Corps of Engineers showing the existing structures and the tentative re- 
placement plan. 

For the fiscal year 1957, the association recommends appropriations aggre- 
gating $26,200,000 for navigation projects on the main stream of the Ohio River, 
as follows: 


1. Locks and dam 41, Louisville, Ky., to complete advance engineering 
and design and commence reconstruction 

2. New Cumberland locks and dam, New Cumberland, W. Va., to con- 
tinue construction 

8. Greenup locks and dam, Greenup, Ky., to continue construction____ 

4. Markland locks and dam, Markland, Ind., to continue construction_ 

5. New Richmond locks and dam, New Richmond, Ohio, for advance 
engineering and design 


In the judgment of this association, these amounts represent the minimum 
figures for maintenance of an orderly end efficient program of rehabilitation of 
the obsolete navigation facilities on the Ohio River. The funds recommended 
for continuing construction of the New Cumberland, Greenup, and Markland 
projects are the same as those requested in the President’s budget. We had 
urged the Bureau of the Budget to request substantially larger amounts for each 
of these projects in order that work could proceed with maximum efficiency. 
We understand, however, that the reduced amounts which we are recommending 
to the committee will be sufficient to maintain the original construction sched- 
ules, provided deficiencies are made up in the last 2 or 3 years of the construction 
period. In view of the budgetary considerations involved, we are recommending 
the smaller amounts. We respectfully point out to the subcommittee that any 
further reductions will result in serious delays in the construction of vitally 
needed facilities. 

The President’s budget makes no provision for funds to start the reconstruc- 
tion of locks and dam 41 at Louisville, Ky., requesting only $150,000 for advance 
engineering and design. The additional $1 million which we urgently recom- 
mend for this project is the minimum required to start construction. Con- 
struction work on this project has already been too long delayed. River 
traffic will face very serious congestion at locks and dam 41 before the reconstruc- 
tion project can be completed even if the work is begun in fiscal 1957. 

The $50,000 of planning funds requested in the President’s budget for the New 
Richmond locks and dam is inadequate. The completion of the Ohio River im- 
provement project within the time limits imposed by industrial expansion and 
traffic growth and the deterioration of the existing obsolete facilities, demands at 
least one new construction start each year. The New Richmond project is next 
in order of priority after locks and dam 41. It is a vital link, with Markland 
and Greenup, in the important Huntington-Cincinnati reach of the river. In 
order to permit commencement of construction of New Richmond in fiscal 1958, 
at least $150,000 must be provided for advance engineering and design in fiscal 
1957. 

The guiding principle underlying our requests for fiscal 1957 appropriations on 
Ohio River projects is that the modernization of the Ohio River is a national 
project of the highest priority, as it was described by Maj. Gen. 8S. D. Sturgis, Jr., 
Chief of Engineers, in an address at Akron, Ohio, March 22, 1954. Again, on 
November 1, 1955, at New Cumberland, W. Va., General Sturgis said: “New Cum- 
berland Dam is a new unit of a great project which, God willing, will engage our 
energies on a continuing basis of steady progress for the next two decades or 
so—a project of vast significance not only to the Ohio Valley but to our Nation. 
* * * The Ohio River modernization project is a manifestation of the progressive 
spirit of our people * * *. Americans insist on the latest, the best, the mnst 
efficient ; hence we are constantly building and rebuilding as technology in every 
field precipitates progress.” 

In recent years the Ohio Valley has witnessed a vast industrial expansion, 
resulting primarily from the low-cost mass transportation afforded by this great 
waterway and its navigable tributaries. More than $9 billion has been invested 


ned at cm aha eget amd PEI Se a OS 









mam esac ew Sorc oem eC” 


“~~ 










a a a ib Ls 2 SASF Nl MRD 











5 a Dc taah ARAL Mite act ln ata Sc 




































331 


in new and expanded plant facilities on these water courses during the past 
6 years, providing enormous increases in the national income, both in greatly 
increased employment and rising wages and in reduced costs of more abundant 
goods and services. (See exhibit 8.) Indeed it is reliably estimated that on 
the average each $12,000 invested in modern industry creates one new job oppor- 
tunity. At that rate, this $9 billion investment in the Ohio Valley has created 
more than 750,000 new jobs—more than the combined employment of the cities 
of Cincinnati and Pittsburgh. But that is only part of the story. Recent studies 
show that every 1,000 jobs in primary industries creates 1,200 jobs in industries 
to service them. Thus an aggregate of 1,650,000 new jobs has been provided 
by the $9 billion investment in the valley. In 1954 the Ohio River Basin exclu- 
sive of the Tennessee Valley paid, according to our estimates, about $2.5 billion 
in corporate income taxes and about $2 billion in individual income and social- 
security taxes into the Federal Treasury. In very large part this development 
must be attributed to the original canalization of the Ohio completed in 1929. 
The vital relationship between the traffic on the Ohio and the economic develop- 
ment of the region it serves is graphically demonstrated by the chart attached 
as exhibit Q. As Ohio River traffic in ton-miles increased 582 percent from 
1929 to 1950, per capita income in the Ohio Valley increased 221.8 percent over 
1929 levels, as compared with an increase in per capita income of 211.8 percent 
during the same period for the Nation as a whole. The benefits to the Nation 
derived from the $150 million invested in the original Ohio River project by the 
Federal Government considered in its broad aspects are beyond calculation, 
The tax revenues derived from the $9 billion of new investment alone, com- 
puted at only 1 percent a year, which would have more than paid for the entire 
project within 2 years. 

But the old highway is obsolete. Its inadequacy for the expanding needs of 
commerce and industry will soon become a deterrent to further growth. By 
the early 1960’s many of the existing locks will be burdened beyond their eco- 
nomie capacity. Only by vigorous prosecution of the long-range program can 
continued economic growth be assured. Thus the benefits to be obtained from 
the new locks and dams should not be measured merely in the conventional 
manner by savings in transportation costs, though these alone according to our 
estimates will exceed capital, maintenance and operating costs as much as six- 
fold or more for certain projects. The true measure lies rather in the expanded 
productivity, the improved standard of living for millions of our citizens, vastly 
increased revenues to local, State, and Federal treasuries far in excess of the 
governmental costs involved, and the strengthening of our national security 
which will stem from the provision of an efficient modern water highway in 
the industrial heart of the Nation, just as surely as the present industrial 
economy of the valley developed in response to the original canalization project. 

The five mainstream projects recommended will replace an obsolete system 
of locks and dams which are a portion of the overall canalization of the Ohio 
River started prior to 1910 and completed in 1929. In the latter year, the total 
traffic on the Ohio River was about 22 million tons. In 1953, Ohio River tonnage 
approximated 62 million. Exhibit E, attached, is a graph of Ohio River tonnage, 
prerared by the Ohio River Division of the Corps of Engineers. There was a 
slight decline in 1954 owing to depressed conditions in the coal industry. Relia- 
ble statistics are not yet available for 1955 traffic but preliminary estimates 
indicate it will exceed that for any previous year by a substantial margin. 
By 1960 the volume of traffic should be well over 70 million tons. These figures 
compare to a volume of only 54.3 million tons of traffic in 1953 on the 1,800-mile 
reach of the Mississippi River from Minneapolis to Baton Rouge (excluding deep- 
water ocean movement). The present system of locks and dams on the Ohio 
River was originally authorized on the basis of an annual traffic of 13 million 
tons. The 1954 traffic was more than 4 times this estimate. The increase in 
ton-mileage from 1% billion in 1929 to about 11% billion in 1954 was approxi- 
mately eightfold. Clearly the present system which these five projects will 
replace in part is physically inadequate for the present volume of traffic and 
will become critically inadequate by the time these projects can be completed. 

The present structures are not only inadequate; some of them are badly 
deteriorated. The result is high costs of maintenance and operation to the 
United States Government. Even more serious is the increasing hazard of break- 
down. A few years ago, lock 15 on the upper Monongahela collapsed after 50 
years of service. In consequence, the river was closed to navigation at that point 
for more than a month, imposing severe losses and scheduling delays in indus- 
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tries dependent on river movements of coal, steel, and other commodities. The 
same thing could happen at any time on any of the older Ohio River locks. Op- 
erational breakdowns on the Ohio River would be especially serious because of 
the great loss which would result to the entire economy of the country from 
long interruptions in the movement of oil, coal, chemicals, steel, and other 
commodities vital to the national defense and the civilian economy. 

Furthermore, the present structures of the Ohio River canalization system are 
of obsolete design, grossly unsuited to the needs of a large portion of modern 
towboat and tow units serving on the river. These locks and dams were con- 
structed to accommodate tows of not more than 600 feet in length, a dimension 
entirely adequate when these facilities were built 26 to 50 years ago. Today, 
however, a single tow commonly exceeds 1,000 feet in length. Existing lock 
chambers only 600 feet long necessitate division of these large tows and separate 
lockage of each part. In the reaches of the river which will be served by the 
five recommended projects, there are now 17 of these 600-foot locks, which, for 
modern tows, involve serious delays caused by double locking and traffic con- 
gestion. 

These deficiencies in the present system are a burden to the entire national 
economy because of the tremendous industrial growth dependent on river 
navigation. The recent large-scale expansion of the iron and steel industry of 
the Pittsburgh-Youngstown-Wheeling districts is an important illustration. 
East of the Mississippi, most of the investment of the United States Government 
in atomic energy installations is concentrated in the Ohio River Basin. These 
huge plants depend upon river transported coal for generation of the enormous 
quantities of electric power which they use. The Atomic Energy Commission 
projects at Portsmouth, Ohio, and Paducah, Ky., the great General Electric plant 
at Louisville, Ky., the expanding chemical industry in the Kanawha Valley and 
along the entire length of the Ohio, the large expansion in the aluminum indus- 
try which is taking place in the Ohio Valley, and the greatest expansion in the 
world of coal-consuming electrical energy plants are representative of the 
sources of traffic now impeded by the present antiquated system. 

Plans for further expansion and new installations recently announced justify 
the confident expectation of progress on an enormous scale in the industrializa- 
tion of the Ohio Valley. As noted above, during the past 6 years plans have been 
announced for important new industrial installations and expansions of exist- 
ing facilities located on the Ohio River and its navigable tributaries, involving 
an investment of over $9 billion. From January 1, 1948, to the end of 1955, 
steam electric generating capacity on the Ohio River and its navigable tribu- 
taries has grown from 3,060,000 kilowatts to 15,062,000 kilowatts, a fivefold 
increase. This compares With an increase since January 1, 1948, through 1955 in 
nationwide steam electric generating capacity from 39,304,000 kilowatts to 
87,912,000 kilowatts or slightly more than twofold. However, the prospect of 
low-cost water transportation is a decisive factor in the plans of industry for 
expansion in this region. Thus the utter inadequacy of the present system of 
locks and dams to serve a continually increasing traffic on the Ohio may well 
discourage further growth unless the program now underway for the re- 
placement of these obsolete facilities with structures adequate to serve the 
needs of modern transportation is vigorously prosecuted to complete as rapidly 
as funds can be made available. 

The projects recommended are planned for modern conditions and volumes of 
traffic. Except for the remodeling of locks and dam 41, where a high-lift 
dam already exists, each of these projects will replace from 3 to 5 structures or 
an aggregate of 17 obsolete structures. This is achieved by the construction 
of high-lift dams, sufficient to impound longer pools than those provided by 
the present structures. (See exhibit A.) This will make possible faster river 
movements, facilitating the scheduling of industrial operations dependent on 
river transportation, reducing investment in inventories in transit, and reduc- 
ing shipping costs by as much as 50 percent. The greater depth of the pools 
will contribute further savings in transportation costs in the form of reduced 
tow resistance. In addition, the recommended facilities are so designed that with 
a small expenditure for dredging in the upstream ends of the long pools, a 
channel depth of 12 feet can be provided when authorized by the Congress. The 
present authorized depth is 9 feet. It is estimated that the transportation 
capacity of the Ohio River will be approximately quadrupled by the completion 
of this overall program. 
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Furthermore, the recommended facilities are designed for modern tows. Each 
installation would include two parallel lock chambers, the larger with dimen- 
sions of 110 feet by 1,200 feet by 15 feet deep and the smaller with dimensions of 
110 feet by 600 feet by 15 feet. The 1,200-foot length of the larger chamber will 
eliminate costly and time-consuming double locking of large tows, while the small 
lock can simultaneously serve smaller tows. This increase in lockage capacity— 
more than 400 percent—will eliminate traffic congestion and delays, which are 
becoming more serious each year as river traffic increases in volume. 

The interests of national defense urgently require improvement of the naviga- 
tion facilities on the Ohio River. The Ohio Valley is a primary source of mate- 
rials basic to the national security. These include coal, oil, steel, chemicals, and 
many others. During World War II these vital commodites were moved in 
enormous quantities on the Ohio, and traffic reached 7 billion ton-miles in 1944, 
a record to that date. Shipyards and drydocks on the Ohio completed nearly 
900 war vessels of many types which were moved over inland waterways to deep 
water. But this great effort was severely handicapped by the inadequacy of the 
navigation facilities. Modern structures would have added immeasurably to 
the Ohio River’s contribution to final victory. Now, however, the traffic burden 
on these obsolete facilities has increased more than 60 percent over the record 
established in 1944, and the structures are 11 years older. 

The Ohio Valley might properly be renamed “Atom Valley.” In it is located 
the Nation’s greatest concentration of atomic-energy plants, dependent for electric 
energy on steam-generating plants which obtain their coal supply almost entirely 
by barges moving on the Ohio from the Kentucky, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and West 
Virginia fields. It is evident that the demands of atomic war would impose : 
burden vastly greater than ever before upon the industrial and transportation 
facilities of the Naton. 

With the appropriation of funds to start construction of the New Cumberland 
and Greenup projects in fiscal 1955 and the Markland project in fiscal 1956, the 
Congress has given full recognition to the urgency of the Ohio River moderniza- 
tion program in the national interest. Common prudence dictates that work on 
the entire program go forward in accordance with an orderly schedule of priori- 
ties. The work under way at New Cumberland, Greenup, and Markland must 
be completed and the vital reconstruction project at locks and dam 41 initiated 
in fiscal 1957. Advance engineering and design on the New Richmond project 
should be expedited to permit initiation of construction in fiscal 1958. 

For convenient reference we have summarized in the table below the benefit- 
cost ratios estimated by the Corps of Engineers and our own estimates of such 
ratios and of total net benefits which we believe will accrue over the 50-year life 
of the projects for which we are recommending construction funds for fiscal 1957. 


Benefit-cost ratio Fstimated 


net benefits 
Project U.S. Army Sain 50-year 
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1 Net benefits are benefits in excess of all costs including operation, maintenance, and amortization 
over 50 years and interest at 3 percent per annum, 


The official benefit-cost ratios computed by the Corps of Engineers are based 
upon present-day traffic loads plus assured increases for powerplants and other 
industries now under construction, whereas OVIA estimates are based upon an 
average growth in traffic volume of 3 percent a year. The President’s Materials 
Folicy Commission estimated in 1952 that gross national product would continue 
to grow at a rate of 3 percent a year. Many economists believe that a more 
rapid rate of growth must be anticipated. Thus an annual growth factor of 
3 percent appears to be conservative, especially since traffic volume in ton- 
miles on the Ohio River has actually increased an average of approximately 
10 percent a year over the past 30 vears. 

Furthermore, the longer, deeper pools provide additional benefits in the 
form of more available industrial and domestic water supply, lower pumping 
costs, and important recreational advantages to the general public. 
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Reconstruction of locks and dam 41 

Present locks and dam 41 is located at the Falls of the Ohio at Louisville, Ky., 
the historical major impediment to navigation on the river. The falls are cir- 
ecumvented by a canal 2 miles long which is too narrow to permit modern tows 
to pass. Exhibit B is a picture of the existing facilities which shows their 
deficiency. This special defect compounds the time loss resulting from double 
lockage so that for a large modern tow, at lock 41 between 2% to 3% hours 
are required to move through this navigational bottleneck. Tows arriving in 
close sequence may require more than double that time and delays of 12 
hours or longer are not infrequent. Because of these special defects, the re- 
modeling of lock 41 offers unusual promise. 

The proposed plans for remodeling locks and dam 41 include the replace- 
ment of the present dam with a nonnavigable structure in the same location, 
which will have the same pool level as the existing dam. The new structure 
will include a 110-foot by 1,200-foot lock chamber which will replace the present 
56-foot by 360-foot lock chamber. The existing 110-foot by 600-foot lock cham- 
ber will be maintained in service. The redevelopment also includes a new 
upstream approach canal with a bottom width of about 450 feet. The length 
of new cut for this canal will be approximately 4,300 feet but the total length of 
the canal, made up of the widened present canal at the head of the lock, the new 
cut, and a new guard wall upstream from the cut, will be approximately 8,500 
feet. The new canal, together with the existing Louisville and Portland Canal, 
which will be retained, will greatly improve conditions for entering or leaving 
the upstream ends of the locks. The facilities will make it unnecessary for tows 
to negotiate the sharp bends of the present canal and will eliminate waiting time 
presently lost because of the inability of tows to pass one another in the 200-foot 
width of the present canal, A new navigable span will be required in the 
Penusylvania Railroad bridge across the upstream end of the canal. 

For fiscal 1956, $150,000 was appropriated for advance engineering and design 
on this project. The estimated total cost of construction is $54,200,000. 

Because of the rapidly approaching capacity limitation of existing locks and 
dam 41 and because of the extremely long locking and delay times being en- 
countered with the existing facilities, this project will provide very large bene- 
fits. The Corps of Engineers estimates a benetit-to-cost ratio of 3.5 which is 
very high considering their conservative method of approach. The association 
estimates a benefit-cost ratio of 6.56 with aggregate benetits over the life of the 
project amounting to $735 million based upon 3 percent per year future growth. 
(See exhibits K and P.) Even these savings do not take into account any sav- 
ings that may ultimately be derived from a 12-foot channel. 

Traffic at the lock has increased from 4,880,000 tons in 1942 to 12,500,000 tons 
in 1954. Early this year an additional coal movement, which by June 1956 will 
reach an annual rate of 4 million tons, through these facilities was commenced. 
This coal, originating in western Kentucky and southern Indiana, supplies 
the requirements of the Ohio Valley Electric Corp.’s steam generating electric 
powerplant at Madison, Ind, which furnishes all the power it produces to meet 
approximately half the requirements of the atomic energy plant at Piketon, 
Ohio, near Portsmouth. Thus, with allowance for normal growth of 500,000 
tons a year and these special movements, traffic in 1959 will approximate 
18,400,000 tons. This traffic is beyond the economic capacity of the present fa- 
cilities. By 1962, the scheduled completion date for this project, the traffic 
will reach an estimated 20 million tons which is the absolute physical maximum 
for these facilities (see exhibit C). 

With the completion of the remodeling of locks and dam 41, the Markland 
project (to which its pool is contiguous), the New Richmond and Greenup locks 
and dams, a continuous modern route will be provided in the busy, 328-mile 
Gallipolis-Louisville reach of the river. In view of the large and growing vol- 
ume of through traffic, not only on this reach but up and down the entire length 
of the Ohio, full benefits of the projects now underway cannot be realized until 
the serious bottleneck at Louisville is eliminated. 

Considering the critical location of this essential unit in relation to the coal- 
burning electric-generating plants which serve our Nation’s atomic plants and 
to the lifeline of other essential industries in the valley, the Ohio Valley Im- 
provement Association recommends that funds be appropriated for this project 
in the amount of $1,150,000 for the fiscal year 1957 so that construction can be 
started on this important facility without further delay. This amount is the 
minimum required to complete preconstruction planning, initiation of land 
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acquisition, and commencement of construction by awarding the contract for 
the lock. 


New Cumberiand locks and dam 

This project is on the Ohio River 54.4 miles below Pittsburgh, Pa., near Strat- 
tonville, Ohio. The dam will be a nonnavigable gated structure with a lift of 
22.6 feet between pools. These facilities will replace existing locks and dams 
Nos. 7, 8, and 9 on the Ohio River and will provide a pool extending about 23 
miles upstream to the existing Montgomery Island Dam. 

Some of the present locks are in imminent danger of collapse. A lateral move- 
ment of the hill and esplanade adjoining the locks is pushing lock No. 7 into 
the river and has placed locks 8 and 9 in grave peril. If collapse should occur, 
movement of all traffic through these facilities would be blocked for many months 
with incalculable loss to manufacturers, transporters, and consumers dependent 
upon the uninterrupted movement of steel, chemicals, petroleum products, coal, 
and many other commodities which make up this stream of commerce. All of 
the present facilities in the New Cumberland pool will be more than 45 years 
old by the time the project can be completed. Maintenance costs are excessive 
and breakdowns are frequent. It is expected that the new facilities will result 
in savings to the Federal Government on account of maintenance, operation, 
and dredging, of an amount in excess of $300,000 annually. 

The total cost of the New Cumberland locks and dam is estimated at $43,- 
100,000, of which $8,244,000 has been made available to date for planning and 
construction. The President’s budget requests $10 million to continue con- 
struction in fiscal 1957. 

The completion of this project will provide tremendous economic benefits 
greatly exceeding its cost. OVIA estimates a ratio of benefits to cost of at least 
3.25 (see exhibit L). We are aware that the Corps of Engineers has assigned 
a benefit-cost ratio of only 1.69 to this project. This estimate, however, is con- 
sidered by this association to be unduly conservative. In 1954, approximately 
11.6 million tons of traffic moved through lock No. 7 and more than 9 million 
tons moved through each of locks 8 and 9. Based upon an annual growth factor 
of 3 percent in line with accepted estimates of increase in gross national prod- 
uct,’ the present volume of traffic through the proposed New Cumberland pool 
will have more than doubled by the anticipated midlife of the facilities in 1985, 
giving rise to a benefit-cost ratio of at least 3.25. 

In the light of the benefits to be obtained and the danger of collapse of the 
existing facilities, OVIA strongly recommends appropriation of $10 million to 
continue construction on New Cumberland locks and dam for fiscal 1957. These 
funds are needed to continue construction of the locks as well as to start 
construction of the dam and to continue relocation work. The maintenance of the 
construction schedule is of particular importance for this project because of 
the imminent danger of failure of one of the locks, which is being replaced. We 
believe that the amount recommended is the minimum required to permit the 
work to be completed on schedule. 


Greenup locks and dam 
This project on the Ohio River near Greenup, Ky., 341 miles below Pittsburgh, 


‘alls for construction of a nonnavigable gated dam with a normal lift of 32 
feet between pools. The pool will extend approximately 62 miles upstream to 
the existing Gallipolis locks and dam. This project will replace existing locks 
and dams Nos. 27, 28, 29, and 30 on the Ohio River. 

While not in such immediate danger of total collapse as the facilities to be 
replaced by the New Cumberland project, the locks and dams in the reach of the 
Greenup pool are badly deteriorated. On the scheduled completion of the 
Greenup project in 1960, the structures to be replaced on the main stream of 
the Ohio will range in age from 38 to 46 years. Breakdowns are frequent, en- 
tailing serious delays in the movement of traffic. Costs of maintenance, opera- 
tion, and dredging are currently at the rate of $742,000 a year. It is expected 
that the new facilities will result in savings to the United States Government 
on account of these items in an amount exceeding $550,000 annually. 

Savings in time and money through the elimination of double locking and the 
relief of congestion will be very great. Thirty-five percent of the total traffic 

1The President’s Materials Policv Commission, Resources for Freedom, vol. I, United 
States Government Printing Office, Washington, 1952, p. 6. 

The use of the 3 pereent growth factor based on projected gross national product is very 
conservative. For an extended period of years, traffic on the Ohio River has been in 
creasing at a more rapid rate than gross national product. 
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time required in moving cargoes along the reach of the river served by locks 
27 through 30, a distance of 60 miles, is consumed in locking. Of this 35 percent, 
approximately one-third, represents time lost in waiting for passage through 
the locks. With the new facilities almost all such traffic delays will be elimi- 
nated, and locking time for modern transportation equipment will be reduced 
approximately 80 percent. 

The estimated cost of the Greenup project is $60,900,000, of which $6,420,000 
has been made available to date for planning and construction. The President’s 
budget requests $9,900,000 to continue construction in fiscal 1957. 

The prospective benefits of this project are so high that this association esti- 
mates a ratio of benefits to costs of 6.20. While the Corps of Engineers reports 
a benefit-cost ratio of only 1.79, we believe this estimate, as in the case of New 
Jumberland, is too conservative. The engineers’ estimate was based upon present 
traffic volume with a so-called assured growth factor. However, the projected 
growth in gross national product is 3 percent a year and if we project traffic 
through the Greenup pool on this basis, while still conservative, it results in an 
outlook for a volume of traffic which will have more than doubled by the anti- 
cipated midlife of the facilities in 1986. This is the basis for the association’s 
benefit-cost ratio of 6.20 (see exhibit M). 

It should be borne in mind that traffic through this reach has been increasing 
much faster over a long period of years than has gross national product. This 
stretch of the river is one of the busiest on the entire inland waterway system. 
In 1954 the total tonnage moved through each of the locks 28 to 30 was more 
than 16 million tons, which was more tonnage than moved through any similar 
stretch on the Ohio River. 

It is because of the very large and growing volume of navigation over this 
stretch of the river that the ratio of prospective benefits to costs is so high and, 
therefore OVIA earnestly recommends an appropriation of $9,900,000 to con- 
tinue construction on Greenup locks and dam in fiscal 1957. This is the minimum 
amount necessary to complete the work by 1960, the scheduled completion date. 
It will be used principally to continue construction of the locks, initiate the 
relocation program, and continue acquisition of land. This amount is actually 
less than orderly progress requires and as a result some $2 million of reloca- 
tion work which should be completed in fiscal 1957, will have to be deferred until 
later years. But we defer to budgetary considerations. 


Markland locks and dam 


This project, planned for construction on the Ohio River near Markland, Ind., 
531.5 miles below Pittsburgh, calls for the construction of a nonnavigable gated 
dam with a normal lift of 35 feet between pools. The pool will extend 84.5 
miles upstream to existing locks and dam No. 34. This project would replace 
existing locks and dams Nos. 35, 36, 37, 38, and 39 on the Ohio River. 

Continued progress on the construction of the Markland project is essential 
if critical traffic congestion is to be averted. Under present plans, the earliest 
possible date of completion is 1961. The outlook for a traffiic crisis in the 1960’s 
is especially threatening in this area because it includes the important industria) 
area of Cincinnati and many important river terminal facilities, including a 
large Air Force bulk fuel terminal. The construction of the Markland facilities 
-annot be delayed without inviting serious traffic congestion. 

One of the structures the Markland project would replace is locks and dam 
No. 37, which is badly deteriorated. This results in inordinately high mainte- 
nance costs and a growing risk of future breakdown. Special repairs in 1949 
cost $532,000. In 1927, 200 feet of navigable pass at dam No. 37 was blocked 
by an earth fill to avoid excessive repair costs and still remains inoperable. 
Most of the existing facilities are extremely old. Even if, as planned, the 
Markland project is completed in 1961, the structures to be replaced will range 
in age from 36 to 50 years. The risk of breakdown will become progressively 
more serious with the increasing age and continuing deterioration of these 
structures. Additional larger repairs at the existing facilities will be required 
within the next 5 vears unless Markland is completed on schedule. The pros- 
pective hazard of breakdown is especially serious in this reach of the river 
because several municipal water supplies are dependent upon its minimum 
water levels. 

The estimated cost of the Markland project is $73,600,000, of which $1,690,000 
has been made available to date for planning and initiation of construction. 
The President’s budget requests $5 million to continue construction in fiscal 1957. 

Because the Markland project will displace five existing locks and dams, the 
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savings in time and money promises to be exceptionally great. Indeed, this 
association estimates a ratio of benefits to cost of not less than 6.55. (See 
exhibit N.) Based upon 3 percent per year future traffic growth, we believe 
the estimate of the Corps of Engineers at 2.07 to be too conservative. Indeed, 
the association’s estimate of 6.55 does not take into consideration the savings 
that will ultimately be derived from a 12-foot channel. 

Therefore, OVIA attaches particular importance to the continued construc- 
tion of Markland locks and dam and recommends $5 million for this project 
in fiscal 1957. This amount will be used principally to continue land acquisi- 
tion and lock construction. 


New Richmond locks and dam 


This project contemplates the construction of a high-lift dam near New Rich- 
mond, Ohio, approximately 447 miles below Pittsburgh, to replace locks and dams 
Nos. 31, 32, 33, and 34. 

The pool impounded by the New Richmond Dam would be contiguous at the 
upstream end with the pool of the Greenup Dam and at the downstream end 
with the pool of the Markland Dam. In conjunction with these two dams and 
with the project at lock 41, the New Richmond project would establish a con- 
tinuous modernized navigation system from Gallipolis, Ohio, to Louisville, Ky., 
a distance of 328 miles carrying the heaviest movement of commodities of any 
section of the Ohio River. (See exhibit D.) It would thus be the last and vital 
link in an important chain of projects. 

The benefits to be derived from the other projects would be tremendously 
increased by the completion of the New Richmond link. In 1954 the traffic through 
each of the locks in the reach of the proposed New Richmond pool was 16.2 million 
tons. This includes, in addition to other vital industrial materials, the large 
volume of coal moving into metropolitan Cincinnati, which would be served also 
by Markland Dam. 

In view of the key position of this project to complete so extensive a reach 
in a modern Ohio River navigation system, it is most essential that when the 
time comes for construction to begin, the absence of advance engineering and 
design should not be permitted to delay action. Therefore, the Ohio Valley 
Improvement Association earnestly recommends that planning funds be appro- 
priated for this project in the amount of $150,000 for the fiscal year 1957. The 
President’s budget requests only $50,000 of planning funds for this project. This 
amount is too small to permit planning to proceed to a point where construction 
can be commenced in fiscal 1958. The amount requested, $150,000, is the absolute 
minimum required to reach that objective. 


II. NAVIGATION PROJECTS ON TRIBUTARIES OF THE OHIO 


In addition to the improvement of navigation facilities on the main stream 
of the Ohio River, work should go forward on the tributaries where existing 
obsolete facilities are a deterrent to industrial growth and economic development. 

Accordingly, we strongly recommend the appropriation of funds to complete 
planning and initiate construction of the lower Cumberland locks and dam, on 
the Cumberland River near Grand Rivers, Ky. This is a multipurpose project 
consisting of a dam providing 1,273,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage, a 
navigation lock with dimensions of 110 by 800 feet and a normal lift of 57 feet, 
and a hydroelectric powerplant. The estimated total cost of the project is $167 
million, of which $200,000 was appropriated for advance engineering and design 
for fiscal 1956. 

The pool created by the dam would extend upstream 118.2 miles to the Cheatham 
locks and dam and will replace five obsolete locks and dams. The existing 
structures are more than 40 years old and, owing to their small size and inefficient 
operating features, are a serious handicap to navigation. Maintenance and 
operating costs are excessive. This project with the Cheatham and Old Hickory 
projects now nearing completion will complete the modernization of the Cum- 
berland as far as Carthage, Tenn.. a distance of 308 miles from its mouth, and it 
will permit full realization of the benefits of the upstream projects. 

Notwithstanding the inadequacy of existing facilities, traffic on the Cum- 
berland is increasing steadily. Since 1946 traffic has increased from 1,026,800 
tons to 2,233,100 tons in 1954, an increase of 217 percent. There is every reason 
to expect that complete modernization of navigation facilities will encourage 
and stimulate the development of the entire region. 
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In addition to its navigation benefits, the project will appreciably reduce floods 
in the lower Ohio and Mississippi Valleys. The conservative estimates of the 
Corps of Engineers show a benefit-cost ratio of 1.87 for navigation, 1.07 for flood 
eontrol, and 1.23 for all features of the project. 

In view of the urgency and importance of this project, we urge that $2 million 
be provided to complete advance planning and initiate construction notwith- 
standing the recommendation of the Budget Bureau that fiscal 1957 funds be 
limited to $200,000 for planning. 

We recommend also that the modernization of the Monongahela be vigorously 
prosecuted. The Hildebrand locks and dam project in West Virginia, 108 miles 
above Pittsburgh, is a vital link in this program. It will replace two existing 
obsolete locks and dams more than 50 years old which are inadequate for modern 
tows, with one 600-foot lock, 84 feet wide and a gated crest, nonnavigable dam. 
The new facilities will permit efficient movement of standard equinment, with- 
out time-consuming double lockage. About 28,900,000 tons of traffic moved on 
the Monongahela in 1954. Replacement of the present antiquated facilities is 
expected to result in large additional volumes. 

The estimated cost of the Hildebrand project is $14,900,000, of which $1,147- 
000 has been made available for advance planning and construction. The Corps 
of Engineers estimates the benefit-cost ratio at 1.81. The President’s budget re- 
quests $2 million to continue construction in fiscal 1957 and we urge the appro- 
priation of that amount. 

The dam No. 8 project on the Monongahela about 91 miles above Pittsburgh 
is a second necessary step in the comprehensive modernization plan. This project 
involves installation of 6 movable crest gates on the evisting fixed dam to raise 
the pool elevation by 4 feet. In conjunction with existing facilities, a minimum 
9-foot channel will thereby be assured from Pittsburgh, a distance of 108 miles, 
to the upper limit of the pool created by the new Morgantown Dam, completed 
in 1948. Without this improvement the full benefit of the Morgantown project 
and of the Hildebrand locks and dam (now under construction) cannot be 
realized. 

The estimated cost of this project is $3,530,000 of which $93,000 has been pro- 
vided for advance planning. The President’s budget makes no request for this 


project. Nevertheless, we think it of vital importance to meet the growing traf- 
fic needs on the Monongahela and to assure the full usefulness and value of 
facilities already completed or under construction. We recommend the appro- 
priation of $500,000 for fiscal 1957 to commence construction. 


Ill. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The President’s budget for fiscal 1957 requests only $20,360,000 for operation 
and maintenance of navigation locks, dams, reservoirs, and canals throuchout the 
Nation. We respectfully submit that this amount is inadequate. Budgetary 
restrictions on this item have already resulted in a large backlog of deferred 
maintenance costs. The Senate Appropriations Committee called attention to 
this problem in its report on the civil functions appropriation bill last year. 
This situation on the Ohio River and its tributaries is particularly acute. Traf- 
fic in volumes far beyond designed capacity moving in tows twice the length for 
which the locks were intended adds greatly to wear and tear on facilities, many 
of which are overage. Lack of adequate maintenance may result in a major col- 
lapse of facilities weakened by age and excessive use. The resulting tieup of 
vital traffic of such bulk and volume that alternative means of transportation 
are not available could be a disaster. Extreme care must be exercised to insure 
proper functioning of existing facilities, pending completion of the modernization 
program, now under way. We urge that adequate funds be made available to 
a level which will permit the use of $12.5 million for locks and dams on the Ohio 
and its tributaries, exclusive of the Tennessee. 

While the backlog of rehabilitation work on flood-control reservoirs is not 
generally of the proportions found on the older navigation projects, the appro- 
priation of adequate funds is necessary to permit the performance of rehabilita- 
tion work as required to prevent an accumulation of work such as that found on 
the navigation structures. In addition the overall funds required for operation 
of the flood-control structures increase yearly due to the placing of additional 
structures in operation and the fact that the wages of operating personnel have 
increased over the years in accordance with general increases in wage levels 
throughout the country. 
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For several years the appropriations have been only sufficient for the costs of 
operations and a very minimum amount of rehabilitation. For this reason this 
association urges that adequate appropriations be made for operation and main- 
tenance of flood-control structures. In this connection approximately $900,000 
would be needed for operation and maintenance of the flood-control reservoirs 
in the Ohio River watershed. 


IV. FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS 


The comprehensive flood-control program for the Ohio River Basin authorized 
by Congress in 1938, following the 1937 flood disaster, included a system of reser- 
voirs, levees, floodwalls, and other control works. As revised, the program calls 
for 77 reservoirs, of which 33 have been completed and 3 more are under con- 
struction; and 134 lecal protection projects, of which 44 are completed and 11 
more are underway. 

The Corps of Engineers estimates that the works already built, during the 
short period of their existence—an average of 9 years—have already prevented 
about $440 million in flood damages, as compared with an initial cost of $500 
million, Col. John Person, Chief of the Ohio River Division of the Corps, in 
testimony last November before the House Government Operations Committee, 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, stated: 

“When the tail end of hurricane Hazel struck the headwaters of the Ohio in 
October 1954, a system of 10 completed reservoirs in the Pittsburgh area, which 
had cost $115 million to build, prevented damages estimated at $140 million. 
The fact that the heavy rainfall from this storm caused relatively little damage 
was largely due to good fortune, in that it occurred in the portion of the water- 
shed where protective works had been completed. Our major flood-control prob- 
lem arises from the fact that we have not yet started work on 41 of the 77 
authorized reservoirs.” 

We have already discussed the vast industrial expansion which has taken 
place and is still growing in the Ohio Valley. Although this results in major 
degree from the availability of cheap water transportation and a water supply 
generally adequate for developments to date, it must be recognized that much 
of it could not have taken place without the protection from floods already 
afforded by the partially completed flood-control program. It must also be 
recognized that future expansion will be definitely affected by the rate of progress 
made in completing the program for additional flood protection and for addi- 
tional assurance of an adequate year-round water supply. 

To further this important program we urgently recommend fiscal 1957 appro- 
priations as follows for flood-control reservoirs in the Ohio River Basin, each 
of which is an important unit in the comprehensive Ohio River Basin plan 
approved by the Congress. (The amount if any requested by the President's 
budget is set forth for convenient reference in each case. ) 

“Sl Et i (estan. ee | 
| Recomme ‘ded | Requested in 


. «yt President's 
| aT OVER. | budget 


Initiate construction: 
(1) Buckhorn Reservoir, Kentucky River, Ky - -- | $1, 600, 000 $1. 000, 000 
(2) Mansfield Reservoir, Raccoon Creek, Ind_. 500, 000 | 0 
(3) Dillon Reservoir, Licking River, Ohio 2, 600, 000 0 
Continue construction: 
(1) Rough River Reservoir and channels. - , 500, 000 , 500, 000 
(2) Sutton Reservoir, Elk River, W. Va 7, 500, 000 , 500, 000 
Advance engineering and design: 
(1) Allegheny Reservoir, N. Y. and Pa 250, 000 100, 000 
2) Nolin Reservoir, Ky 100, 000 50, 000 
(3) No. 2 Barren River Reservoir, Ky 100, 000 0 
(4) No. 2 Green River Reservoir, Ky : 50, 000 0 
5) Summersville Reservoir, Gauley River, W. Va--- 100, 000 100, 000 
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We also recommend appropriations for authorized local protection projects as 
follows: 


Requested in 
President’s 
budget 


Recommended 
by OVIA 





Initiate construction: 
I re 
(2) Reynoldsville, Pa.................... sana A ek ad 
[> Bees J. Penoencn seveo, Mutteme..... ..... 5. oe nse | 
Continue construction: 
(i) Breen, PA... <..<...... mals idleeds die haeacn meteae 
i | 
(3) Barbourville, Ky 
(4) Vincennes, Ind. ....-.- 
Advance engineering and design: 
(1) Levee No. 5, Wabash River, Ind 
(2) Lake City, Tenn 





In addition we believe that continued progress in water resources development 
requires surveys and reappraisals to evaluate the feasibility of projects in the 
light of current conditions. To that end we recommend that an amount be 


appropriated for surveys which will permit application of the following amounts 
to the studies indicated below : 


Flood control studies 
Recommended by OVIA 
General: Ohio River Basin review 
Specific studies by States: 
Alabama : Pinhook Creek, Ala. (Tennessee River Basin) 10, 000 
Illinois: Upper Wabash River (above mouth of White River), 
Ill., Ind., and Ohio 20, 000 
Indiana: 
Indian Creek at Corydon, Ind 1, 500 
White River Basin, Ind 15, 000 
Kentucky: 
Big Sandy River Basin, Ky., Va., and W. Va 76, 000 
sie OMEN OER, 1G. OM TON ne stitetemeennw i 10, 400 
Clark’s River (Tennessee River Basin) 15, 000 
Kentucky River Basin 50, 000 
Laurel River, Ky. (Cumberland River Basin) 10, 000 
Little Sandy River and Tygart’s Creek 20, 000 
yO: TRB ns een eh einen 17, 000 
Ohio: 
Kokosing River at Mt. Vernon 19, 100 
Mad River above Huffman Dam 27, 500 
West Branch Mahoning River 28, 500 
Pennsylvania: 
Chartiers Creek at Washington 5, 400 
Connoquessing Creek at Butler 25, 000 
Loyalhanna Creek at Lathrobe 20, 000 
Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville 28, 500 
Turtle Creek 800 


000 
1This is the amount requested for this study by the President’s budget. 


The President’s budget provides for only $500,000 for snagging and clearing 
projects. Such projects may be undertaken under existing law when the total 
expenditure for any one project will not exceed $100,000. They provide a 
Significant measure of protection for small communities subject to frequent 
flooding. In view of the great benefits derived from these modest expenditures 
for work which can be accomplished quickly, we recommend a more liberal 
provision for these projects. 

On behalf of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association, I desire to thank the 
committee for this opportunity to present our views. 
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(Clerk’s note: The following exhibits are filed with the committee :) 
There are attached hereto as exhibits the following: 


Exhibit A. Map and diagram of existing structures and tentative replacement 
plan for navigation structures, prepared by the Ohio River Division Corps of 
Hngineers, United States Army. 

Exhibit B. Upstream view of locks and dam 41, Ohio River, Louisville, Ky., 
showing Louisville and Portland Canal and small-lock chambers which form a 
2-mile bottleneck to Ohio River traffic. 

Exhibit C. Increase in tonnage through locks and dam 41 since 1934. 

Exhibit D. Ton-miles since 1983 on Ohio River from locks and dam No. 41 to 
Gallipolis locks and dam. 

Exhibit E. Ohio River tonnage graph, prepared by the Ohio River Division Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army. 

Exhibit F. Graph showing increase in Ohio River ton-miles 1915 through 1954, 
actual; 1955 through 1985 estimated. 

Exhibit G. Graph showing increase in Ohio River tonnage 1915 through 1954, 
actual; 1955 through 1985 estimated. 

Exhibit H. Graph showing Ohio River traffic growth 1915-54. 

Exhibit K. Graph showing aggregate 50-year benefits and costs for reconstruc- 
tion of locks and dam 41. 

Exhibit L. Computation of benefit-cost ratio for New Cumberland high-lift dam. 

Exhibit M. Computation of benefit-cost ratio for Greenup high-lift dam. 

Exhibit N. Computation of benefit-cost ratio for Markland high-lift dam. 

Mxhibit P. Computation of benefit-cost ratio for locks and dam 41. 

Exhibit Q. Chart VI, the Ohio River, 1950. This chart shows the basic position 
of the Ohio River in the valley economy and its meaning to the taxpayer. Gov- 
enrmental outlays for the Ohio River represent a much smaller portion of the 
taxpayer’s bill than formerly. While such outlays on the river system have in- 
creased to only 153 percent of the earlier level, the per capital income of the 
Nation has gone up 211.8 percent. Thus Government outlays for the Ohio 
River are a declining portion of the taxpayer’s income. At the same time the 
income of the average resident of the Ohio Valley has gone up even more, 
namely, to 221.8 percent of the earlier level. The key position of river naviga- 
tion in the valley economy is important to this improvement. Nor are these 
benefits limited to valley residents. Their improved incomes have converted 
the basin of the Ohio River into a richer market for the products of other 
regions. Something of the growth of this market is further indicated by the 
increase in aggregate income of the valley community to 256.5 percent of the 
earlier level. Finally, chart VI depicts the great increase in ton-miles of 
freight carried on the river at 582 percent (1950, to 750 percent by 1953) over 
1929 levels. 

Exhibit R. Map of the Ohio River Basin, excluding the valley of the Tennessee. 
All data herein as to population, income and tax revenues from the basin 
were computed by determining totals for the States involved and apportion- 
ing on the basis of population of counties within the basin as shown on this 
exhibit. 

Exhibit S. Industrial installations and expansions since January 1, 1950, to be 
located on the Ohio River and its navigable tributaries indicating total in- 
vestment of more than $9 billion. 


STATEMENT BY R. L. BOLIN, DrREcTOR OF THE DIVISION OF FLOOD CONTROL AND 
WATER USAGE, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
on LocK AND DAM NO. 41, OHIO RIver, KY. 


My name is Robert Lee Bolin. I am director of the division of flood control 
and water usage of the Kentucky Department of Conservation. This division 
has been designated as the official agency of the Commonwealth of Kentucky to 
develop a program of flood control and water usage. 

The United States Corps of Engineers developed a long-range program for 
the replacement of outmoded locks on the Ohio River, that have all but deteri- 
orated, with modern structures that will meet the needs of a rapidly expanding 
navigation system on the Ohio River. It is the opinion of the division of flood 
eontrol and water usage that the existing obsoletely designed structures on the 
Ohio River, not only serioulsy hamper the industrial expansion of Kentucky, but 
also are a retarding factor to the entire economy of our Nation, since the indus- 
trial development of our Nation is directly dependent upon navigation. 
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One of the more important of the locks and dams of the Ohio River system is 
lock and dam No. 41. The proposed plans of the United States Corps of 
Engineers consists of new locks and dams and related works thereto, to replace 
an existing small lock, restricted canal approach, and an old-style maneuverable 
dam which is very hazardous to operate. Lock and dam No. 41 now pro- 
vides a serious bottleneck to navigation, and full-benefits to other porjects-now 
under construction, or completed, cannct hope to be fully realized until this 
bottleneck is removed. 

The Bureau of the Budget has thus far made no provision for funds to start 
reconstruction of lock and dam No. 41 at Louisville. $150,000 has been 
placed in the budget for advanced engineering and design. The minimum re- 
quired to start construction is $1 million. It is the recommendation of the 
division of flood control and water usage that $1 million be placed in the Bureau 
of the Budget in order that reconstruction on lock and dam No. 41 might 
begin as soon as advanced planning and design have been completed. This 
will permit a contract to be let for construction during the fiscal year of 1957. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENT BY R. L. BoLtn 


The Ohio River borders the State for 664 miles of its 981 mile length, and in 
the span that borders Kentucky one-half of all the locks and dams which canalize 
the entire river are located; thus, navigation on the Ohio River is a very vital 
factor in the forward-movement program of the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 
The New Richmond lock and dam is the last and vital link in the important 
chain of projects on the Ohio River. Commerce on the Ohio River has increased 
at a substantial and accelerating rate for several decades. A further substan- 
tial increase may be anticipated with assurance. With the increase in naviga- 
tion certainly the only remaining bottleneck should be eliminated, and that as 
speedily as possible. 

The New Richmond lock and dam project is designed for more modern navi- 
gation. The new, modern high-lift dam would be located near New Richmond, 
Ohio, and would replace locks and dams Nos. 31, 32, 33, and 34. In conjunction 
with Markland Dam, Greenup Dam, and lock and dam No. 41, the New 
Richmond project would complete a modern navigation system for 328 miles 
and would be carrying the heaviest system of commodities of any section of the 
Ohio River. 

In order to carry the New Richmond locks and dam project on an orderly and 
economical rate of progress and provide for the initiation of construction at the 
earliest date consistent with the replacement program, it is estimated that $150,- 
000 could be utilized in the fiscal year 1957. The President’s budget includes 
only $50,000 for advanced planning and design of this vital project. An addi- 
tional $100,000 for advanced planning and design is necessary if plans are to 
proceed to a point where construction of the New Richmond lock and dam can 
proceed without undue delay. The division of flood control and water usage of 
the department of conservation earnestly requests this supplement. 


Mr. Hutu. There are various other items, gentlemen, which you 
will see in our general statement. But I think that covers the prin- 
cipal ones. And on behalf of all of us, I wish to express our very 
sincere thanks. 

Mr. Focarry. Thank you very much for an excellent summary. 

Now, do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Stephens? 

Mr. Stepuens. Yes, I do. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR M. STEPHENS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is 
Arthur M. Stephens, residing in Evansville, Ind. I am transpor- 
tation director for the Evansville Chamber of Commerce which is a 
constituent member of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association, a 
nonprofit corporation in the State of Ohio, as has been previously 
described and identified for this record. 
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The Evansville Chamber of Commerce, Inc., is a voluntary non- 
profit corporation, without capital stock, or eanized under the laws of 
the State of Indiana, presently operating with a membership of 
more than 2,200 individuals, firms, corporations, and many other 
businesses in the commercial and industrial tield. The organization 
functions for the purpose of promoting and advancing the civic, com- 
mercial, industrial, and agricultural interests of the city of Evans- 
ville, Ind., and the surrounding tristate marketing area of Illinois, 
Indiana, and Kentucky. 

The Evansville 30-county trading and marketing area of nearly 
700,000 people in Illinois, Indiana, and Kentucky, within a radius 
of 150 miles, known as the tristate area in these parts, is one of com- 
pactness and geographical advantage. This marketing and trading 
area is well balanced in industry, commerce, and agriculture, and 
embraces the growing and important port cities of Henderson and 
Owensboro, Ky., and Mount Vernon, Ind., through which latter port 
some 21/4 million tons of ex-river coal from West Virginia were han- 
dled via the Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad during 1954-55, and 
used for metallurgical purposes by steel mills in the Chicago industrial 
district. During 1954, 1,823,432 tons of petroleum products were 
shipped by water from Mount Vernon, Ind., and 1,236,095 tons of 
waterborne traflic were received, including mostly coal and some in- 
bound shipments of petroleum products. 

In the city of Evansville, Ind., with its metropolitan area currently 
showing a population of 212,000 since the addition of Henderson 
County, Ky., in October of last year, there are 194 manufacturing 
enterprises of wide variety. About half of the total employment is 
in manufacturing plants, many of which are drawing their raw mate- 
rials (iron and steel, sheet, plates, rods, angles, and bars) by water 
from the Pittsburgh area. These local manufacturers and processors 
include such national concerns as: Servel, Inc., and Whirlpool-Seeger 
Corp., manufacturing household appliances, refrigerators, and air 
conditioners and products for national defense. 

Also included are: Faultless Caster Corp., International Steel Co., 
Bucyrus-Erie, George L. Mesker Steel Co., and several smaller manu- 
facturers and distributors such as the Orr Iron Co., Ohio Valley Hard- 
ware Co., R. W. Bootz Manufacturing Co., and the Bernardin Bottle 
Cap Co.” 

Other inbound waterborne traffic consists of cast iron pipe for the 
natural-gas lines and oil production in the Evansville tristate area. 
The outbound movement of waterborne traffic from Evansville con- 
sists of automobiles from the Chrysler Corp., grain, and scrap iron, all 
described in the category “miscellaneous” tonnage as set out in the 
reports of the United States Army engineers at Louisville, Ky., which 
have detailed the aggregate of both inbound and outbound water- 
borne traffic in the total of 1,401,700 tons for 1952, 1,371,369 tons for 
1953, and 1,205,349 tons for 1954, as tabulated in the appendix hereto, 
which describes other miscellaneous exportations and importations 
through the port of Evansville, Ind. 

(The appendix referred to is as follows :) 
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APPENDIX 


Port of Evansville, Ind., Ohio River barge freight in tons for the years 1952, 1953, 
and 1954 


1952 


Commodities a errs etree 
Inbound | Outbound | Inbound | Outbound] Inbound | Outbound 


Iron and steel products 34, 903 39, 052 56, 151 59, 163 74, 600 
Oil and gasoline. _. ‘ ; 368, 628 | ..-- : 364, 226 i 302, 485 
Chemicals. ...._--- saan is 1, 264 719 

Sulfur. --- <ieecactacacaeaeaeee Beet eed 
Sand and gravel ---..-..-------| 744, 780 | .- phesebll 521, 100 

Stone (eee ae Gesackas | 68, 900 2 shee ekewei 
Miscellaneous 46,900 | 166, 170 | 57,104 | 198,540 53, 793 


Total.......-...-.------| 1,196,475 | 205,225 | 1, 069, 012 | 802,357 | 998, 878 206, 471 


Grand totals: Tons 
1952—Inbound and outbound 1, 401, 700 
1953—Inbound and outbound 1, 371, 369 
1954—Inbound and outbound 1, 205, 349 


Mr. StepHens. More and more the people of Evansville are begin- 
ning to recognize that their economic future is tied to the development 
of the Ohio River. They will heartily second, therefore, the OVIA 
recommendations for congressional appropriations to finance advanced 
engineering design and initial construction and continued construc- 
tion of projects that eventually will materialize in a 12-foot channel 
for the entire Ohio. 

Evansville recognizes that priority must be given to the improve- 
ment of the oldest locks and the areas of heaviest traffic, and that the 
12-foot channel must start at the upper reaches of the river and work 
downstream. We in Evansville are only asking that the program be 
earried through to completion, and as ‘swiftly as possible, and that 
when Evansville’s turn comes it will receive the same support from 
up the river that this community is giving to the Greenup, Markland, 
Louisville, and other essential upper-river improvements. 

We, living in the lower reaches of the Ohio Valley, must give 
emphatic endorsement to the proposed plans for remodeling locks 
and dam 41 at Louisville, to include early replacements of the present 
dam with a nonnavigable structure in the same location, which will 
have the same pool level as the existing dam. With a growing coal 
tonnage by water from this area, instanced in the present movement 
of southern Indiana coal via Yankeetown River port just east of 
Evansville, destined to Madison, Ind., and other points more distant, 
the impact of the lock 41 bottleneck is so obvious and threatening as 
to warn ominously of its inability to meet modern traffic needs to the 
detriment of the entire valley’s industrial growth. 

This upriver coal movement via Yankeetown, Ind., aggregated some 
3,031,760 tons in 1955 under a 15-year contract that calls for a mini- 
mum of 2 million tons annually. It is predicted that in the period 
from 1956 to 1960 this same tonnage will grow to approximately 
3,000,000 tons annually. With a greater volume of ex-Green River 
coal in prospect following the early completion of new locks and dams 
on that stream, the Evansville community naturally wants a con- 
tinuation of design engineering and surveys already started for account 
of lock and dam 49 near Wabash Island and Uniontown, Ky. 
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In his letter of February 27, 1956, to ECC’s president, J. E. O’Daniel, 
Col. J. L. Person, chief of the Ohio River division, United States 
Engineers, had the following to say: 

Your teletype dated February 6 to the Chief of Engineers concerning your 
desire for early action on studies leading to authorization of the Wabash Island 
locks and dam replacement has been referred to me for reply. 

I am glad to be able to tell you that funds are being made available to begin 
work on the study this spring. The amount of progress which we will be able 
to make on the study during fiscal year 1957 will depend on the amount finally 
appropriated for operation and maintenance during that year. As you know, 
funds appropriated for that purpose for the past several years have been so 
limited as to result in a serious and continuing increase in our backlog of deferred 
maintenance, with the result that we have had to spread our available funds as 
thinly as possible to cover the emergency repairs which have become necessary. 
As our financial inability to carry on an adequate program of regular maintenance 
and rehabilitation has increased the number of emergency repair jobs has also 
increased. Accordingly, considering the amount provided for operation and 
maintenance in the budget for fiscal year 1957, I am unable to make any com- 
mitment at this time as to the amount of funds, if any, which we will be able to 
allocate to the Wabash Island study in the coming fiscal year. 

The communication just quoted indicates the progress made up to 
the present time in the assurance that the engineering design and sur- 
vey mentioned by Colonel Person will be started this spring, condi- 
tioned, of course, upon the availability of funds for the same purposes 
and objectiv es during fiscal 1957, if the engineering design and survey 
is to be continued without interruption. until finished. “The nec essity 
for adequate funds for the Army engineers’ general operation and 
maintenance items is obvious. In order to afford continuous design 
work and survey study for the Wabash Island project at lock 49, 
through fiscal 1957, a relatively small amount of money will be 
needed—relatively small in relation to the overall needs involved in 
the general budget, in connection with which there is urgent and im- 
per ative need to guard against any deficiency i in the appropriations as 
sought, that will | impair the financial ability of the United States en- 
gineers to carry on an adequate program of regular maintenance and 
rehabilitation for account of emergency repair jobs and the like that 
have greatly increased in the last 10 to 12 months. 

Cargoes of coal and coke the biggest items: Because the lower reaches 
of the Ohio River show the greatest volume of waterborne coal than 
ever before, we must allude to that commodity. As the types of trans- 
portation on the Ohio have changed, so has the nature of goods trans- 
ported. Thirty years ago, coal and coke constituted the largest com- 
modity group moving on the river. Coal and coke are still the biggest 
items in volume, because of the requirements of AEC plants in ‘the 
Ohio Valley, but such new products as oil and gasoline and iron and 
steel are close runners-up. Other important present-day cargoes are 
chemicals, building materials, sulfur, limestone, grain, sugar, and au- 
tomobiles. 

The annual volume of barge traffic on the Ohio has grown phe- 
nomenally—from 26 million tons in 1929 when the present navigation 
system was completed to a record total of 62,034,303 tons in 1953. 

That yearly figure, incidentally, serves as an. excellent barometer of 

national business conditions, During last year’s recession it dipped to 
55,076,677 tons. So far this year, reflec ting boom times again, tonnage 
is up sharply and it will be no surprise if it sets a new record. 
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We need economies, no one can deny ; however, we need essentials for 
commerce and national defense, and for this reason, we particularly 
urge the appropriation of $1,150,000 necessary for advance engineer- 
ing and design and to start actual construction on the vital project at 
Louisville, Ky., so necessary to the industrial development of this sec- 
tion of the valley. As instancing the need for continued and sustained 
economical river transportation and other improvements for continu- 
ing industrial expansion in the Ohio River and its tributaries between 
Louisville, Ky., and Cairo, Ill., during the last 4 years, is to the amount 
of $2,700,200,000 which includes the cost. of the lately constructed $11 
million powerplant of the Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Co., near 
Evansville. 

This $2,700,200,000 growth we have just mentioned is partially re- 
flected in the 1955 annual report of the Tennesee Valley Authority 
on the navigation aspects of its operations which indicate that 1,236,- 
000,000 ton-miles of commercial traffic moved on the Tenenssee River 
during the calendar year 1954, an increase of 21 percent over 1953, and 
5 times as much as in 1945, the first year in which the 9-foot channel 
was available from Paducah, Ky., to Knoxville, Tenn. The estimated 
ton-miles for the first 9 months of calendar year 1955, according to 
TVA, totaled some 1,162,000,000 ton-miles, a 27-percent increase over 
the same period of 1954. 

The TVA, which purchases so much Kentucky, Tlinois, and Indiana 
coal, has also indicated that on the Tennessee River, new commodi- 
ties have begun to move. Aviation gasoline, electrodes, flour, news- 
print, peanuts, and wood chips show up in appreciable volume. Con- 
struction was begun in 1955 on new grain terminals at Chattanooga 
and Knoxville, and existing facilities were expanded at Decatur and 
Guntersville, Ala. Other concerns have expressed interest in water- 
front sites, according to the TVA annual report for 1955, and there is 
considerable interest in new movements of Midwestern grain to sup- 
ply the growing dairy, poultry, and livestock industries in Alabama, 
Georgia, and Tennessee. 

The TVA report finally indicates that about three-quarters of the 
interchange river tonnage in 1954 with the area served by it, was 
accounted for by the Ohio Valley regions. 

Every major improvement and expansion made in our inland water- 
ways over the past few decades bears an almost unvarying piece of 
evidence. In case after case the improvements made have paid for 
themselves, at least once each year in tonnages carried, and in the large 
amounts of tax accruals from new industries. Money spent on our 
inland waterway is the best investment the Government could make, 
and the money may be made available without adding too much to our 
already swollen budget because it can be sliced from projects not 
now needed, projects that could never return the dividends on invest- 
ment that the inland waterways have proven capable of returning 
again and again. 

There is still our national defense to consider. The inland water- 
ways must be maintained and modernized if our preparations for 
defense are to be continuous and sustained for in our inland water- 
ways lies the greatest single unit in our system of national defense— 
just as in these waterways lies our greatest single national asset. 

The vital interests of the Evansville tristate area, and recommen- 
dations of the Evansville, Ind., Chamber of Commerce: Many fac- 
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tors are combining to spur the industrial trek to the Ohio Valley. A 
favorable climate, large deposits of natural resources and the prox- 
imity of major markets are playing their part. But the prime lure 
is water—water as a means of low-cost transportation, water as a 
source of power, water for industrial use. Few should consider the 
billions being invested in the Ohio Valley as a gamble. They repre- 
sent an investment in the future of America’s economy—and the re- 
turn promises to be of inestimable value, to this immediate locality 
in the Evansville tristate area as it will be to other areas in the Ohio 
Valley. 

The Ohio Valley Improvement Asociation has just indicated its 
recommendations for the fiscal 1957 budget essentials for account of 
navigation projects on the main Ohio River streams and tributaries, 
and for flood control projects in the same area, all of which, as pre- 
viously indicated, have been approved by the Evansville Chamber of 
Commerce. 

In respect to the local community urge for nominal funds in fiscal 
1957 to complete advance engineering and design for the authorized 
improvement at Wabash Island lock and dam 49, near Uniontown, 
Ky., and already started this spring, we are presently disposed to no 
request for specific funds in the premises, but content in the hopeful 
assurance that adequate and suflicient funds for general operations 
and maintenance on the Ohio River may be had in the next congres- 
sional appropriation for a greater amount of money than has been 
specifically earmarked as general funds, suggested by the late exten- 
sive maintenance costs and emergency requirements in distress areas 
and stemming from the experiences of the last 10 months or more. 

We must state that the Evansville Chamber of Commerce opposes 
any arbitrary refusal of funds for worthwhile authorized projects 
under the guise that they have not been previously started. We rec- 
ommend that the construction of projects be undertaken on the basis 
of need and urgency and naturally, therefore, would deplore any and 
all efforts of control elements to recommend or require a restudy of 
authorized projects as a prerequisite to obtaining approval of requests 
for funds. 

We consider the catastrophic loss of lives and property due to floods 
to be an unnecessary drain upon the resources of this region. We 
recommend that flood-control projects be prosecuted to completion 
as vigorously as possible with particular efforts to expedite projects, 
which will also contribute to the development of navigation, the secu- 
rity of municipal and industrial water supplies, and the reduction of 
stream pollution. 

Today, with the amazing industrial progress of the Ohio Valley, the 
great Ohio River and its tributaries assume new and even greater 
importance in the Nation’s transportation system. Today’s water- 
borne commerce on these streams is the heaviest on record, and the 
next decade promises still greater use of the barges in movement of all 
commodities barring undue interference to and neglect of such meri- 
torious recommendations and proposals as may be warranted. We 
urge Congress to provide adequate funds for surveys and planning and 
construction, as needed. Surveys and planning for projects author- 
ized should be completed as rapidly as possible to avoid delay in con- 
struction. In our area growth along the lower reaches of the Ohio 
River, and like the national growth, transportation has played per- 
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haps a more vital role than any other industry, with an immense and 
growing contribution of the Ohio River to the great national growth 
that should now continue unhampered by restrictions and limitations 
unduly exercised, and in consequence, inimical to regional growth and 
prosperity in the Ohio Valley. 

On behalf of the Evansville Chamber of Commerce, and as regional 
vice president of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association, Inc., 
I desire to thank the committee for the opportunity afforded to make 
this presentation. 

I want to take this opportunity further, without going into any 
detail, to say that I subscribe to the recommendations made by Chair- 
man Denton regarding the advance engineering design fund and 
survey studies found for the authorized project at lock 49, that is near 
Uniontown, Ky. We in Evansville usually speak of ourselves as a 
northeast township of Kentucky, because most of our trade area is 
in western Kentucky. And in that connection, of course, we do have 
an interest in the improvement that is necessary in the lower reaches 
of the Ohio River, but we are willing, as the statement says here at 
page 7, to mark our time with that prospective development, but to 
endorse primarily the recommendations for the budget requirement 
for the entire $26 million for the entire Ohio Valley project this year. 

Now, we will find included in my statement a supplementary state- 
ment, which, of course, anticipates some legislation that may be 
introduced here next week by Congressman Denton in connection with 
the design to get control of the White County commissioner bridge 
operations at New Harmony, Ind. 

(The supplementary statement of Mr. Stephens is as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF ARTHUR M. STEPHENS, MARCH 20, 1956 


By authority of the Flood Control Act of 1950, the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers, when funds are appropriated and available, may proceed with an 
authorized project at New Harmony, Ind., for bank stabilization in the Wabash 
River, and for incidental protection of the existing highway bridge across the 
river in that locality. 

The protection by bank stabilization is estimated to cost completely some 
$728,000, when proposed dikes and revetments are finally installed and banked 
just north of the Wabash River Bridge. Such improvements, as sought con- 
ditionally, are one of several controlling conditions under which the Wabash 
River Bridge may become toll free on United States Highway No. 460 after 
the respective States of Illinois and Indiana find continued operation of the 
bridge feasible with equal ownership and control by these same States, but 
with the added and necessary protection to the existing highway bridge at New 
Harmony, Ind., as originally authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1950. 
In all other respects there is contemplated, with reasonable certainty, a definite 
and satisfactory basis for equitable and reasonable maintenance for such bridge 
facility, mutually agreeable to the States of Illinois and Indiana, when in joint 
ownership and control, or otherwise. 

The Evansville Chamber of Commerce, representing the local areas of com- 
mercial and business interests, and consistent with the unanimous resolution 
of its board of directors at meeting on July 26, 1955—endorsing a free-toll bridge 
at New Harmony, Ind.—accordingly records, at this time, its unqualified sup- 
port for any and all pending or future legislation designed to provide, in effect, 
any part, or all, of initial construction or improvement funds for the conditional 
and requisite bridge-protection work in the Wabash River at New Harmony, Ind. 

The Evansville Chamber of Commerce recommends the proposed appropriation 
of $340,000 for fiscal 1957 to commerce the required navigation improvements 
at New Harmony, Ind., if and when the desired and future control of the local 
bridge over the Wabash River is vested in either one of the States of Illinois 
or Indiana, or both. 
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Mr. SteruHEns. We have simply endorsed the recommendations that 
he will make. We have done it prematurely, however, and we would 
like for it to stay in the record as it is. It isa reasonable recommenda- 
tion. 

I want to thank you gentlemen for the opportunity. 

Mr. Foearry. Thank you very much, Mr. Stephens. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E, HATTON 


Mr. Harron. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am 
Robert E. Hatton, of Louisville, Ky. Iam vice president of American 
Barge Line Co., a common carrier by barge on the Mississippi and 
Ohio River system and connecting inland waterways. As of Decem- 
ber 31, 1955, our company and its subsidiaries owned a fleet of some 
350 river barges having a total carrying capacity of approximately 
390,000 tons and 16 towboats with a total horsepower of 32,500. We 
operate over some 4,000 miles of river and in 1955 we carried approxi- 
mately 5,300,000 tons of cargo. 

Our companies employ more than 1,000 people. 

My appearance before the subcommittee is for the specific purpose 
of urging favorable consideration of an appropriation of $1,150,000 
to commence the reconstruction of lock and dam No. 41 at Louisville, 
Ky. This facility is the important link in the whole inland waterway 
system, The existing structures were completed in 1929 and consist 
of a dam and two locks. The main lock is 110 feet wide and 600 feet 
long while the auxiliary lock is 56 feet wide and 360 feet long. ae 
is a canal on the upper river side some 2 miles long. This canal i 
only 200 feet wide, not wide enough to permit two normal tows to pass. 
Almost one-fourth of the waterborne traffic on the Ohio River passes 
through this lock. It is now a serious bottleneck to the development 
of the whole Ohio River Valley and unless reconstruction is begun 
not later than 1957 its condition may well constitute a real threat to our 
national security for the reasons that I shall point out later. 

Traffic through lock 41 has doubled in the past 10 years, a rate of 
growth in excess of the rate of growth of traffic along the Ohio River 
system as a whole. The table below shows the tr aflic ( (in millions of 
tons of cargo) which has passed through this lock during the past 
10-year period. These figures are taken from the reports of the United 
States Corps of Engineers. 


[In thousands] 


Years: Tons of traffic | Years—Continued Tons of traffic 
6, 220 | hal hia ec _. 9,310 

5, 840 | 95 : , 300 

5, 850 et 980 

6, 700 1953_____. 500 

1954___ 12, 400 

Average increase per year 618,000 tons. 

As yet no figures are available for the year 1955 but a conservative 
estimate would indicate that it is in excess of 15 million tons of cargo. 
Furthermore, it is a known fact that in addition to the normal increase 
in traffic from 1954 to 1956 there has been an additional movement 
of coal through this lock which in June of this year will be at the 

rate of 4 million tons per year. This coal originates in western Ken- 
tucky and southern Indiana. It supplies the requirements of the 
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Indiana-Kentucky Electric Corp.’s—which I shall refer to as IKEC— 
steam generating electric powerplant at Madison, Ind. This plant 
furnishes all the power that it produces to the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission plant at Piketon, Ohio, near Portsmouth. The maintenance 
of a constant source of power at the atomic energy plant is vital to 
our national security. This source of power cannot be maintained 
unless lock 41 is able to handle this overload of 4 million tons per 
year in addition to the other traffic which passes through the lock. 

I am informed by the Corps of Engineers that the practical working 
capacity of the existing facilities at Louisville does not exceed 18,- 
400,000 tons annually. However, by 1959, the projected traffic growth 
through this lock will reach 18,900,000 tons, and by 1962, the earliest 
date by which the reconstruction could be completed, the projected 
traffic growth would reach 20,400,000 tons which is beyond the abso- 
lute theoretical capacity of the present facilities. 

The Louisville district office of the Corps of Engineers made a time 
study of lock 41 operations during a 42-day period from November 8, 
1954, through December 19, 1954. This was before any of the IKEC 
coal began to move through the locks. The result of that time study 
is interesting. A single lockage from passing point to passing point, 
requires 65 minutes, a set-over lockage—one in which the tow is broken 
by moving a portion of the barges and the boat, making in effect a 
single lockage—requires 87 minutes, and a double lockage 156 minutes. 
During this typical period, the locks were in actual operation 13.6 
hours per day of 57 percent of the time. 

During the year 1955 there were a total of 3,990 lockages through 
the main chamber of which 939 were double lockages, 207 were set- 
overs, and 2,844 were single lockages. Deducting the time the lock 
was out of operation due either to high water or repairs—42 days— 
leaves 7,752 hours as a maximum for the year. Thus the main lock 
was in actual operation 75 percent of the time, as contrasted with 57 
percent for the preceding year. These figures do not include use of 
the smaller lock utilized primarily by pleasure craft. 

I am told that the maximum percentile working capacity of the 
existing facilities is 85 percent. It is easy to see that we are rapidly 
approaching the limit. It is physically impossible to maintain con- 
stant 24 hours operation at any lock. Some time must be devoted to 
maintenance. As an example: Last May it became necessary for the 
Corps of Engineers to shut down our large lock for a period of 12 
days in order to make repairs. Ample warning of the closing was 
given to all riverborne traffic. During the 12 days the lock was closed 
only the auxiliary lock was in service. During the 11 days imme- 
diately preceding the closing of the main lock, 180 commercial tows 
passed through requiring a total of 193 lockages. During the period 
of closing only 103 commercial tows passed through the locks, but 
they required 491 lockages, an average of more than 40 per day. 

Despite the fact that the lock crew, under the direction of Lock- 
master P. B. English, performed an outstanding job during that 
period, nevertheless, vessels awaiting passage were stacked up for 
miles on each side of the lock. When the morning crew reported at 
6 a.m. on May 20, 1955, 16 commercial tows were awaiting lockage. 
These tows required 72 lockages. During that closed period the aver- 
age waiting time per towing vessels was 2434 hours. 
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These figures are taken from the lockmaster’s log. In the case of 
our own company we had nine tows pass through the small lock. Some 
passed more than once. Our total delay for that period was 412 hours 
which cost us more than $11,000 in crew wages and food alone. I 
have no knowledge of what it cost the other 94 towboat owners. 

The Corps of Engineers’ study reveals that a 75 percent operating 
use under normal conditions creates a daily loss to the tows of 20 hours 
in waiting time. In 1954 with 57 percent use the daily waiting time 
loss was almost 8 hours. 

Thus far [ have spoken primarily of this overload of 4 million tons 
of IKEC coal for the powerplant at Madison, Ind. But in addition 
to that overload the traflie which is incident to the economic and in- 
dustrial growth of the Greater Louisville area must be taken into 
consideration. By the Greater Louisville area, I refer to that metro- 
politan area which includes Jefferson County, Ky., and Clark and 
Floyd Counties in Indiana. This area has undergone spectacular 
growth in the last 4 years both from the standpoint of population and 
from the standpoint of industry. The population of the area is now 
about 650,000, Approximately one-third of this population is en- 
gaged in gainful private employment. As of the end of April 1955, 
99.400 persons were employed in manufacturing. This represents a 
gain of 20 percent over April of 1951. These employment data are 
taken from the reports of the Kentucky Department of Economic 
Security. 

During 1955 alone, according to the Louisville Chamber of Com 
merce, 33 plants either located here or expanded their facilities and 
the total expended by these 33 plants was in excess of $76 million. ‘To 
give only a few examples we now have General Electric Appliance 
Park which is employing more than 12,000 workers and it is expected 
(hat its total employment will exceed 16,000. It is now constructing 
its sixth building devoted to home air conditioning. Ford Motor Co. 
has tremendously expanded its facilities here and now employs almost 
oU0 persons. 

The report of the retiring president of the Louisville Chamber of 
(Commerce, John R. Carpenter, appearing in the Louisville Magazine, 
issue of December 20, 1955, stated : 
Right now Louisville is in the midst of an expansion of facilities which involves 
almost a billion dollars. The aggregate is $817 million spent or to be spent by 
private and public organizations which bulwark Louisville’s growth with power, 
water, traffic movement, highways, sewers and drainage, sanitation, and flood 
protection. 

In my opinion three factors have most influenced this growth in the 
Greater Louisville area. They are (1) the availability of low-cost 
water transportation, (2) an adequate power supply, (3) an adequate 
labor supply. 

The immediate commencement of the reconstruction of lock and 
dam No. 41 is vital to this continued growth and de velopme nt. The 
Corps of Engineers has —— a chart entitled “Projected Traffic 
Growth—Lock and Dam No. 41.” I attach a copy of that chart to 
this statement. You will note al in 1956 the traflie through lock 41 
reaches acute congestion. This increase from 1954 of 4,600,000 tons 
is accounted for, in the main, by the IKEC oe to which I have re- 
ferred. The growth from 1956 ‘through 1962 is the projected expan- 
sion incident to the industrial de peace of the Greater Louisville 
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area and the whole Ohio River Valley. In 1959, as the chart reveals, 
the congestion will exceed the practical limits of the existing facilities. 
Unless construction is begun not later than 1957, the scheduled com- 
pletion date for the project in 1962 cannot be met. During that year 
the absolute physical maximum for these facilities will have been 
exceeded but it is obviously impossible to operate any lock 100 percent 
of the time. Certain time must be given for repairs and maintenance 
and to take care of emergencies. For that reason the C orps of Engi- 
neers assumes the figure of 85 percent to represent the economic 
capability of any lock. 

In 1955 lock 41 was operating 75 percent of the time. By the end 
of 1956 the full effect of the atomic-energy coal movement will be felt. 
The additional movement of this coal will add an overburden of ap- 
proximately 2 million tons a year over the 1955 burden. 

Although my testimony has emphasized the local situation, it must 
be understood ‘that the reconstruction of this lock is not just of local 
concern. Its importance to the continued development of the whole 
Ohio River Valley cannot be stressed too strongly. A chain is no 
stronger than its welent link. When that link breaks the whole 
chain. parts. Unless this Congress appropriates at least $1,150,000 
to commence reconstruction of this vital link in our transportation 
system, our national security, insofar as our atomic program is con- 
cerned, will be threatened and the development of the valley stifled. 

Therefore, I urge this subcommittee to recommend the appropria- 
tion of $1,150,000 for the reconstruction of lock and dam 41, and I 
further recommend that the appropriations asked for the other Ohio 
River projects be approved. 

Mr. Chairman, I appear here representing the New Albany Cham- 
ber of Commerce, the Jeffersonville Chamber of Commerce, and the 
city of Jeffersonville. I have letters from the New Albany Chamber 
of Commerce, the Jeffersonville Chamber of Commerce, and the 
Louisville Chamber of Commerce, and a resolution of the city of 
Jeffersonville, Ind. May those be included ? 

Mr. Focarry. We will include all those. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 

LOUISVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Louisville, Ky., Mareh 16, 1956. 
Mr. RosertT HATTON, 
Sheraton-Carlton Hotel, 16 and K Streets NW.., 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Harron: The board of directors of the Louisville Chamber of Com- 
merce passed the following resolution without a dissenting vote at their regular 
monthly meeting on February 9, 1956: 

“The Ohio River has always played an important role in the development and 
economy of the city of Louisville and the industrial development of the entire 
Ohio River Valley. 

“In view of the need for modernizing the outmoded lock and dam system with 
new and improved facilities and for the movement of river traffic, the Louisville 
Chamber of Commerce hereby resolves that, since lock and dam No. 41 at Louis- 
ville has become the worst bottleneck in this river system, threatening future 
industrial development of the whole river basin, funds be appropriated by Con- 
gress for an immediate start on construction of a modernized lock and dam 
facility at this location.” 

In view of the fact that neither the president of the Louisville Chamber of 
Commerce nor I can be present for the hearing, I would appreciate your repre- 
senting the Louisville Chamber of Commerce. 

Yours very truly, 
KENNETH P. VINSEL. 
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New ALBANY CHAMBER OF COM MERCER, 
New Albany, Ind., March 17, 1956. 
Mr. Roperr E. Hatron, 
Sheraton-Carlton Hotel, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Harron: It is requested by the board of directors of the New 
Albany Chamber of Commerce that you represent our organization at the meet- 
ing of the Public Works Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee 
at its March 20, and that on our behalf to present to them the following resolu- 
tion passed by our board on Tuesday, March 14. 

“The Ohio River has always played an important role in the development and 
economy of the city of New Albany and the industrial development of the entire 
Ohio River Valley. 

“In view of the low-cost transportation and water supply afforded by the 
Ohio to the regions bordering it and in view of the need for modernizing the out- 
moded lock-and-dam system with new and improved facilities for the movement 
of river traffic, the New Albany Chamber of Commerce hereby resolves that, 
since lock and dam No. 41 at Louisville has become the worst bottleneck in this 
river system threatening future industrial development of the whole river basin, 
funds be appropriated by Congress for an immediate start on construction of a 
modernized lock and dam facility at this location.” 

Sincerely yours, B. L. Curry, President. 






JEFFERSONVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Jeffersonville, Ind., March 16, 1956. 
Mr. Ropert E. Harron, 
P.O. Bow 510, Jeffersonville, Ind. 


DEAR Mr. Hatton: On February 15, 1956, the board of directors of the Jeffer- 
sonville Chamber of Commerce unanimously adopted the following resolution : 

“Realizing that lock and dam No. 41, in the Ohio River, at Louisville, Ky., is 
vitally important to the industrial development of greater Clark County and 
the entire Ohio River Valley, and in view of the fact that the services now in 
operation at lock and dam No. 41, are desperately in need of improvement, the 
Jeffersonville Chamber of Commerce resolves that funds be appropriated by 
Congress to the United States engineers so that construction of a modernized lock- 
and-dam facility at this location can begin immediately.” 

It is requested that you present this resolution on behalf of the Jeffersonville 
Chamber of Commerce to the Public Works Subcommittee of the House Appro- 
priations Committee when you appear before them on March 20, 1956. 

Yours truly, Don aLp L. Borrorrr, Manager. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Common Council of the City of Jeffersonville, Ind., is aware of 
the importance of local and national river trade and transportation facilities, 
and 
Whereas the council feels that such transportation facilities could be increased 
in this area if certain changes were made in connection with dam and lock 
No. 41 on the Ohio River : Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Common Council of the City of Jeffersonville, Ind., That such 
council realizes that lock and dam No. 41 in the Ohio River, at Louisville, Ky., 
is vitally important to the industrial development of greater Clark County, Ind.. 
and the entire Ohio River Valley, and in view of the fact that the services now 
in operation at lock and dam No. 41 are desperately in need of improvement, 
the City Council of Jeffersonville, Ind., does hereby resolve that funds be appro- 
priated by the Federal Government so that construction of a modernized lock- 
and-dam facility at this location can be commenced immediately. 
Passed and adopted this 5th day of March 1956. 
WILLIAM E. GIppING. 
Cart L. RESCHER. 
C. M. HARLANDER. 
Bos FRANKS. 
RALPH MATTHEWS. 
Approved this 5th day of March 1956. 


Attest: CHARLES HOODENPYL, 
Mayor. 

CarRL J. Brown, 
City clerk-treasurer. 










































Marcu 20, 1956. 
NAVIGATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS ON THE MONONGAHELA AND Ont10 RIvers 
WITNESS 


HON. ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Mr. Ranaut. We will hear next from Mr. Mollohan, who represents 
the First District in West Virginia. 

Mr. Mottonan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T 
appreciate the opportunity to appear again before this Committee in 
support of navigational improvements on the Monongahela and Ohio 
Rivers. These projects will be of great benefit to the people and in- 
dustry of this area. They are also essential to economic growth of the 
Nation. 

Industrial leaders and economists anticipate a phenomenal expan- 
sion of industry during the next 20 vears to meet the needs of our 

rapidly growing population and to support the defense program. 

Two requirements of industrial expansion are steel and aluminum 
and their products. Low-cost electric power is absolutely essential 
to the economical production of both. As you are aware, West Vir- 
ginia is situated in the very heart of the steel- producing area of the 
country, and the aluminum industry is rapidly moving in and expand- 
ing its facilities in this region at the present time. The production 
of steel, aluminum, and electric power are in turn dependent upon 
increasing supplies of coal and the principal reserves of high-grade 
metallurgical and steam coals available to all the great industrial 
areas of the East are found in the northern West Virginia field on the 
upper reaches of the Monongahela River. 

The economic utilization of these coal reserves is dependent on low- 
cost water transportation. The demands for coal from this region 
have grown enormously in recent years, and continue to grow. It 
is estimated that in the next 5 years production in the United States 
will increase by 23 million tons annually and electric power consump- 
tion by 228 billion kilowatt-hours. A substantial portion of these 
increases will depend on coal from the northern West Virginia field. 

With railway freight charges continuing to mount, a large part of 
this coal should move by barge on the Monongahela save for the fact 
that these increased demands would place an unbearable strain upon 
outmoded locks and dams and result in hopeless traffic congestion. 
Traffic over this waterway has increased over 2,000 percent since 
1939. It will increase commensurately in years to come as many 
steam-powered electric-generating plants and modern steel facilities 
are being located near these waterways to realize the benefits of low- 
cost water transportation. 

The New Cumberland dam and locks on the Ohio River are already 
under construction. ‘Ten million dollars is needed this year to continue 
the project. The Hildebrand Dam on ir Monongahela which will 
replace the obsolete locks and dams, Nos. 12 and 13, is also underway 
and $2 million is needed this year to carry came I sincerely 
and respec tfully urge your approval of these appropriations. 

However, in order that the i improvement and rehabilitation of these 
projects may go forward as rapidly as possible and in their entirety 

rather than piecemeal, I would also like to call your attention to the 
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need for early replacement of dams 14 and 15 by a new structure at 
Opekiska. This project was authorized by Congress on May 17, 1950, 
and is an integral part of the upper Monongahela development. 

Over a billion tons of high-grade coal reserves lies in this area 
around Fairmont, W. Va. At present, much of the coal mined here 
is completely dependent on rail transportation. Coal-car shortages 
have been chronic and become more acute each year in this area, par- 
ticularly during the months of high demand for coal. As a result, 
mines have been compelled to limit operations to 2 and 3 days a week, 
causing serious unemployment and delayed deliveries. 

Some coal does move by barge, but present channel depths limit 
loadings to half-bargeload lots. The antiquated locks at dams 14 and 
15 do not permit utilization of modern integrated tows. Consequently, 
the benefits of the facilities now under construction at Hildebrand will 
be severely limited as far as the mines in the Fairmont area are 
concerned, 

I firmly believe that the engineering and design of a new dam and 
locks at Opekiska should be undertaken without delay. I have been 
informed by the Corps of Engineers that $225,000 will be needed for 
engineering and design on this project. Only $60,000 will be needed 
in this year’s appropriation. Full utilization of the modern naviga 
tional facilities already built, or under construction, on the Monon- 
gahela will be delayed until the dam at Opekiska is put into service. 

I therefore urge your favorable consideration of this appropriation 
of $60,000. 

Mr. Focarry. The committee will adjourn until 10. o'clock 
tomorrow, 

Marcu 21, 1956. 
Burorp Dam 


WITNESSES 


HON. JAMES C. DAVIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

HON. PHIL M. LANDRUM, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

Cc. B. CULPEPPER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY AND GENERAL MAN- 
AGER OF THE ATLANTA FREIGHT BUREAU, ATLANTA, GA. 


Mr. Ranaut. The committee will come to order. 

Our first witness this morning will be Congressman James Davis 
of Georgia. 

Congressman Davis. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JAMES C. DAVIS 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have a statement in 
behalf of the Buford Dam, which is located on the Chattahoochee 
River, approximately 35 miles north of Atlanta, and I want to let my 
friend Mr. C. B. Culpepper, who is executive secretary and general 
manager of the Atlanta Freight Bureau, make his statement also on 
behalf of that project, and later on my colleague, Congressman Lan- 
drum, from Georgia, will make a statement in behalf of it. 

I wish to express my thanks to the chairman and to the committee 
for permitting us to make these statements at this time. 





306 


The Buford Dam has been under construction now for nearly 
years and is nearing completion. 

It is the northernmost dam in a series of four dams on what is 
known as the Chattahoochee, Appalachicola, and Flint Rivers project. 
The southernmost dam is the Jim Woodruff Dam located near Chat- 
tahoochee, Fla. 

In testimony given here in previous years, it has been pointed out 
that the Buford project is a multipurpose dam. The principal pur- 
poses are providing, during the dry season of the year, for an in- 
creased flow of water for navigation from Columbus, Ga., to the Gulf 
of Mexico, flood control below the Buford Dam, production of hydro- 
electric power, and recreational facilities, 

Buford Dam is the key dam in this entire Chattahoochee-Appala- 
chicola-Flint project because, being farthest north in the heavy rain- 
fall area, with its huge reservoir capacity, it will control the flow of 
water down the length of the river. 

As you gentlemen know, this project will provide a 9-foot naviga- 
tional channel from Columbus, Ga., to the gulf. Without the Buford 
Dam this channel could not be maint: ained during the dry seasons of 
summer and fall. The Buford Dam is located in the rainfall area 
and the reservoir will have a water reserve of over 300 billion gallons. 
Thus, during the dry seasons the channel from the Gulf of Mexico 
to Columbus, Ga., could be maintained by releasing water from the 
Buford Dam. 

Gentlemen, I would like to remind you that Columbus is the home 
of Fort Benning which is the largest infantry center in the country. 

Last year 3 ongress appropri: ated $11.8 830.000 for the Buford Dam. 
Together with appropriations for previous years, this brought the 
project up to 91 percent complete. Completion date for the dam 
is June 1957. 

The Budget Bureau has included in the budget for fiscal 1957 a 
recommendation for $3,300,00. This will approximately complete the 
dam but the full amount must be appropriated this year if the project 
is to be completed on schedule. 

As to the power feature of this dam, the plans call for 3 power- 
generating units to produce a total of 86,000 kilowatts. The first of 
these three units is scheduled to be placed on the line in December 
of this year. This unit will produce 40,000 kilowatts. A second unit 
which is to produce 6,000 kilowatts is scheduled for January of 1957, 
and a third to produce 40,000 kilowatts will go into operation in 
April of 1957. 

The sale of power from these units would be applied against the 
cost of this project. It is expected to gross approximately $2 mil- 
lion per year. Therefore, any delay in putting these power units on 
the line, and thus delaying the sale of power will result in a financial 
loss to the Government. In the interest of economy the full amount 
in the President’s budget for 1957 should be approved. 

Another feature of this multipurpose dam is that of flood control. 
The necessity for containing our rivers within their banks was very 
forcibly brought to the attention of everyone during the recent floods 
in California and in the New England States. 
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Disastrous floods have from time to time occurred along the Chiatta- 
hoochee River, doing great harm to croplands and causing heavy 
financial losses to the people whose land and homes were inundated by 
these floodwaters. 

The Buford Dam, being the key dam in the Chattahoochee 
Apalachicola-F lint project, could control the flow of the floodwaters. 
In addition to producing hydroelectric power, providing for year- 
around navigation and controlling floodwaters, the Buford Dam 
would offer abundant recreational facilities. As the water backs up 
behind Buford Dam, a lake extending into five counties will be 
formed. The lake at its widest point will be approximately 5 miles 

across and will cover an area of 46,000 acres. 

Boating, swimming, fishing, and practically all water sports will be 
immediate ly av: ailable to the people in these counties and within a short 
driving distance of many surrounding towns. 

When the lake becomes filled, it will have a 670-mile shoreline and 
will provide many onshore recreation sites for such activities as pic- 
nicking, camping, hiking and sightseeing. There will be many loca- 
tions along the shoreline ideally suited ‘for summer cabins and club 
sites for civic organizations. 

The recreational potential of Buford Dam is immense and con- 
stitutes an Important plus factor in the consideration of this project. 

I would like to thank the members of this committee on behalf of 
the people of my district for the consideration you have given to this 
project during this and previous years. 

I sincerely ‘feel that rapid completion of this self-liquidating proj- 
ect is in the best interest of economy. I wish to thank you for giving 
me the opportunity to appear before you this morning and for the 
consideration this committee has always shown toward ‘Buford Dam. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PHIL M, LANDRUM 


Mr. Lanprum. Mr. Chairman, I do not appear before the committee 
for the chief purpose, as is the usual case, of trying to persuade the 
committee to approve appropriation for a project. I do, however, 
urge you to approve the amount of new money requested for Buford 
Dam. My understanding from the United States Corps of Engineers 
is that $3,300,000 of new money requested added to the $1,600,000 now 
available through unused funds will just about complete this project. 
Sound economic planning dictates the approval of this request for new 
money. 

My primary purpose today is to commend the committee for the 
foresight shown in its action of approving requests which I made more 
than 3 years ago for sufficient money to permit the engineers to proceed 
on a program ahead of regular schedule to acquire all of the land 
necessary for this development, and thereby give such time to the 
residents of the area who have been displaced to go out and relocate 
their homesteads without having to do so under extreme pressures. I 
am delighted to report to the committee that as the dam approaches 
completion evacuation from the inundation areas has moved on sched- 
ule and that now the entire basin is for all practical purposes evac- 
uated. Without the cooperation and foresight of this committee in 
honorong our recommendations of 3 years ago this would not be 
true. So again I say my chief purpose today is to commend you for 
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having made it possible for these things to be accomplished in orderly 
fashion. 

Most of us believe that with this year’s appropriation we will see 
the generators go into operation .on schedule, perhaps even some- 
what ahead of schedule, and that the Government will be realizing 
revenue from this project to amortize the investment of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

[ have been asked also to speak for the Upper Chattahoochee Devel- 
opment Association, a volunteer organization of business leaders from 
the 10 counties in and adjacent to this great development, and tell you 
in behalf of the members of this association of their appreciation for 
your cooperation. Also, this organization has asked me to commend to 
your attention, and I join in this recommendation, the favorable con- 
sideration of requests for appropriation of funds to continue develop- 
ment of the water resources of the Chattahoochee, Flynt, and Apala- 
chicola water systems. 


STATEMENT OF C, B. CULPEPPER 


Mr. Cuvreprer. The records of both Houses of the Congress are re- 
plete with factual statements from representatives of the Atlanta 
Freight Bureau substantiating its warrantable interest in the comple- 
tion of Buford Dam. 

For nearly 40 years, the Atlanta Freight Bureau has been active in 
supporting the full development of the Chattahoochee-Apalachicola 
River system for electric energy, navigation, water supply, soil conser- 
vation, recreation, etc.; and it has been maintained all along that the 
Buford Dam was absolutely essential to such full development of this 
river system. 

It is also our position that, in and of itself, Buford Dam is a merito- 
rious project, in that it can well be justified because of the inevitable 
benefits which it will provide, per se. These benefits, of course, include 
the production of almost enough electric energy to amortize the cost 
of the dam within a reasonable period of time, the insurance of en- 
larged and continuous water supply in drought seasons to the stretches 
of the river below the dam, assistance in the control of excess water 
during rainy seasons, thus lessening flood dangers below the dam, and 
the provision of wonderful and unmatched recreational facilities to 
the residents of a large area in the northern part of Georgia and in 
portions of South Carolina, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Alabama. 

The Congress has wisely seen fit to progress the work on this dam to 
a point where a rel: atively small additional investment is now needed 
to insure its completion. The Corps of Engineers state that during 
the 1956-57 fiscal year approximately 3,300,000. can profitably be 
spent on this work; and, according to the latest figures, this expendi- 
ture will almost complete the work on the dam. 

I am authorized by proper resolution of my board of directors to 
urge upon this subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee of the 
House of Representatives approval of this item carried in-the appro- 
priations bill, which, incidentally, we understand has already been 
approved by the Budget Bureau and is the amount requested by the 
Corps of Engineers for completion of this work for 1956-57 fiscal year. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Marcu 21, 1956. 
HARTWELL Dam 


WITNESSES 


HON. PAUL BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

HON. WILLIAM J. B. DORN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

HON. PHIL M. LANDRUM, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

L. S. MOODY, MEMBER, HARTWELL DAM STEERING COMMITTEE, 
AND SECRETARY OF THE AUGUSTA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
AUGUSTA, GA. 

HON. WILTON E. HALL, CHAIRMAN OF THE HARTWELL DAM 
STEERING COMMITTEE, EDITOR OF THE ANDERSON INDEPEND- 
ENT, AND FORMER UNITED STATES SENATOR, ANDERSON, S. C. 


Mr. Rasaur. We have before us this morning our colleague, Con- 
gressman Paul Brown of Georgia, and he is here, as he has always 
been here, for the Hartwell Dam, and we are very glad to hear him 
again this morning. 

Congressman Brown, you have the stand. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you very much for the compliment. We deeply 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee, and I 
want to take just 1 minute to present and introduce the citizens who 
are here from the area. 

Mr. Rasaur. He always comes in here flanked by a most impressive 
looking delegation. 

Mr. Brown. All these gentlemen would like to testify, but they 
know you do not have much time, and some of them will file their 
statements. 

I will first present our distinguished Congressman from South 
Carolina, who lives near this project, Mr. Dorn. 

Mr. Ranaur. Mr. Dorn. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM J. B. DORN 


Mr. Dorn. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my 
people are grateful for your kindness and courtesy in always giving us 
a hearing every year. I think a lot of the testimony I give is repeti- 
tious, and I apologize for that, but I am for this project, and the over- 
whelming majority of the people on the South Carolina side of the 
river—I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the Federal 
Power Commission has estimated that there will be a power shortage 
in that area, and there is now in many sections. 

The area is developing rapidly, and there will be a need for power 
that will be derived after the completion of this dam. We appreciate 
your courtesy last year in appropriating the initial money. Con- 
struction has begun, and we would like to see this project completed. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that I have been pretty consistent, I 
think, since I have been to the Congress, and devoted much of my time 
to developing the rivers and harbors of our country. I am one of 
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these people who think that America is the heart and core of the free 
world, and we ought to devote some money and time to our own 
country. 

Although my own people opposed it, I voted for the St. Lawrence 
seaway in the national interest. I had a delegation that came up from 
our largest South Carolina city. They came up and opposed it, but 
I voted for the St. Lawrence seaway because, as I say, I felt it was 
in the national interest. 

Likewise, the same was true of the Colorado storage basin project. 
IT voted for that, although I would certainly think that a majority of 
my people would be against it; but I believe it is in the national in- 
terest. In believe in developing our own country. It will be of great 
benefit to the people of this country in the future. 

I want to just say 1 or 2 other things, and that is this: I have been 
told that about 40 years ago General MacArthur. while he was an 
engineer, recommended harnessing the Missouri River at a cost of 
three or four hundred million dollars, and this was turned down as 
toomuch money. In the last few years, two floods have caused damage 
of over $2 billion, and T think that is bad economy. 

I wish two, three, or four hundred million dollars had been spent at 
that time to have prevented over $2 billion worth of damage later. 
In this country you have had a number of floods. and I certainly think 
we ought to protect our people against such things. 

This project is not socialism. It has been my experience, and we 
have had several completed in our section of the country, that it has 
helned private enterprise a lot. A lot of small businesses have been 
abl to get power at a reasonable rate, and it has helped free enterprise, 
a fact which any fairminded person could see. 

I think the same was true when Teddy Roosevelt proposed an ap- 
propriation of more than a hundred million dollars when he was 
Governor of the State of New York to build the Erie Canal. The 
railroads bitterly opposed it: but when it was finally completed, it 
helned the railroads too. 

It helped in lowering the freight rates, and it therefore helped free 
enterprise, in the long run, and more business moved over the railroads 
and the eanal. 

Mr. Chairman, we have other people here who do not have the 
opportunity to see you often, and I can always see vou, Mr. Chairman 
and members of the committee, so with vour permission, I would like 
to file mv statement with the committee. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, the statement will be filed in the 
record at this point. 

(Mr. Dorn’s statement follows :) 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appear here today to endorse 
with much enthusiasm the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget for 
this fund of $10 million to continue construction of the Hartwell Dam. 

TIT am proud to represent in this Congress the South Carolina side of the 
Savannah River where this great project is located. We are grateful for the 
initial appropriation you kindly granted last year. Construction began last 
fall on schedule and my people are already looking forward to the completion 
of this project. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in the development of the rivers of America. TI am 
proud that I voted for the St. Lawrence seaway which will benefit both Canada 
and the Northern United States. Likewise, after much pressure to the con- 
trary this year, I was glad to support the Colorado River storage project which 
in years to come will strengthen the economy of our great Western States. In 
this technological age, America cannot fall behind in research and development. 
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These vast projects we are building will aid America to keep abreast of the 
times. They will strengthen America internally and help provide for the 
future security of this Nation. We have spent billions of dollars to develop 
projects all over the world, our latest venture being the Aswan Dam in Egypt. 
I, for one, do not wish to delay any longer the development of our own country 
which, after all, is the heart and core of the free world. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have stated many times, I believe there is room in America 
for private and public power. I greatly fear a Government monopoly and 
I fear a private monopoly. As long as we have both, I believe the people will 
benefit. Hartwell is not a waste of the taxpayers’ money. It is a conservation 
and a development of our latent natural resources. It is a_ self-liquidating 
project as the Government will be reimbursed over a period of years for the 
money advanced. Gen. Douglas MacArthur, when he was an engineer more 
than 40 years ago, recommended that the Missouri River be harnessed with an 
expenditure of around $300 million or $400 million. This recommendation was 
not approved, and since then in 2 floods in recent years, over $2 billion in 
property and many lives were lost in these floods. This is poor economy, 
indeed. 

I am in favor of early completion of the Hartwell Dam because I am con- 
vinced that great benefits will be afforded the surrounding area from the 
operation of the project for the purposes of flood control, navigation, and power 
development. 

The principal feature, of course, is power benefits to the Georgia, North 
Carolina, and South Carolina areas by virtue of the economical supply of 
power which the Hartwell development will produce. In all of this adjacent 
area, there is an ever-increasing need for power. An analysis of the power 
needs of the market area in which Hartwell power would be used was made 
by the Atlanta office of the Federal Power Commission. Their studies indicate 
that requirements for power will increase by more than 2,400,000 kilowatts 
from 1954 to 1958 and by more than 3,800,000 kilowatts by 1960. The planned 
installation of 180 million kilowatts at Hartwell can serve a part of these in- 
creased needs and power from the installation can be fully utilized in advance 
of the date the installation would reasonably be expected to be made. Hartwell 
Dam will further regulate streamflow at Clarks Hill during low-flow period, 
thereby increasing the prime capacity and converting annually large amounts 
of energy at Clarks Hill from secondary to primary energy. 

The Hartwell project will result in added flood-control benefits at Augusta, 
North Augusta, and other points down the river in South Carolina and Georgia. 
The project will definitely benefit navigation by reducing the costs of constructing 
and maintaining the authorized 9-foot navigation project below Augusta after 
flow regulations at Hartwell begin. It is estimated that the annual monetary 
value of these benefits ; namely, power, flood control, and navigation ; is estimated 
as follows: 


Flood control = 7 at ae : a $52, OOO 
WE ROD irre a wee es a i Sa 94, TOO 
Power at site_- ate ; Le ; ; $4, S38, 000 
Power downstream __ : ; : , bess 510, OVO 


The average annual cost of the Hartwell project, including the writeoff of the 
investment of 50 years, is estimated at $3,668,000. You will see, therefore, that 
the benefits accruing from this project are greatly in excess of costs. 

It is evident that justification for the Hartwell project is not contingent upon 
benefits accruing to the atomic-energy plant at Aiken, S. C. Nevertheless, con- 
struction of the Hartwell project will benefit the Aiken plant. The regulated 
flow which the project will afford can reduce cost for cooling water and will 
facilitate the maintenance of the navigation channel in the lower Savannah 
River which can be of aid in supplying the plant. The project, however, is 
amply justified, regardless of consideration of the atomic-energy works at Aiken. 
I predict, gentlemen of the committee, that in the future when Hartwell Dam is 
completed, it will save millions of dollars for the nuclear plant on the Savannah 
River below Augusta, and will be a tremendous asset to this plant in developing 
atomic energy. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like to quote from a report submitted by 
the Corps of Engineers: 

“This project has excellent foundations for the high dam planned. The large 
reservoir will be situated in a controlling position at the head of the river. The 
watershed upstream extends to the Blue Ridge Mountains and into the highest 
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rainfall region of the eastern United States. These are principal factors which 
make it possible to combine added flood control for the lower river with a major 
power development in an economical project. The flood control at Hartwell will 
further reduce flood damages in the unleveed area at and below Augusta about 
$100,000 annually. The combined control by Hartwell and Clark Hill will per- 
mit use of some of the extensive undeveloped lowlands below Augusta for 
agriculture. Flow regulation at Hartwell will increase the dependable power 
at Clark Hill, benefit navigation below Augusta by increasing the minimum 
stream flow, and permit the future development of 145 feet of remaining head 
for power on the Savannah River between Clark Hill and Hartwell. The large 
lake created will be used extensively for recreation.” 

Mr. Chairman, some, from time to time, have raised the cry that the develop- 
ment of our rivers is socialism. Nothing could be further from the real facts. 
ree enterprise, individual initiative, and small business in general have become 
more stable and have prospered wherever our rivers have been developed. A 
great cry was raised in New York when Teddy Roosevelt was Governor more 
than a half century ago. More than $100 million was appropriated by the 
State of New York, at Teddy Roosevelt’s suggestion, to build the Erie Canal. 
The railroads bitterly fought this as socialism; but the canal was built, freight 
rates were lowered, and free enterprise prospered in the entire northeast. 

I believe this great committee will approve this appropriation and all other 
appropriations to complete Hartwell Dam. I reiterate, Mr. Chairman, that in 
so doing, we are doing something for the American people in a section where it is 
urgently needed. 

Mr. Dorn. I hope the committee will see fit to continue our appro- 
priation. 

Mr. Rasavur. Thank you, Congressman Dorn. 

We next have our colleague, Prince Preston. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, may I make one observation before you 
go on to the next witness / 

Mr. Rapavr. Certainly, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. We have all the Congressmen whose districts join this 
river in Georgia and South Carolina, and they are very much inter- 
ested. We have some statements on file from other people, but we 
would like to file statements from all these Congressmen. 

Mr. Ranaut. Whose statements are they / 

Mr. Brown. There are statements from Senator Johnston, Con- 
gressman Vinson, Congressman Rivers, Congressman Richards, and 
Congressman Ashmore, and our next witness is Congressman Preston. 

Mr. Ranavr. He is a member of our committee, and we will be 
pleased to hear from him, but first those statements will be inserted 
into the record. 

(The statements are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR OLIN D. JOHNSTON BEFORE THE Housk APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEE REGARDING FUNDS FOR CONTINUED CONSTRUCTION OF HARTWELL 
IAM 


For many years I have come before congressional committees in behalf of 
funds for the construction of Hartwell Dam. 

Last year, on May 7, I made an appearance before the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Public Works in behalf of Hartwell Dam funds. At that time, 
as I had done on several previous occasions, I outlined the need for construction 
of Hartwell Dam, and the great benefits which would result to the people living 
both in my State and in Georgia when this great multipurpose dam is completed, 
Those needs for Hartwell Dam are well recorded in the hearings held on the 
subject in both Houses of Congress, and for that reason I shall not repeat at 
length those needs here today. 

The construction of this project will be of great benefit to the States of Georgia 
and South Carolina. <A principal benefit will be the conservation of water to 
relieve serious drought conditions affecting farms and cities alike. 
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Another basic benefit that can be derived by the construction of Hartwell Dam 
is the generation of electrical energy to supplement the Clark Hill project's 
supply. 

The rural electric cooperatives, the South Carolina Public Service Authority, 
the Greenwood Public Service Authority, and other public projects and agencies 
in South Carolina and over in Georgia will greatly benefit from the Hartwell 
installation. The drought in South Carolina for the past few years has greatly 
reduced the generation of hydro power within the State except for that generated 
by Clark Hill, which helped to keep many power sources going. With Hartwell 
Dam a reality, this would mean double benefits from the same water for generat 
ing purposes. This would give great relief to the two States on the generation 
basis. 

The building of the Hartwell project will greatly reduce the generating cost 
of electricity at the Clark Hill and the Hartwell Dams, because of the double 
use of the water. There is a tremendous demand, and will be for some time, 
by public and private agencies in the State, for this type of power. 

This year the Hartwell Dam steering committee, of which the distinguished 
former United States Senator, Wilton E. Hall, is chairman, is asking for $10 
million to continue work on this project. 

My good friends on this committee are conservative and economic-minded, 
public-spirited citizens. I say this because their request for $10 million is 
indeed a conservative estimate of what is needed for construction work for 
this dam. 

Personally, I would have probably asked for $15 or $20 million for construe 
tion during the next fiscal year; however, I should not question the judgment 
of the good citizens on this committee, and I heartily go along with them in 
their request for $10 million. 

It is my understanding that President Eisenhower and the Bureau of the 
Budget have both requested $10 million for the ensuing year for Hartwell Dai. 
This budget estimate and request by President Eisenhower indicates clearly 
that $10 million is the absolute minimum that should be appropriated for 
Hartwell Dam this year. I say this because the present administration has not 
indicated itself to be a friend of public power. Generally and on specifie occa 
sions it has attempted to actually halt construction of certain similar products; 
however, during this preelection year, the administration's attitude has taken 
on a modified approach on this problem of multipurpose dams and is acquiescing 
to the peoples’ desire for continued construction of dams like Hartwell. 

Therefore, I sincerely urge this committee to make sure that this minimum 
of $10 million for continued construction of Hartwell Dam be included in the 
appropriation bill and that no reduction of this sum be permitted in view of 
the unanimity from the people on up to the President for this $10 million. 

Hartwell Dam presents a great hope in the minds of the people of both banks 
of the Savannah River, and T sincerely hope that this committee will go along 
with the request of the distinguished citizens of my State and Georgia for its 
continued construction. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CArt VINSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THI 
STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Chairman, I am supporting the appropriation in the amount of $10 million 
for the Hartwell Dam Reservoir project on the Savannah River in the State of 
Georgia and South Carolina, as reeommended by the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

To date, approximately $4 million has been appropriated for this project, of 
which about $1 million has been expended in the preparation of plans of pre- 
liminary work. The work done on this project is ahead of schedule at this time. 

Prior to the redistricting of my State in 1932, and for more than 18 years, I 
had the privilege and honor of representing the 10th District in Georgia, and 
I have an intimate and firsthand knowledge of the Savannah River. 

The headwaters of the Savannah River have been termed one of our country’s 
greatest natural resources, and its full development will fulflll the dreams of 
a group of progressive Georgians and South Carolinians who have not only 
dreamed about this project, but worked for it for many years and who are in- 
terested in its completion because of what it will mean to the public welfare 
of a fast growing section of our Nation. 

I am particularly interested in this project because of its possibilities and 
from the standpoint of our national defense. 
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Studies by the Federal Power Commission have shown that this power will 
be readily absorbed by the time it is placed on the market. 

From the national defense standpoint an investment in this dam is justified. 
It is situated in an area which played an important part in the defense program 
in the last war, especially in the production of light materials, textiles, chemi- 
cals, as well as large-scale fabricating and assembly operations, 

We must keep our defense line strong, an essential to defense and rapid 
mobilization. 

Below the city of Augusta and below Clark Hill Dam is the great atomic 
energy plant. It is absolutely essential in the work that they carry on in the 
atomic energy plant that they always have a large volume of cold water. It 
is highly important in their operation and in their work. If you have a reser- 
voir up at Hartwell that continues to control the flow of water, it will materially 
increase the depth down at Clark Hill, which in turn would give an even flow 
of water to the atomic energy plant and always assure cold water, which is ab- 
solutely essential in their operation. 

The Hartwell Dam would probably be worth a million dollars annually to the 
atomic energy plant. 

It is impossible to fully utilize the Clark Hill Dam without the reservoir at 
Hartwell. The Hartwell Dam would convert 50 million kilowatt-hours an- 
nually at Clark Hill from secondary to primary power. 

In view of the merits of the Hartwell project, I respectfully request that your 
committee grant the appropriation in the amount requested. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF SoutTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Chairman, I am the Representative from the First District of the State 
of South Carolina, and four counties of my district border on the Savannah 
River, which is the boundary line between Georgia and South Carolina. I wish 
to respectfully request an appropriation of $10 million for the Hartwell Reservoir 
project on the Savannah River as recommended by the Director of the Budget. 
Practically $4 million has been appropriated for this project and construction 
work now is ahead of schedule. 

I remind you that the power situation in the region has been carefully 
considered by the responsible officials of three Federal agencies stationed in 
the Savannah River Basin. Being there on the ground, they are the best 
informed experts in the Government on the relationship between power supply 
and power demand, present and prospective, in that region and they are in full 
agreement on the proposition that it is vitally important to construct additional 
hydroelectric projects immediately. Otherwise the power situation there will 
become progressively more critical. 

It is impossible to fully realize all the potential benefits of the Clark Hill 
Dam without the Hartwell Reservoir which will give a steady flow of water from 
Hartwell to the Clark Hill Reservoir the year around. 

It is estimated that the Hartwell Dam will be worth so much to the atomie 
energy plant in South Carolina just below Augusta, for the reason that the 
deeper the water the cooler it is. It was plainly shown that this would be worth 
at least a million dollars annually to the atomic energy plant. 

It certainly appears to me that as a safeguard the Hartwell project very 
definitely should be given a large place in the defense picture. I sincerely and 
earnestly request that your committee approve the appropriation in the amount 
asked for. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JAMES P. Ricnarps, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Chairman, I am asking you gentlemen to approve the amount of $10 
million for the Hartwell Dam as recommended by the Director of the Budget. 
Hartwell Dam is of high priority and has been recommended by all interested 
Government agencies, including the Corps of Engineers, the Federal Power Com- 
ission, and the Southeastern Power Administration. A fair study was made 
of the project by the agencies before it was authorized by Congress in 1950. 
Three millien dollars was appropriated for this project last vear. and the 
contractor is well ahead of schedule on the work. Prior to this, $950,000 was 
appropriated for the preparation and plans for preliminary work. 
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In addition to the need for electric power in the Southeast, the construction 
of this project will bring into utilization a large amount of rich land from 
Augusta to Savannah, Ga., which land is now of little, if any, value. The com- 
pletion of this project will make possible the conversion of 50 million kitowatts 
of secondary electric power to prime power at the Clark Hill Dam, the secondary 
power being of little value in comparison to prime power. 

The Hartwell project will bring into being one of the largest reservoirs east of 
the Mississippi River and increase the depth of the Savannah River. It will 
also bring about an even flow of the river and a cooling of the water. The cooling 
of the water will be of great benefit to the South Carolina plant of the Atomic 
Energy Commission in that it will result in increasing the nuclear energy 
produced. Aithough it will be difficult to estimate the exact dollar value to this 
plant, the benefit is understood to be a considerable amount. 

The Hartwell Reservoir will help give us a dependable year-round navigable 
channel in the Savannah River from Augusta to the Savannah Harbor. 

Let me say again I hope you will approve the amount included in the budget 
for this project. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE Rosert T. ASHMORE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Chairman, the Hartwell Dam is located on the Savannah River which 
separates the States of Georgia and South Carolina. 

This project was authorized for construction under the Flood Control Act of 
1950, and is situated 67 miles above Clark Hill project. 

I understand that nearly a million dollars have been spent for planning, and 
that $3 million were appropriated last year to start construction of this project. 

The Director of the Budget has recommended the sum of $10 million for this 
project for the coming year 

There are many benefits which would be derived from a fuller utilization of 
rainfall on the Savannah River through the construction of Hartwell Dam. This 
project has been favorably recommended by all interested Government agencies, 
including the Corps of Engineers, the Federal Power Commission, and others. 
Clark Hill cannot be fully utilized without Hartwell Dam. Also, other benefits 
besides electric power would be derived through soil conservation and flood 
control, 

Hartwell Dam would give a deeper and more even flow of the river from the 
Hartwell project to Clark Hill, thereby reducing the temperature of the water, 
which would inure to the benefit of the atomic energy plant below Augusta. 

I ask that the sum recommended by the Director of the Budget be appro 
priated. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PRINCE H. PRESTON 


Mr. Preston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The purpose of my 
appearance here today is to urge the appropriation of construction 
funds for Hartwell Dam in the amount of $10 million as requested in 
the estimates of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Testimony already in the record demonstrates clearly that the Hart- 
well Dam on the Savannah River is one of the most urgent and im 
portant developments being considered by this committee. Since this 
project was authorized by the Congress in 1950, there has been pre 
sented overwhelming evidence of its desirability and usefulness from 
many standpoints, not the least of which is national defense. 

Of major importance is the fact that the completion of this dam will 
make for the gre: iter utility and efficiency of the great atomic energy 
installation on the Savannah River below Augusta. 

Not only will the Hartwell Dam stabilize the supply of water re- 
quired by the Savannah River atomic pl: int, it will also assure a better 
supply of cool water for this installation. The increased depth of the 
flow as a result of Hartwell Dam will have a highly desirable cooling 
effect on the water that is of mi ijor importance to the most useful and 
efficient functioning of the Savannah River atomic plant. 
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The electrical energy to be produced by the Hartwell Dam is even 
now urgently needed. In the future this need will be even more acute. 
The manufacturing establishments in this area that require this ad- 
ditional power serve both war and peacetime needs of our country. 

Mr. Chairman, to mention a few such industries in the immediate 
areas of Georgia and South Carolina, there are now textiles, light 
metals, chemicals, castings and extensive assembly and fabricating 
operations. Additional power supplies at reasonable rates will result 
in the increased development of vital industry throughout this area 

As you know, the Hartwell Dam is situated some 67 miles upstream 
from the important Clark’s Hill development which has been in 
operation for a number of years. The Hartwell Dam will greatly 
increase the efficient usefulness of Clark’s Hill. 

Extensive droughts in recent years seriously curtailed the water 
supply available for the Clark’s Hill development. This resulted in 
the use of only 3 of the 7 generator units at Clark’s Hill because of 
inadequate water. 

The completion of the Hartwell Dam will prevent a recurrence of 
such tragic waste. The abundant rainfall of the mountain areas of 
north Georgia may be stored by the Hartwell Dam, and thus assure 
a stable water supply for Clark’s Hill, the atomic energy plant, and 
other important installations. 

Congressional authority has already been granted for the deepening 
of the Savannah River Channel between Augusta and Savannah. 
The Hartwell Dam will have a most beneficial effect on the river 
channel below Augusta. 

The water stored by the Hartwell Dam will make for a more uni- 
form flow of water below the dam and will, in effect, increase the depth 
of the channel between Augusta and Savannah to an appreciable 
degree. This in turn will make the deepening of the present channel 
from 7 feet to 9 feet as authorized by Congress a less exepensive 
undertaking. 

The improvement of the channel will, of course, make the river 
vastly more useful for navigation purposes and, in turn, will have a 
beneficial effect on the economy of the entire area. 

For the reasons I have cited, as well as the evidence presented by 
mv colleagues in the House, the Army engineers, civic leaders, and 
other experts, I respectfully urge that the full budget request of 
$10 million be approved for Hartwell Dam development. 

Let me emphasize that it is essential that the full budget figure be 
approved at this time. We know from experience that the avail: ibility 
of adequate funds for long-range planning and programing makes for 
more economical construction. 

The expense is far greater when major developments such as this 
are undertaken on a piecemeal basis. This is a period of rising prices. 
Material costs and labor costs may well spiral upward in the next few 
years. It behooves the committee, I believe, to approve the full budget 
requests so that contracts may be let and commitments made im- 
mediatly to protect the Government against probable future increases 
in costs. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for allow- 
ing me to appear before you. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you, Mr. Preston. 

Mr. Brown. Our next witness is the Honorable Phil M. Landrum. 





367 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PHIL M. LANDRUM 


Mr. Lanprum. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am supporting $10 million, the amount recommended by the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget, for Hartwell Dam. 

The headquarters of the Savannah River on which this dam is being 
constructed are in the congressional district which T am privileged to 
represent. About. 100 miles south of these headwaters Clark-Hill 
Dam, completed in 1953, and the great atomic energy plant are located. 
This atomic energy plant is a vital link in our national-defense pro- 
gram. Its operation requires substantial amounts of cool water at all 
seasons of the year. 

Although Hartwell Dam is being built as a multipurpose dam, its 
principal value, in my judgment, is as a supporting reservoir for 
Clark-Hill to supplement the water requirements of the atomic en- 
ergy plant and, consequently, our national-defense program. All of 
us have been concerned in recent years about the annual lowering of 
our water table in all parts of America. 

In many sections the supply of water is becoming a critical problem. 
The importance of conserving and developing our water resources 
becomes more evident each year as we see our water supplies diminish. 
This Hartwell Dam development is important to our national-defense 
program because it will conserve the vast water resources of the trib- 
utaries forming the main Savannah stream. 

Structures such as Hartwell Dam are not built and put into opera 
tion overnight. We cannot wait until the morning we are awakened to 
find the water supply in Clark-Hill so low that we cannot receive the 
maximum benefits of the atomic energy plant below Clark-Hill 
commence construction. 

We must look into the future and recognize that the day will soon 
he upon us when this impoundment of water will be as important to 
the operation of the atomic energy plant and our national defense 
program as the now completed Clark-Hill Dam is. 

Therefore, I strongly urge your favorable consideration of the 
Budget Director’s recommendation of $10 million for the next fiscal 
year. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Brown. Our next witness is Mr. L. S. Moody, who will present 
the statement of the Hartwell Dam Steering Committee. 


STATEMENT OF L. S. MOODY 


Mr. Moony. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, in 
behalf of interested citizens of the Savannah River Valley, we ap- 
pear before you in support of an appropriation in the amount of 
$10 million for the Hartwell Reservoir project on the Savannah 
River, in the States of Georgia and South Carolina. 

As you know, this project was authorized by Congress in 1950. 
Construction work on it is now underway, and it is our desire to 
reiterate our continued vital interest in this project, which is of great 
importance to our area and our Nation. 

To date, approximately $4 million has been appropriated for this 
project, of which about $1 million has been expended in the prepara- 
tion of plans and preliminary work. 
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Land acquisition is now in progress. The actual dam site has been 
acquired, and it is anticipated that about 25 pny of the total acre- 
age to be secured will be acquired this fiscal ye: 

Contracts have been let and actual aclanah iii is now in progress 
on the embankment sections of the dam and the necessary highway 
relocations and the construction of a new highway has been started. 

Contracts have been awarded for the manufacture of mechanical 
machinery, such as sluice gates, for installation in the dam, and it is 
antic ipated that by the end of the current fiscal year appreciable 
progress in construction will have been made. 

One of the important features of this ae is its potential aid 
to navigation on the lower reaches of the Savannah River. For more 
than 25. years a continuing and determined effort has been made oy 
local inter ‘ests to obtain a ‘depend: able navigation channel on the Sa- 

vannah River between the city of Augusta and Savannah Harbor. 

Due to the wide variation in rainfall over the watershed, there have 
always been periods of low flows of water which have reduced 
navigable depths in the Savannah River. 

These low-flow periods have occurred during any month of the year, 
with the result that operators and shippers have never been able to 
schedule their river transportation operations so as to obtain any de- 
gree of dependability. 

Engineering studies have definitely determined that the only rem- 
edy to this condition below Augusta will be the availability of storage 
reservoirs on the upper river. The Hartwell project will provide 
this relief, and it will enable a 9-foot navigation project to be de- 
veloped between Augusta and Savannah H: bor at a cost of approxi- 
mately $1 million less than would be the case without Hartwell under 
construction. 

For the past few years this section of the country has experienced 
a severe drought and even with the Clark Hill Reservoir in opera- 
tion navigation on the Savannah River has been seriously restricted, 
and because of this condition it has been impossible to develop the full 
navigation potentials of this river. 

The huge Atomic Energy Commission plant now in operation on 
the Savannah River, 20 miles below Augusta, uses millions of gal- 
lons of water daily from the Savannah River. However, operations 
of this vital defense installation would undoubtedly be adversely 
affected, if not crippled, if the water level in the river should ever 
get so low as to seriously curtail its production schedule; therefore, 
the only way to eliminate this grave possibility at the atomic energy 
plants, as well as other pl ints ¢ on the Savannah River below C lark 
Till, is to provide greater storage facilities in the upper reaches of 
the river, and the Hartwell Reservoir is the next logical step in such 
& program as planned and recommended by the Corps of Engineers 
and approved by the Bureau of the Budget. 

It is vividly recalled that as late as January 1956, the flow of 
water in the Savannah River below the Clark Hill Dam had to be 
restricted in order to conserve water in the Clark Hill Reservoir. 

Reportedly, this became necessary because of the fear that a con- 
tinuation of the drought might reduce the flow of water in the river 
to the point where there would not be a sufficient supply to assure 
full-time operations of AEC and other plants on the river. This 
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restriction in the release of water at Clark Hill resulted almost in 
the cessation of navigation below Augusta. 

Furthermore, the overall result of the water shortage downstream 
from Augusta has been reflected in embarrassment and inconvenience 
on shipping, financial loss, and a corresponding discouragement to 
the varied interests affected by the river. 

During periods in 1955, and even in January and February 1956, 
controlling depths in certain sections of the river were as low as 3 
to 314 feet, whereas, the authorized depth in this same portion of the 
river is 9 feet. 

Therefore, in the opinion of competent authorities, such adverse 
conditions on the river as described herein cannot be corrected except 
through the building of Hartwell. 

Industrial and commercial development in and adjoining the Sa- 
vannah River Basin during the past decade has been substantial, and 
as a result the per capita electrical consumption is exceeding the most 
optimistic predictions of a few years ago. 

The power requirements of the area, assures an immediate market 
for the power that is to be generated at Hartwell. And further, any 
delay in the completion of Hartwell may deny the area of generating 

capacity needed by this fast growing section of the Southeast. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in view of the vast importance of 
Hartwell to our region and to our Nation, we respectfully request 
that you confirm and approve the appropriation which has been re- 
viewed and recommended by the Bureau of the Budget in the amount 
of $10 million, so that the construction work on Hartwell may be 
continued in an orderly fashion and without interruption. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Hanp. You indicated, sir, that the cost of the navigation fea- 
ture of this project would be $1 million less on account of dam con- 
struction. What would be the total cost, if you know, of the naviga- 
tion section ¢ 

Mr. Moopy. Around $4 million. 

Mr. Hann. Around $4 million ? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF WILTON E. HALL 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Hon. Wilton E. 
Hall, of Anderson, S. C., chairman of Hartwell Dam steering com- 
mittee; editor of the Anderson Independent and the Daily Mail; and 
former United States Senator. 

Mr. Hay. Mr. Chairman, in the interests of brevity, I should like 
to do three things. First, I want to express our very deep apprecia- 
tion to you, sir, and to the members of your committee for past coop- 
eration, patience, and kind attention to our request. We would also 
like to thank all the Members of Congress who have appeared in our 
behalf, and we thank also the people from that area of the Savannah 
River who have made the trip here to testify. 

Secondly, I should like to report that the progress on the embank 
ments of the dam site is well on schedule, or perhaps a little ahead 
of schedule; and thirdly, I should like to present to you, sir, for the 
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committee to see, pictures of the work in progress which were taken 
yesterday morning at 10 o'clock. 

I thought perhaps your committee members would like to see ex- 
actly the } progress we are making. 

Mr. Razavr. This is right up to date then? 

Mr. Hany. Yes, sir; that was at 10 a. m. yesterday morning. 

Mr. Raspavr. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PAUL BROWN 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, construction of the Hartwell Dam 
project, now underway, is well ahead of schedule, and some of the 
larger contracts must be awarded during the next fiscal year and work 
prosecuted thereunder unless completion of the dam and powerplant 
is to be delayed unduly. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
Budget Bureau — an appropriation of $10 million for this proj- 
ect for the fiscal year 1957. While it seems probable that funds in 
greater amount ma be used to advantage I appear before you only 
to urge that you recommend the $10 million appropriation which has 
the approval of the Bureau of the Budget and which is therefore 
known to be strictly in accord with the program of the President. 

I shall be brief, Mr. Chairman, because your committee is extremely 
busy; you have no time to waste. And, moreover, you already know 
of the merits of this project from the testimony of engineering wit- 
nesses and other experts in position to know most intim: itely about the 
merits of the Hartwell project. 

It is one of the largest reservoir projects east of the ne 
River, with storage capacity sufficient to impound more than 2,800,000 
acre-feet of water. It will produce annual benefits well in excess of 
annual costs. Every dollar invested in it will be recovered by the 
Federal Government. It is a thoroughly sound investment in a proj- 
ect of the type which all informed “authorities agree must be con- 
structed by the United States in order that the water resources of 
the Nation shall be developed and utilized in the public interest. 

Our Nation is rich in many ways, Mr. Chairman, but no nation is 
so rich that it can afford to butcher its water resources. 

Hartwell is a multiple-purpose water-control project, for the control 
of floodwaters, the improvement of navigation, the production of 
hydroelectric power, and to produce the many other benefits that flow 
from a well regulated river. 

The better regulated streamflow will be beneficial to the existing 
Clark Hill project and to all other hydrolelectriec projects on the 
Savannah River, existing and prospective, downstream from Hart- 
well. 

The flood control provided by the project will give added protection 
to the city of Augusta and make possible the ‘reclamation of some 
200,000 acres of fertile lands along the river between Augusta and 
Savannah. 

The better regulated flow will increase navigable depths below 
August and thus greatly benefit navigation. 

The large amount of power to be. produced at the Hartwell plant, 
together with the power increments at downstream plants properly 
creditable to Hartwell, will be absorbed by the 1 rapidly growing south- 
astern power market as rapidly as generating equipment can be in- 
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stalled to produce it. It is extremely important, therefore, Mr. 
Chairman and gentlemen, that construction of this project be com- 
pleted as soon as possible. Still refrain from urging an appropria- 
tion in excess of the amount approved by the Bureau of the Budget. 

I would be remiss if I should close without reminding this com- 
mittee of the manner in which the great Savannah River installation 
of the Atomic Energy Commission will benefit from the flow regu- 
lution afforded by Hartwell reservoir. That plan requires enormous 
quantities of water for cooling and processing purposes. The bene- 
fits to the AEC plant will be threefold; (1) A larger supply of water 
will be available during the ordinary low-water season; (2) the water 
surface of the river will be at a higher elevation, thus effecting econ- 
omies in pumping: and (3) the water will be at a lower temperature 
than at present, and hence more effective for cooling purposes. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, with utmost sincerity I feel justi 
(ied in urging that you recommend an appropriation of $10 million for 
continuing the construction of the Hartwell Dam project during the 
fiscal year of 1957. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is a good statement. 

Mr. Brown. I want to also give some extracts, Mr. Chairman, from 

letter I received on July 6, 1955, from Col. William Whipple for 
Brigadier General Itschner: 

This project was included in a general plan for development of the Savannah 
River Basin authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1944. In the Flood Control 
Act of 1950, this project was authorized specifically for flood control and power 
purposes with some assistance to downstream navigation in the regulation of 
tlows. The project will be located on the Savannah River 67 miles above the 
Clark Hill project with which it will be closely associated. It will provide 
1,427,000 acre-feet of storage reserved for power and 295,500 acre-feet reserved 
for flood control and will have an installed capacity of 198,000 kilowatts. The 
total estimated cost is $94,300,000. In addition to power provided at site, the 
additional storage will serve to increase the power output at Clark Hill. The 
total benefit-cost ratio is 1.17 to 1 in accordance with our latest criteria. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is that from late studies / 

Mr. Brown. This letter was sent to me on July 6, last vear. That 
is right, it is late. Tere is the point 1 want to impress on you gentle 
men, he says: 

The additional power to be produced is estimated to have a value of almost 
$6 million annually in accordance with estimates of unit value furnished by the 
Federal Power Commission. The power will be sold through the Southeastern 
Power Administration which estimates that it can satisfactorily be sold for 
sufficient to amortize the allocated power investment. 

Six million dollars annually—that would be the result of this project 
when completed. He further says: 


In addition to its other benefits, the project will 
and this is what I want to emphasize 


improve the reliability and reduce the temperature of river flows, to the benefit 
of the important Savannah River plant of the Atomic Energy Commission. 


The Director of the Budget has recommended for this project this 
coming year $10 million, and I certainly hope that you gentlemen 
will see fit to approve this recommendation. 

Mr. Ranavr. You think you can use all that money? 
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Mr. Brown. We could use more than $16 million. The important 
thing about it is the great value to the Atomic Energy Commission 
at this time. 

You see the atomic energy plant takes the water out of the river 
and turns it back into the river just below Augusta, Ga. 


Marcu 21, 1956. 
AuGuSTA TO SAVANNAH CHANNEL 
WITNESSES 


HON. PAUL BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

WILTON E. HALL, ANDERSON, S. C., CHAIRMAN OF HARTWELL DAM 
STEERING COMMITTEE EDITOR, ANDERSON INDEPENDENT; 
FORMER UNITED STATES SENATOR 

L. S. MOODY, AUGUSTA, GA., MEMBER OF HARTWELL DAM STEERING 
COMMITTEE, AND SECRETARY OF AUGUSTA CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE 

KENNETH H. MERRY, PRESIDENT, MERRY BROS. BRICK & TILE CO., 
AND MERRY SHIPPING CO., AUGUSTA, GA. 

T. S. MASON, MANAGER AND ATTORNEY FOR THE HART COUNTY 
RURAL ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP., HARTWELL, GA. 
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Mr. Brown. The next project is the channel; that is the widening 
and deepening of the Savannah River channel to 9 feet deep and 90 
wide from Augusta, Ga., down to the Savannah port. 

The navigation there is not good at this time. The budget recom- 
mended $40,000 for study and planning. 

Mr. Rasavr. That is for the study, is it not? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, that is for the study. It was authorized several 
years ago. Mr. Moody is the first witness who will testify. 

Mr. Moopy. Mr, Chairman—— 

Mr. Rapavur. Excuse me, Mr. Moody. What project is this? 

Mr. Moony. It is called the 9-foot channel project between Augusta 
and Savannah. 

Mr. Rapavut. On the Savannah River? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right. 

Mr. Moopy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear 
before you at this time in behalf of a large group of citizens of the 
Savannah River Basin, to express to you our very earnest and vital 
interest in the development of the 9-foot navigation project on the 
Savannah River between Augusta and Savann: ah Harbor. 

For many years we have been v igorously urging the completion of 
a dependable year-round nav igation channel on the Savannah River. 

The author ized project for the Savannah River provides for a chan- 
nel with a minimum depth of 9 feet and a width of 90 feet, as fully 
described in Senate Document No. 6, of the 81st Congress, 1st session. 
This project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1950. 
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Due to a lack of dependable depths in the Savannah River Channel, 
it has been impossible to develop anything like the full navigation 
potentialities of this important river. 

Prior to the completion of the Clark Hill Dam, barge-line oper- 
ators on the river could not maintain regular schedules and for much 
of the time they were unable to load to drafts exceeding 3 to 314 
feet. 

The completion of the Clark Hill Dam and Reservoir has not 
resulted in the improvements in the channel which we had expected 
because this area has had extreme drought conditions for the past 
few years and it has been impossible to completely fill the Clark Hill 
Reservoir and thus utilize its full storage capacity over the dry periods 
to secure the benefits necessary to develop a dependable and satisfac- 
tory operation on the river. 

Then, too, the Savannah River has not had much maintenance on its 
channel for many years. 

Lack of a sté abilized channel has continued to handicap the oper- 
ators on the river over a long period of years. For example, during 
the past year, with Clark Hill in operation, the Merry Shipping 
Co. has encountered controlling depths as low as 3 feet. Since this 
company must load to a draft of 41% to 5 feet to break even financially, 
it is obvious why shipping on the Savannah River has not developed 
as much as would have been the case if a dependable channel had 
been provided. 

Notwithstanding the lack of a satisfactory channel, there has been 
an increasing interest in nav igation on the Savannah River. 

The Merry Shipping Co. has recently placed a second unit, con- 
sisting of barge and towboats, in operation and even with an inade- 
quate channel ‘they pein an increase in tonnage of about 300 percent 
over the prec eding yea 

In 1955, the Texas Co. “completed an extensive petroleum facility on 
the Savannah River at Augusta, which was built so as to be supplied 
by river transportation, but the channel is in such condition at the 
present time that great difficulty is being experienced in the tr: anspor- 
tation of petroleum products for this company upstream from Savan- 
nah. In fact, the company has been forced to curtail its river tonnage 
because of the condition of the channel. 

Merry Bros. Brick & Tile Co. has significantly increased its manu- 
facturing capacity for brick and clay products moving over this water- 
way when a dependable channel is provided. An unsatisfactor y chan- 
nel has up to this time limited the shipment of brick and clay products 
from Augusta to the company’s terminal in Savannah. 

With a dependable channel this company’s shipments would mate- 
rially increase and its markets would be served by water transporta- 
tion up and down the intracoastal waterway on the Atlantic seaboard. 

On January 25, 1956, the city of Augusta completed and form: ally 
opened a substantial dock facility at Augusta. This public wharf is 
open to any carrier on the river and its construction represents con- 
crete evidence as to the interest of the city in a navigable channel 
between Augusta and Savannah Harbor. 

Governor Griffin of Georgia on February 17 signed a legislative act 
establishing Augusta as an inland port. This act also authorizes the 
Governor of Georgia and the Georgia State Ports Authority to spend 
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$250,000 to build and develop port facilities at Augusta which likewise 
will be open to carriers operating on the Savannah River. 

During the past few months, the Chamber of Commerce of Augusta 
has received a substantial number of letters from potential shippers 
who propose to use the Savannah River, provided, of course, that the 
authorized channel is made available. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have here a letter from the Marbut 
Milling Co. of Augusta which states that based on its current volume 
of business, it would probably be able to move tonnage up the river 
from Savannah to its Augusta plant to the extent of “approximately 
15,000 tons per year at an estimated annual savings of $50,000 to 
$75,000 per year. 

Marine Minerals, Inc., of Aiken, S. C., which is affiliated with the 
Crane Co., of Chicago, advised the chamber of commerce by letter 
dated July 18, 1955, that if the Savannah River were open so that 
barges suitable for use on the inland waterway could be brought to 
Augusta there would be not only a 1,000- to 1,500-ton-per-day move- 
ment available for the markets on the southeast coast, but that the 
coastal areas can use quantities much greater than they have to offer. 

Then here is a pertinent part of a letter dated July 18, 1955, whie h 
was received from the Superior Stone Co., of Augusta: 

We are pleased to learn of your progress in working toward making the 
Savannah River navigable. This year we will ship several hundred thousand 
tons to Savannah, so we are naturally interested in the possibility of water 
transportation. 

Then I have a letter from the Dixie-Land Iron & Metal Co., of Au- 
gusta dated July 19, 1955, and that letter reads in part as follows: 

With great interest we have been following your efforts through the Augusta 
Chamber of Commerce to have the Savannah River dredged for a 9-foot channel, 
which will enable barges to operate the river. 

This will open new markets for our products and instead of having a seasonal 
operation, we can look forward to yearly business. 

At the present time we are shipping 500 tons monthly and this could be easily 
doubled if we were able to ship by barge. 

A letter from the Southland Oil Corp., Savannah, Ga., dated July 
29, 1955, indicated this company’s interest in the Savannah River and 
reads in part as follows: 

This is in reply to your letter of July 20 with reference to our interest in an 
increased depth of the Savannah River between Savannah and Augusta. 

We wish to advise that we are very much interested in the deepening and 
widening of this channel and that we have in our future planning to erect a 
barge terminal at Augusta if and when the money is appropriated to improve 
the channel. It is impossible for us to determine the tonnage that we might 
ship on this route, but it is estimated that it would warrant our investment of 
approximately $100,000 in Augusta for terminal facilities. 

The above-quoted letters do not represent isolated proposals on the 
part of shippers to use the Savannah River. In recent months the 
Chamber of Commerce of Augusta has submitted to the Corps of 
Engineers a documented group of letters which definitely show a 
tremendous and vital interest in the compeltion of this meritorious 
project at the earliest possible date. 

A review of the letters which have been submitted to the Corps of 
Engineers by the Chamber of Commerce of Augusta indicates an 
increase in tonnage on the Savannah River if we can get a satisfactory 
channel as follows: brick and tile products, 100,000 tons per year; 
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petroleum products, 300,000 tons per year; asphalt products, 150,000 
tons per year; newsprint, 50,000 tons per year; expanded clay aggre- 
gate, 100,000 tons per year. 

Analysis of the information received by the Chamber of Commerce 
of Augusta, from shipping, commercial, and industrial firms, indi- 
cates clearly that these huge increases in tonnage on the Savannah 
River will be achieved immediately upon completion of the project. 

1955 was a significant year for the Savannah River Basin, rounding 
out the greatest decade of progress and prosperity in the area’s long 
history, witnessing a substantial expansion of industrial and com- 
mercial activities and huge increases in retail and wholesale sales, 
and it is our firm belief that that the completion of the 9-foot channel 
project will accelerate the sound and orderly growth of the area as has 
been the case in other sections of the country where river transporta 
tion has been made available to shippers and receivers of freight. 

Therefore, we cannot overemphasize that fact that the full potenti- 
alities of navigation on the Savannah River have not been attained, 
due to a lack of a dependable depth of water and the overall unsatis- 
factory condition of the channel. 

There is ample tonnage available to be moved on the Savannah 
River when a satisfactory channel is provided, and without such a 
channel shipping interests cannot operate on an efficient and satis- 
factory basis. 

This project for stabilizing the channel with a minimum depth of 

’ feet and a width of 90 feet has been authorized by Congress, and 
we are here today to ask your favorable consideration of the recom 
mendations of the Bureau of the Budget for an appropriation of 
$40,000 so that necessary planning on this project can be started at 
the beginning of the next fiscal vear, July 1, 1956, leading to an ap 
propriation which will permit the actual construction work to start 
upon completion of the plans and specifications. 

We respectfully request your approval of the budgeted amount of 
$40,000 for the Savannah River channel project between Augusta and 
Savannah. 

Mr. Chairman, for about 12 months. we have been in touch with 

Mr. Ranavur. Who is that from ¢ 

Mr. Moopy. This is from the Vulean Asphalt Refining Co. of Cor 
dova, Ala., and St. Mark, Fla., and for about 12 months, we were 
negotiating with these people for the establishment of an asphalt 
refining company at Augusta. 

On February 27, we received this letter: 

During our conversation with the terminal and rail people it was ascertained 
that some months during the year were such that we would only be able to 
draw 5 feet. We understand that this is due to the water demands of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. The rail people were not interested in giving us 
a rail rate that we could economically live on for movement to Augusta. It is 
the opinion of both Max and me that because of the lack of economical trans 
portation either by rail or barge from Savannah to Augusta that the proposed 
refinery at Augusta be set aside until proper water transportation is available. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you so much for your kindness. 

Mr. Hanp. Where does this newsprint originate ? 

Mr. Moopy. It originates up in Canada and is shipped down 
through the Eastern States, New Jersey, and barged on south. 

Mr. Brown. This will give us barge travel all the w av from Augusta 
to some point in New Jer sey 
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Mr. Moopy. From Trenton, N. J., to Key West. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that all the wit- 
nesses here today are strongly supporting this project. 

The next witness we have is the Honorable Kenneth H. Merry, 
ere of the Merry Bros. Brick & Tile Co. and Merry Shipping 

‘o.. Augusta, Ga. He knows all about this river. 

Mr. Rasavur. Tile? 

Mr. Merry. Brick and tile. 

Mr. Rasavrt. Brick and tile, all right. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH Hl. MERRY 


Mr. Merry. I am also chairman of the river development commit- 
tee of the chamber of commerce. 

Mr. Ranaut. We would be pleased to hear you. 

Mr. Merry. I have been operating on the river now since approxt- 
mately the spring of 1941, with the exception of during the war years, 
at which time the Navy commandeered our self- propelled tanker and 
we were off the river until about 1948, or 1947, when we purchased 
and built new equipment. 

I have been operating continually since that time hauling petroleum 
products upstream and brick and tile with a deck cargo going down 
to Savannah. 

We have enlarged our operation, hoping and expecting that the 
Clark Hill Reservoir would provide additional water so that we 
could haul economically on the river. This past year we purchased 
additional equipment, but we were also handic: apped by the extended 
drought and the water situation in the reservoir, and the fact that 
the river is unimproved below Augusta. 

Our tonnage from now on will be about one and one-half times 
what it was, it will more than double what. it was, before 1955. We 
have been called on to haul additional tonnage by various concerns, 
and we have had to turn them down because it is impossible to haul 
unless you have got sufficient water under your boat. 

That is in simple language what you need. 

If you have a 9-foot ¢ channel, and’ you go from Augusta to Savannah 
with a load without fear of wrecks, going down the river, and on to 
Jacksonville, and on up the Atlantic seaboard, there is ample tonnage 
that will come on the river, and in fact the American Oil Co. and 
this same Seminole Asphalt Co. would like for me to do it for them. 

They stopped when they had to buy the equipment after the channel 
got to be so low. They were fearful of it. I have been contacted by 
people in Jacksonville that want to haul to Augusta, but there again 
they want me to bring the tonnage down the river, and I cannot go 
down the river with sufficiently heavy tonnage to haul beyond Sa- 
vannah with the river in the present condition. 

I do not know of anything else that I could add. 

Mr. Ranaut. I think you have covered the subject very well. 

Mr. Merry. Except that I might say that we have sever: ‘al hundred 
thousand dollars of equipment ‘invested in the river at the present 
time. 

Mr. Rasavr. This $40,000 is for a study ? 

Mr. Merry. Yes, a study and planning. 

Mr. Rapaut. Thank you. 

Mr. Brown. The next witness is Mr. Preston. 





STATEMENT OF HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON 


Mr. Preston. Let me thank you for the opportunity of appearing 
in behalf of the $40,000 budget item for the planning of the authorized 
9-foot channel in the Savannah River between Augusta and Savann: ~ 

As you know, the Chief of Engineers recommended a channel | 
feet deep and 90 feet wide as long ago as 1948. 

This recommendation was the basis for congressional action author- 
izing this work in the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1950. You know 
that such recommendation and authorization came only aften exten 
sive studies and surveys. The prior action would never have been 
taken had there not been abundant justification. 

Now, at long last, the opportunity presents itself to begin the trans 
lation of this recommendation and authorization into reality. 

The deepening of the channel between Augusta and Savannah 
will be of vital importance in the further development of business 
and commerce in both Georgia and South Carolina. Already im 
provements have been made in the dock facilities at Augusta and the 
authorization has been voted for additional port development at this 
import int city. 

The port of Savannah continues to grow in usefulness and the im- 
provement of the channel between these two cities will bring great 
economic benefits and business opportunities to the citizens of both 
States. 

From colonial days onward the great Savannah River has been 
an arterial waterway of vast importance. In my congressional dis- 
trict, the river is the boundary between the counties of Burke, Screven, 
Effingham, and Chatham and neighboring South Carolina. The 
deepening of the channel will mean increased opportunities for citi- 
zens of these counties, as well as their neighbors across the river. 

The great hydroelectric development at Clarks Hill, above Augusta, 
and the completion of the Hartwell Dam further up the Savannah 
River will further utilize the water resources of the entire area. The 
improvement of the channel between Augusta and Savannah will pro- 
vide for the full utilization of the navigational aspects of these two 
great projects. Further, they will assure an adequate flow of water 
at all seasons of the year. 

These two projects, Clarks Hill and Hartwell Dam, will make the 
authorized 9-foot channel more easily attainable. 

The largest shipper now using the navigational facilities of the 

Savannah River plans to increase his tonnage 300 percent. This is 
just one concrete example of the potential to be realized through this 
channel improvement. 

It is hardly necessary to point out that the Government w ill directly 
benefit from the use of this channel for the Savannah River plant 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, which is in operation a few miles 
below Augusta. 

In terms of the actual money involved this may appear to be a 
small item as contrasted with some of the projects this committee 
is considering. However, even though the amount is only $40,000 for 
planning, the potential of this channel improvement is far greater 
than the item would indicate. 

Let me respectfully urge that the full $40,000 item for the Savannah 
River Channel be approved so that this undert: aking can get under- 
way without further delay. 
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Mr. Rasavut. Thank you, Mr. Preston. 

Mr. Brown. Our next witness is Mr. Robert W. Wilson, chairman 
of the Augusta Dock Commission, Augusta, Ga. 

Mr. Ranaut. We are glad to have you with us, Mr. Wilson. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. WILSON 


Mr. Winson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Robert W. 
Wilson, and I am chairman of the Augusta Dock Commission, 
Augusta, Ga. 

Gentlemen, several months ago the city of Augusta formally desig- 
nated an area along the Savannah River of some 7 miles to be known 
as the port of Augusta. The dock commission has been the authority 
for about a year and a half. During that period of time, as was pre- 
viously indicated, the city has built “and constructed a wharf for the 
common use of any carrier who wishes to use it. However, we have 
prepared a plan which reflects some several thousand acres of very 
valuable land adjacent to the riverfront where, of course, unlimited 
growth of an industrial nature is available as an inducement to indus- 
tries that might come into Augusta, who would require space along 
the waterfront, where water is also of primary importance. 

The city of Augusta is very interested in the 9-foot channel. We 
feel like only to get the 9-foot channel will we be able to expand our 
river development, and I am here for that purpose today, to request 
that you do so. 

Mr. Ranavr. You cooperate in all the statements that have been 
made ¢ 

Mr. Witson. 100 percent.sir. Yes. 

Mr. Rasavr. Allright. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE PAUL BROWN 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I will file my statement, but I wish to 
state that the Corps of Engineers has recognized for many years the 
importance of developing navigation on the Savannah River between 
Augusta, Ga., and Savannah, Ga. 

Due to drought conditions for the past several years it has not been 
possible to improve the channel to the extent which had been antici- 
pated after the construction of Clark Hill Dam. 

It is important that the shippers be able to rely on a stabilized chan- 
nel, which has not existed for a long period of years. Their plans for 
profitable business operations cannot be formulated properly in the 
absence of some certainty with respect to this channel. 

Controlling depths as low as 3 feet have been encountered. I believe 
that it can be assumed that operations are not profitable under such 
conditions. A year-round 9-foot channel is necessary to properly pro- 
vide for navigation on the river and to afford to those engaged in com- 
merce on the river an adequate opportunity to engage in business on 
the river. The 9-foot channel would bring economic benefits to the 
area and business opportunities to many outside of the area. 

Mr. Ranavr. Your statement will be incorporated into the record 
at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE PAUL BROWN 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 1 appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing before this committee to support the request of the Bureau of the 
— ‘get for an appropriation of $40,000 for the necessary planning on the navi- 

gation project on the Savannah River. This project for stabilizing the channel! 
with a minimum depth of 9 feet and a width of 90 feet has been authorized 
by the Congress. 

In passing legislation for the development of our water resources, it has long 
been recognized by the Congress that many useful purposes would be served 
In addition to the preservation of the soil, the production of vast quantities of 
electrical energy, and providing for recreational opportunities, one of the 
important economic factors has been the improvement of transportation through 
the development of navigation. 

The Corps of Engineers has recognized for many years the importance of 
developing navigation on the Savannah River between Augusta, Ga., and Savan 
nah, Ga. On October 20, 1948, the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
wrote the Secretary of the Army that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors had recommended modification of the existing project on the Savannah 
River to provide for a channel 9 feet deep and 90 feet wide between the upper 
end of the Savannah Harbor and the head of navigation at Augusta, Ga., and 
the Chief of Engineers concurred in this recommendation. This project was 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1950. 

Due to drought conditions for the past several years it has not been possible 
to improve the channel to the extent which had been anticipated after the 
construction of Clark Hill Dam. 

It is important that the shippers be able to rely on a stabilized channel, which 
has not existed for a long period of years. Their plans for profitable business 
operations cannot be formulated properly in the absence of some certainty with 
respect to this channel. Controlling depths as low as 3 feet have been encoun- 
tered. I believe that it can be assumed that operations are not profitable under 
such conditions. A year round 9-foot channel is necessary to properly provide 
for navigation on the river and to afford to those engaged in commerce on the 
river an adequate opportunity to engage in business on the river. The 9-foot 
channel would bring economic benefits to the area and business opportunities 
to many outside of the area. 

With respect to the 9-foot channel, the Board of Engineers reported in 1948, 
as follows: 

“With a 9-foot channel to Augusta, Savannah River will become an important 
tributary of the Atlantic section of the Intracoastal Waterway. Savannah 
River traffic will probably be largely similar to that now carried on that water- 
way. It is likely that Augusta will receive canned citrus fruits and juices from 
Florida; canned vegetables from Maryland; structural steel and soap com- 
pounds from eastern ports; paper bags, kraft paper, and pulp from the large 
paper plants between Georgetown, S. C., and Jacksonville, Fla.; imported raw 
jute and burlap from Savannah, and asphalt, roofing materials, gypsum prod- 
ucts, and other building materials from Savannah. It is expected that logs, 
lumber, plywood, and mill products will move upstream and downstream.” 


Even in 1948 the Army engineers estimated that within a short time 
after the completion of a 9-foot channel, 577,000 tons of commerce 
would move over the river annually at a saving in transportation cost 
of $490,000 annually; and it was further estimated that the establish- 
ment of new industries in the Augusta area would add 400,000 tons 
annually with an additional saving of $465,000 in transportation cost. 

Even in the absence of a stabilized channel, there has been a decided 
interest in shipping on the Savannah River. This interest is indi- 
cated by the fact that the largest shipper is increasing its tonnage 
threefold. An interest on the part of potential shippers in making 
use of a 9-foot channel when provided has been indicated through a 
large volume of correspondence. This correspondence sets forth 
coe for the transportation of many commodities, such as petroleum, 
brick and tile, clay aggregate, minerals, stone, iron and metal products, 
asphalt, and newsprint. 
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It has been estimated that a 9-foot channel would increase the ship- 
ment of petroleum products the amount of 300,000 tons; asphalt prod- 
ucts, 150,000 tons; brick and tile, 100,000 tons; expanded clay aggre- 
gate, 100,000 tons; and newsprint would increase 50,000 tons. Ap- 
proximately one-third of- the monumental granite shipped in the 
United States is quarried or manufactured within 75 miles of Augusta. 
It has been estimated that 60 percent of the southern textiles are manu- 
factured within 200 miles of Augusta. 

The report of the Board of Engineers set forth numerous commodi- 
ties suited to barge movement on the Savannah River, including: 
metal containers; creosoted poles, piling, etc.; gypsum wallboard; 
kraft pulp and paperboard; steel and aluminum roofing; kraft pulp, 
paper and paper bags; refined sugar; asphalt byproducts; fuel oils: 
asphalt roofing and shingles ; shortening and refined oils; asphalt roof- 
ing and siding; fertilizers: lumber and mill products. Other natural 
resources were mentioned in the report, including kaolin, asbestos, 
clay, corundum, fuller’s earth, granite, mica and graphite, soft and 
hard wood timber, cotton, grain, livestock, fruit, truck, poultry and 
eggs, 

In addition to the interest of those who wish to engage in commerce 
on the Savannah River, there is a local interest on the part of the 
State government and the city government. The city of Augusta, 
Ga., opened a dock facility this year, and the State of Georgia has 
authorized an expenditure of $250,000 to build and develop port 
facilities at Augusta. 

The establishment of a 9-foot channel would further utilize the 
water resources being harnessed by the Clark Hill project on the 
Savannah River, provide economic benefits to business throughout 
a large area and jobs which would thereby result, and vastly increase 
the opportunities of those who engage in shipping on the river. The 
Government also has large installations, AEC, and Camp Gordon, 
within a few miles of the Savannah River which would derive substan- 
tial benefits similar to those of private business. I urge that the com- 
mittee appropriate the funds which have been recommended to im- 
prove navigation on the Savannah River, 

Mr. Haui. Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the Hartwell Dam steer- 
ing committee, I am requesting that it be noted in the record that the 
Hartwell steering committee members are unreservedly in favor of 
the proposal which is being advanced in behalf of the channel. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you. 

Mr. Rapsavur. That is all? Is that everything? 

Mr. Brown. That is everything. 

Mr. Rapsavut. That is a good statement. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, we do appreciate this time that you 
have given us and the attention you have shown us, and I hope you 
can see fit to give us a favorable report. 

Mr. Rapraur. I think you have favorably impressed the committee. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you. 

Mr. Razaut. Now we will hear from Congressman Murray. 
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-Marcn 21, 1956. 
CALUMET-SAG MoptIFricATION 
WITNESS 


HON. JAMES C. MURRAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement that I am present- 
ing on my own behalf at the request and suggestion of the dean of our 
Illinois congressional delegation, Congressman O’Brien, and I would 
like to have it inserted in the record at this point, subsequent to the 
witnesses from Georgia and South Carolina. 

The statement expresses the appreciation of the entire Illinois dele- 
gation for the interest that this committee has shown in the past in 
connection with the Calumet-Sag project and demonstrates the entire 
[llinois delegation’s concurrence in urging that the committee appro- 
priate the amount of money recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Corps of Engineers for this project in the coming 
fiscal year, 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, the statement will be incorporated 
into the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


I appear before this subcommittee on behalf, not only of the people of the dis- 
trict I am privileged to represent, but the entire Illinois Delegation and the people 
of the great Middle West and, indeed, of the entire country, and I ask this com- 
mittee to consider well the need for the development of the Calumet Sag project. 

This committee listened to the voices of the multitude of others testifying 
to the fact that the Calumet Sag project is vital to the economy and defense 
of the Nation. It listened to Congressman Thomas J. O’Brien, our beloved 
dean of the Illinois Democratic delegation whose contribution to this important 
national improvement represents another great achievement in the national 
interest in a career dedicated to the public for over a half century. It listened to 
my colleagues from Illinois, who, regardless of party, have supported Cal-Sag. 
It listened to gentlemen such as my friend, John L. Killian, dedicated to the 
cause of Cal-Sag; to “Bill” Rowan, formerly Congressman from the old Second 
District of Illinois. It listened to others, many others. 

This committee recommended an appropriation of $4 million to start Cal-Sag 
and Cal-Sag is started—Cal-Sag is underway. Even as we meet here, the work 
on the widening of Cal-Sag made possible by this appropriation goes on. 

Today I wish to thank this committee for its work—lI wish to thank the Con- 
sress for its recognition of the role Cal-Sag will play as a connecting link 
hetween the two great inland waterway systems of the country. 

However, I appear here today not alone to express my gratitude and appre- 
ciation to this committee, but once again to urge the members to continue their 
interest in this project—$4 million got it underway—to pursue to completion the 
first part of the project as outlined by the plans of the United States Army 
Engineers, will require an expenditure of another $98 million. 

I am not seeking today the sum of $98 million—rather, I come here to endorse, 
wholeheartedly, the recommendation by the Bureau of the Budget of a much 
lesser sum—the sum of $8,500,000 to be expended on the project during fiscal 
1956-57. 

We have learned from the engineers and other informed sources that an 
appropriation of $8,500,000 as recommended by the Bureau is based upon 
a sound and realistic estimate of the financial need of the project as related 
to the period during which it will be expended, and to the time table of the 
whole project. And I here wish to compliment and thank the Bureau and the 
Army engineers for their earnest and sincere consideration of the project and 
its needs, and their honesty in evaluating those needs for the purpose of recom- 
mending to the Congress the appropriations necessary to meet them. 

I, therefore, respectfully urge the members of this committee to endorse the 
recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget that $8,500,000 be appropriated 
by the Congress for the Cal-Sag project for fiscal 1956-57. 
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Mr. Rapnavut. Before we take up the Little Calumet River flood- 
control project we will insert in the record a statement on the Calumet- 
Sag project that has been submitted to the committee by Mr. John L. 
Killian. Mr. Killian has also submitted some very excellent supple- 
mentary data which goes into more detail. ‘The committee appreciates 
receiving this materi ial and we are glad to make his statement a part 
of our hearings record. 

(ihe statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JoHN L. KILLIAN, Cuicaco, ILL. 
CALUMET-SAG NAVIGATION PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, distinguished members, I am privileged to appear before this 
ee to be given the opportunity to continue to plead the cause of the 

Calumet-Sag Navigation project. 

Not too many years ago, Cal-Sag was merely a dream of a few who lived 
near its possibilities. Its coal significance to our economy and defense 
had escaped the attention and awareness not only of those remote from its 
gecgraphical location, but it had eséaped the attention and awareness of many 
within whose environs Cal-Sag lies. 

Then, in 1946, Cal-Sag became, if nothing else, a legislative skeleton, given 
the bones of existence, but without the flesh and blood vitality of an appropriation. 
Thereafter, kept in the Capitol closet to gather only dust, it was locked away so 
that even its most avid proponents could not hear its discouraged rattle. 

But then came the approval of the St. Lawrence seaway project, and its 
resultant impact upon the thinking of the Nation as to its inland waterways. 

In Chicago, in the Middle West, in the entire Mississippi Valley, in the Great 
Lakes area, and in the East, the eyes of construtively thinking men turned 
upon that sad, that neglected, and that inadequate stretch of water known as the 
Cal-Sag, and suddenly the dreams and visions of a few became the dreams nd 
visions of many. 

For, in the construction of the Calumet-Sag project in accordance with the 
plans of the United States Army engineers, the Nation will meet the challeng 
of enlarged commerce which must follow the completed St. Lawrence seaway. 
It will joint the entire inland waterway system of the United States—it is vital 
to the economic and defense programs of the Nation. 

However, I am repetitious of things of which this committee is now so well 
aware. For last year, on the recommendation of this committee, the Congress 
unlocked the door of our skeleton’s closet, and clothed it with an appropriation 
of $4 million, and the heart of Cal-Sag began to beat, and the project was started. 
Even as you deliberate now, it proceeds. 

But just as the project was given life by that appropriation of $4 million it is 
apparent that that life must be continued to be sustained. An additional appro- 
priation is necessary for the coming fiscal year. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended to the Congress that for 1956—57 
an additional $8,500,000 will be necessary to complete the work programed for 
that period by the United States Army engineers. 

As one whose dedication to Cal-Sag has been Snowe not only to members of 
this committee, but to all those who believe in Cal-Sag and its importance to 
the Nation, T humbly solicit of vou the privilege of ceils the recommenda- 
tion of the Bnrean of the Budget, and T respectfully urge that this committee 
recommend favorable action thereon. 

This ecammittes and this Coneress has given life to Cal-Sag. T ask onlv that 
jt evetoin that ifn en that a comnieted Cal-Sag may one day contribute to the 
susteining of the Nation. 

Mev T thank the chairman of this committee and its members for the courtesy 
pffavdnd ma Mav T alten reenvrd mv thanks to Coneressman O’Brien. the entire 
Tiieate dologetinn, and atl thease Mombers of the Coneress who have made 
Cal-Soer q reclitv, And. T wonld like to go hack a few years, when then Con- 
greseman William A. Rawen. of Mhiegen, foresichted then as he is now, per- 
snaded the Congress to include Cal-Sag in the public works program of 1946. 
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Marca 21, 1956. 


Catumet Union Drarnace Ditcu 
WITNESSES 


HON. WILLIAM E. McVEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ARTHUR E. TURNGREN, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF HARVEY, ILL. 

ALLEN HAMILTON, CITY ENGINEER, HARVEY, ILL. 

ARTHUR CHRISTIAN, HARVEY, ILL. 


Mr. Rasavur. Next we will hear from our colleague, Congressman 
McVey. 

Mr. McVey. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I will be 
very glad to distribute. 

Mr. Rasavr. I have a copy of it here in front of me. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, [ am appearing before your committee in behalf of the Calumet 
Union drainage ditch, expenditures for which were authorized by the 85d Con- 
gress in the amount of $509,900. In the budget submitted by the President to 
the present session of the Congress, he recommended an expenditure of $24,000 
to be allotted to the engineers for the purpose of planning for this project. I 
am particularly interested in this program at this time for a number of reasons. 

In the first place, we have experienced three floods in Harvey and surround- 
ing communities since 1946. We want to prevent a recurrence of these floods 
as soon as it is possible. I find also in Public Law 780 of the 88d Congress the 
following statement: “Provided, That the authorization for any flood-control 
project herein adopted requiring local cooperation shall expire 5 years from 
the date on which local interests are notified in writing by the Department of 
the Army of the requirements of local cooperation, unless said interests shall 
within said time furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Arm) 
that the required cooperation will be furnished.” The Calumet Union drainage 
ditch implies local cooperation to the extent of $715,500. Therefore, this project 
falls entirely under the 5-year period limitation. 

My home is in Harvey, and I was at my residence at the time of two serious 
floods, 1947 and another in 1954. I can speak with personal knowledge of this 
situation because of my presence at my home in Harvey at the time of the floods. 
We had approximately 4 feet of water in our basement, as did a large percentage 
of the residents in that city. Those of us who had motors in our basement 
found them, in most cases, put out of service, and in my own home, we were 
without heat for approximately 1 week at a time when the temperature was 
somewhat low in that section of the country for that period of the year. I men- 
tion these personal situations in order that you may understand that I am speak- 
ing from a background of experience—and, not from hearsay of the circumstances 
which other individuals have been through. My experience was shared by a 
large percentage of the residents of the city of Harvey. 

The communities concerned are not asking for very much money from the 
Federal Government. They have given indication in no uncertain way their own 
plans to carry this program forward without an extensive amount of Federal 
funds. The amount recommended for engineering planning in the budget sub- 
mitted by the President is $24,000 for the current year. The total amount 
authorized by the Congress is $509,900. The balance of the total, which is 
$715,500, is to be supplied by the State and the local governments. 

The project proposes the modification and replacement of certain appurtenant 
structures; replacement of 4 highway bridges; 3 road culverts; 1 farm bridge; 
and modification of 5 railroad bridges, all at an estimated total cost of $1,225,400. 
The estimate is based on eliminating damages caused by the overflow of the 
Calumet Union drainage ditch in an area comprising the towns of Harvey, Hazel 
Crest, Markham, Dixmoor, and Posen, all cities in close proximity in Illinois. 
A serious flood occurred in 1947, creating a damage estimated by the Army engi- 
neers at $977,400. The second highest flood of record occurred in 1948 and another 
in the year of 1954. 

I should like in conclusion to mention another matter which I feel is directly 
connected with our difficulties and for which I feel that the Federal Govern- 

75562—56—pt. 2———25 
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ment should assume some responsibility. During the CWA days when unemploy- 
ment was relieved in many communities by the use of funds appropriated for 
this purpose, the Calumet Union drainage ditch was taken over as a project 
of the CWA. This drainage ditch had been an open ditch and had taken care 
of all flood waters before 1947, draining them into the Little Calumet River. 
However, with the help of the CWA, the ditch was closed and fairly large tiles 
were put in it which have not been sufficient to carry the surplus water into the 
river. There was difficulty, also, with the stoppage of these tiles by the accumu- 
lation of brush and other objects. 

The minutes of the Municipal Council of Harvey show that approval was 
granted by that body of placing a concrete tile and filling of the Robey Street 
ditch as approved by the CWA, which was the old Civil Works Agency. In the 
files of the city clerk of Harvey, there are resolutions and letters from the Federal 
Civil Works Agency approving the plan of filling this ditch over the protests of 
the engineers for the Calumet Union Drainage District. A letter from Mr. 
Allen J. Hamilton, city engineer of Harvey, states that his computations indicate 
that the old Robey ditch was capable of carrying 2 to 2% times as much water 
as the closed conduit which was placed in the ditch. He further states that the 
drainage area is much larger than the 6,400 acres for which the pipe was appar- 
ently designed. 

There is belief among many people in the communities involved that no floods 
of the proportions experienced in 1947, 1948, and 1954 would have occurred if 
this had remained an open ditch. It is the purpose of this appropriation to 
alleviate that situation by opening and enlarging the ditch and making it pos- 
sible for these floodwaters to be diverted from the cities of Harvey, Hazel Crest, 
Markham, Dixmoor, and Posen. 

I thank you for this opportunity to appear before your committee, and I should 
like for yon to understand that I greatly appreciate any consideration given to 
this subject. 

Mr. McVey. I have here the mayor of the city of Harvey, Mr. 
Arthur FE. Turngren; Mr. Allen Hamilton, the city engineer; and 
Mr. Arthur Christian, commissioner. 


Mr. Rapsavur. I would be very glad to hear from them if they want 
to make any statement. 


STATEMENT OF MAJOR ARTHUR E. TURGREN 


Mr. Turncren. There was a loss of approximately $1 million in 
the first flood a few years back, and then in 1954 we had another flood 
with a lot of approximately $114 million. 

At the present time we have a sewage system under construction, 
storm sewage and sanitary sewers, totaling about $214 million. 

This is going to help some in the relief of floods, but I think the 
solution is the widening of this stream. That is about all I have. 

Mr. Rapaut. Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Murray. At the time this ditch was closed and the tile was 
installed, was it adequate, at that time, to take care of the drainage? 

Mr. TurncrEN. Before it was closed, yes. 

Mr. Murray. I mean after it was closed. In other words, what 
year was it closed ? 

Mr. Turnoren. In 1934, that is when they started construction. 

Mr. Murray. And until 1947 that carried the load ? 

Mr. TurnGren. We had no floods prior to that time. 

Mr. Murray. That is all. 

Mr. Rapavt. All over the country we have had this increase in the 
building business. Every time you build a house the water from the 
roof and the driveway all runs down to the sewer in a few minutes. 
That is one reason that facilities that were adequate before are inade- 
quate now all over the country. 

It is just that we get the water to the sewer so rapidly now. Before 
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it had to find its way through nature, soaking into the ground, but now 
the sewer is wide open and just cannot take it. 

Mr. Murray. Qh, one other thought I had: You would under this 
plan drain into the Little Calumet “River. Would that be sufficient 
to handle the flow? Have any studies been made of that on all this 
excess water ? 

Mr. Turnoren. I think that is the plan of the Army engineers. 
They made the survey. I think that is the recommendation; is it 
not, Mr. Hamilton ? 

Mr. Hamiuron. Yes, that iscorrect. 'The Corps of Engineers made 
a survey at the time of the first flood in 1947, and that is the plan 
that you mentioned. 

Mr. Murray. I live out in that area, and it is an awful situation. 
We get some of it. I thought the reason for it was that the natural 
drainage of the Little Calumet River and the Calumet Sag were not 
wide enough to take care of the excess, but-if they are wide enough, 
T think that would take care of it. 

Mr. Turncren. Harvey has been growing quite rapidly with the 
surrounding communities as well, and I think it has had something 
added to it. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you. 

Mr. Ranacr. Who else is going to testify ¢ 

Mr. McVey. I think Mr. Hamilton would like to testify now. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN P. HAMILTON 


Mr. Hamiuron. My name is Allen P. Hamilton, city engineer for 
the city of Harvey. I would like very briefly to explain the project to 
you. 

If you can see this outline, the green area is the city of Harvey, the 
red area is approximately 15 square miles and is the area from which 
the water comes which causes our floods. 

The purple line is generally the project. When we get severe rain 
storms the water falls on this area, and this is showi ing where the water 
flows [indicating on the map], at Kinsey Avenue, which is something 
over 505 feet. 

When water falls over this watershed, as your chairman has stated 
with the increase in building and paved drains, new pavements that 
1un off the water much faster than it used to, we have had three floods 
in the last 6 or 8 years, which have overtaxed the c: pacity of this ditch 
= the tile which was mentioned by the Congressman, which is shown 

by this black line and was put in by the C ivil Works Agency about 
1934 or 1935. 

Briefly the project consists of widening and deepening what we call 
the Calumet River from 165th Street, and requires widening and deep- 
ening it enough to take that 1947 flood, which was in the vic inity of 
2,000 feet per second. It drains into the Little Calumet, which has been 
partly widened and deepened by the State of Tllinois. 

The Army engineers made a careful study of this at the time of that 
iirst flood. "This is their recommendation. It is their plan. 

Incidentally, I might mention that among other damage caused by 
this flood was the closing of United States Route No. 6, 159th Street 
through our city, which is an interstate highway. It was closed dur 
ing these floods for 2 or 3 days at a time, which is a serious detriment 
to the automobile transportation for the Nation. 

I would be happy to answer any questions that I 
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Mr. Ragavt. I think you have given a very good explanation of it. 
Is there anything else, Mr. McVey? 

Mr. McVey. I just wanted to make certain that you understand this 
is nota large pr oject. The total authority of the Federal Government 
is only $ 509.900, and the local authorities are planning to spend $715,- 
500, so the amount of money is not large. 

Mr. Razavr. They are showing a splendid cooperative spirit in the 
matter. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the status of the local financing? Is the money 
available or authorized ? 

Mr. Turnoren. Well 

Mr. Rasavr. Is it readily available or is there going to be an elec- 
tion about it? 

Mr. Turncren. I do not know. Not yet. 

Mr. McVey. The Governor has indicated his cooperation will be 
forthcoming when we are ready to get it. 

Mr. Rasavut. That money is only in the promise stage now then ? 

Mr. McVey. Y es; that is right. 

Mr. Ranavr. But you are re: sasonably certain it will be forthcoming? 

Mr. McVey. We would not be down here if we were not, because the 
success depends on that. We have told General Itschner, and the corps 
how this situation stands. 

Mr. Hanp. I wonder if we could not get them to supply some in- 
formation for the record as to that financing. 

Mr. Razaut. Suppose you talk it over between yourselves and then 
supply a memorandum for the record. 

The letters received from Mr. McVey are printed in the appendix, 
page 1148. 

Now we will take a short recess while we go up and vote, and then 
we will come back and continue the hearing. 


Marcu 21, 1956. 
Lirrite Sroux Fioop Controut Prosecr 
WITNESSES 


HON. BEN. F. JENSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF IOWA 

JOHN BEARDSLEY, CHAIRMAN OF THE MONONA-HARRISON 
COUNTY COMMITTEE 

ROY SWAIN, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF MONONA AND HARRISON 
COUNTIES, IOWA 

ERNEST DELASHMUTT, CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT BOARD OF SUPER- 
VISORS AND MEMBER OF THE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION OF 
AMERICA BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF MONONA, IOWA 

FRANDS KAFTON, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF MONONA AND HARBRI- 
SON COUNTIES, IOWA 

WALTER SORENSEN, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF HARRISON AND 
MONONA COUNTIES, IOWA 

LAWRENCE KING, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF HARRISON AND 
MONONA COUNTIES, IOWA 

CLINTON O’NEILL, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF HARRISON AND 
MONONA COUNTIES, IOWA 

A. L. THOMAS, REGISTERED IOWA ENGINEER AND ENGINEER FOR 
THE LITTLE SIOUX INTER-COUNTY DRAINAGE DISTRICT, HARRI- 
SON COUNTY, IOWA 
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STATEMENT OF HON, 





BEN F. JENSEN 
Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to come 
before this committee, and I know I voice the sentiments of every 
member here from Harrison and Monona County who is here in the 
interests of the Little Sioux flood control project. 

I want you to know that these gentlemen are members of both 
parties. We have Mr. Jake More, who is the State chairman for the 
Democratic Party. 

Mr. Razavur. Stand up. I want to see a good Democrat. 

Mr. Jensen. Then I want to introduce John Beardsley, Republican 
chairman of Monona County, and then I want to introduce Alan 
Sewell, Democrat chairman of Monona County. 

Here are the members of the Board of Supervisors from Harrison 
and Monona Counties. The members of the Monona County Board of 
Supervisors are all Democrats, and the members of the Harrison 
County Board of Supervisors are all Republicans. 

You see in the State of Iowa when we have something good, we 
all get together, Democrats and Republicans work together in har- 
mony. That is why we have the greatest State in the Union. 

Mr. Chairman, these gentlemen are here not only to plead for the 
9 million that is in the budget for the Little Sioux flood control 
project, but also to thank the committee for what they have already 
done in the past in making appropriations for the Little Sioux flood 
control project. 

Five hundred thousand dollars was appropriated last year. Thou- 
sands of farmers will benefit from this project when it is completed. 

The majority of years during the past 15 years a great part of that 
great valley has been under water, just one big ocean. Also there is 2 
$25,000 budget request in the Mississippi Valley item for invetsiga- 
tions and for the building of levies on the Soldier River, and we are, 
of course, very anxious that be kept in the bill. 

Now, I want to introduce the engineer for this project, Mr. Bud 
Thomas, of Logan, Iowa, who will make a statement, and then he will 
introduce the members of the boards of supervisors, and each one of 
these board members has a short statement to make. 

Mr. Tromas. Mr, Chairman, my name is A. L. Bud Thomas. T am 
a registered Iowa engineer, and engineer for this intercounty drain- 
age district, commonly know as plan O. 

The board, the attorneys, and myself are here re presenting 162 land- 
owners in this area, which are bondsmen and petitioners. We also are 
representing people in the States of Idaho, California, Illinois, Kan- 
sas, Missouri, W yoming, and Nebraska, who have land in the Little 
Sioux Valley. 

I won’t go too much into detail, except to plead with you for the 
amount in the budget. 

Mr. Ranaut. The prepared statement will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The above-mentioned documents are as follows :) 


Honorapie CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 





GENTLEMEN: I am Roy Swain, of Soldier, Iowa, junior member of the board 
of supervisors and a member of the Joint Board of Supervisors of Monona and 
Harrison Counties, lowa, and contractor by profession. Having worked in this 
vicinity, I am well acquainted with people that are involved in this area. I have 
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attended meetings and listened to testimony, and have personally viewed the 
situation. 

It is imperative that funds be made available by your honorable body so that 
work can be earried on in the Little Sioux Valley so that my people can be pro- 
tected from floods. 

It is very disheartening to see crops growing in this area and have them look 
as if we would have a bumper crop, only to return the next day and see thousands 
upon thousands of acres covered with 1 to 7 feet of water that is pushed down 
upon us from the north, and in this very community we have not contributed to 
the flood one single drop of rain. This, of course, is caused by the vast drainage 
area to the north. 

Please, gentlemen, do everything in your power to alleviate this situation, by 
appropriations large enough to complete the work in this area. 

Roy Swain, Supervisor. 


Honorable CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COM MITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN: Tam Ernest Delashmutt, of Onawa, Iowa, landowner and farmer, 
chairman of the joint board of supervisors and member of the Rural Electri- 
fication of American Board for the county of Monona. 

I would like to state Monona and Harrison Counties’ facts relative to county- 
wide interest in this area. Under the present setup of ditches and drains we 
as a county suffer the same losses as do the landowners in this area. Our losses 
are to roadbeds and bridges and culvert installations. 

In the past 10 years we have lost bridges over these drainage ditches in the 
amounts of over $1 million, and under our present taxing system, unless we 
ean get controlled flows of water, we will be unable to furnish adequate trans- 
portation facilities for farm-to-market products and the traveling public. When 
these floods flow over our roads they wash thousands of tons of surfacing mate- 
rial from the roadbed and damage the roadbed to such an extent that it has 
to be rebuilt and with the ever-decreasing natural resources, such as sand, 
gravel, and rock in this area it will be in the very near future impossible to 
maintain our road and bridge systems. 

When these floods come from the north and wash over these roadbeds it com- 
pletely fills our farm drains so that water connot be immediately diverted from 
the croplands and with the funds available to the county it is impossible to keep 
up with the restoration program that is necessary to insure any sort of crops 
that vear. 

Now, gentlemen, it is my sincerest wish that you and your constituents make 
available funds so that a rapid completion of this job can be made. The above 
mentioned does not concern only the people of the Little Sioux watershed, but 
every landowner in Monona and Harrison Counties, because the taxes have to 
be taken from other portions of the county to maintain the roads and bridges 
that are washed out. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

ERNEST DELASHMUTT, 
Chairman, Joint Board of Supervisors. 


Honorable CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN: I am Frands Kafton, from Mapleton, Iowa, member of the Joint 
Board of Supervisors of Monona and Harrison Counties, Iowa. Having served 
the county for several years and being well acquainted with the Maple River 
Valley which is a part of this overall improvement plan, I earnestly and sincerely 
believe that unless much needed aid can be secured this area in a few years 
will cease to be a farming community. 

As the present taxing system is getting confiscatory with the people that own 
land in this area and about the only types of persons that will readily buy this 
land are speculators and people that are unfamiliar with the floods in this 
area. When land begins to change hands often it tends to give the community 
an unstable and unsettled condition, because under the present setup people are 
unable to buy the land and have any insurance of crops and will not make this 
land their home. As we are people that like to gain our daily bread from the 
tilling of the land, please, by allowing this appropriation, help us gain our 
selected livelihood. : 

Thank you. 

FRANDs KaFron, Supervisor. 
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Honorable CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN: I am Frands Kafton, from Mapleton, Iowa, member of the Joint 
Board of Supervisors of Monona and Harrison Counties, lowa. Having served 
the county for several years and being well acquainted with the Maple River 
Valley which is a part of this overall improvement plan, I earnestly and sin- 
cerely believe that unless much-needed aid can be secured this area in a few 
years will cease to be a farming community. 

As the present taxing system is getting confiscatory with the people that own 
land in this area and about the only types of persons that will readily buy this 
land are speculators and people that are unfamiliar with the floods in this area, 
When land begins to change hands often it tends to give the community an 
unstable and unsettled condition. Because under the present setup people are 
unable to buy the land and have any insurance of crops and will not make this 
land their home. As we are people that like to gain our daily bread from the 
tilling of the land, please, by allowing this appropriation, help us gain our se- 
lected livlihood. 

Thank you. 

FRANDs Karrton, Supervisor. 


Honorable CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN: My name is Walter Sorensen, farmer and landowner owning 
land effected by the Little Sioux Intercountry Drainage District. I am also a 
member of the Joint Board of Supervisors of Harrison and Monona Counties 
for the Little Sioux Inter-County Drainage District. I live in Little Sioux 
township in Harrison County, Iowa, and at the present time am engaged in 
farming together with my duties as supervisor. 

I have known this Little Sioux Valley for a number of years and have seen 
floods and have been a part of them and have been effected by them. I can see 
very readily the plight of the people in this valley due to excessive floods. 

I selected my farm in this area for the following reasons: 

1. Fertility of the soil. 

2. On the strength that something would be done to cure the flood situa- 
tion. 

3. My wife and I selected this area as a homestead because we firmly be- 
lieved that it is a good place to raise our family so they might be enabled 
to be better progressive American citizens. 

4. We like the people that are living here. We like the community. We 
like the land. 

We can see that if funds are not made available for the construction of this 
new ditch we will be unable to do the above forementioned items unless the 
Government helps this community. 

I sincerely urge your honorable body for funds to be made available for early 
construction on this Sioux Valley project. 

WALTER SORENSEN, Supervisor. 


Honorable CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN : My name is Lawrence King, farmer and landowner in a drainage 
district in Harrison County, Iowa. I am a member of the Joint Board of 
Supervisors of Harrison and Monona Counties for the Little Sioux Intercounty 
Drainage District. Also director of the Farmers Cooperative Elevators in the 
towns of Mondamin and River Sioux, Iowa. 

As a taxpayer in a drainage district I readily can understand the burden 
that has been placed upon the people of the Little Sioux Intercounty Drainage 
District. As a lifelong resident in this vicinity I can see why these people 
are unable to exist under the present situation. I have seen thousands of bushels 
of corn and beans that are stored in Government bins inundated. I also have 
had to move several times livestock and so forth, from the ravages of floods. 
Whenever a break occurs in these fast-running ditches and water flows out across 
farmlands it removes the good topsoil and leaves in its place what is commonly 
known as blow sand. This is very unfertile and ruins the land for future use for 
generations to come. As our ever-growing population in the very near future 
will need every available acre they can get for their survival, I beg you to do 
everything in your power to see that funds are made available for the construc- 
tion and completion of this new proposed drainage system. 

I thank you for your time. 

LAWRENCE KInNa@, Supervisor. 
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Honorable CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN: My name is Clinton O'Neill, landowner and farmer in Harrison 
County, Iowa, also a member of the Joint Board of Supervisors of Harrison and 
Monona Counties, for the Little Sioux Intercounty Drainage District. 

First, I would like to thank your honorable body for the privilege of appearing 
before you on behalf of appropriations for the Little Sioux Intercounty Drainage 
District. 

As my farm lays in the upland area I do not have the trouble with drainage 
as Mr. King and Mr. Sorensen have stated. However, having been in public 
office and being well acquainted with the situation that now exists in this 
area, I think that it is very necessary to get appropriations so that this project 
might be carried on to completion. I have visited with a number of people in 
this area and they are to the last man in favor of this project. They informed 
me that it is impossible to exist without much-needed aid. 

I have listened to all the testimonies taken at our various meetings in Onawa 
and Logan, and am convinced that the people have just about reached their 
limits and capacity of paying taxes for the upkeep of their now inadequate 
drainage system. 

As water is fast becoming the issue in all the States in this Union, both in 
conservation measures and protection measures, I as a member of the joint board, 
do hereby ask of you that funds be made available for this project. 


CLINTON O'NEILL, Supervisor. 


HONORABLE CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COM MITTEF. 

GENTLEMEN: My name is A. L. Thomas, registered Iowa engineer and engi- 
neer for the Little Sioux Inter-County Drainage District and life-long resident 
of Harrison County, Iowa. 

It is indeed a pleasure to again appear before your honorable body on behalf 
of 162 landowners in the little Sioux Inter-County Drainage District. These 
people are all landowners in the vicinity of Onawa, Iowa. I also am represent- 
ing people from the States of Idaho, California, Illinois, Kansas, Missouri, 
Wyoming and Nebraska. They are landowners in this district; however, their 
residences are in the various above-mentioned States and their livelihood depends 
on the amount of money that can be extracted from crops grown on their lands 
in this area. 

In order that I might better acquaint your honorable body with the gravity 
and the dire need of these people for appropriation for flood protection, I will 
delve somewhat into a simall amount of the history that is relative to this 
Little Sioux Valley. The Monona-Harrison ditch, which now is the only existing 
drain, was dug in the years from 1905 to 1909 and at this time between the 
Monona-Harrison ditch and the Little Sioux River at a point approximately 
17 miles north of the Little Sioux outlet, an equalizer was built to balance the 
water between the Monona-Harrison ditch and the Little Sioux River. The 
original intent of the Monona-Harrison-ditch was only to drain the flatlands 
in this valley. However as this equalizer became more prominent it diverted 
all the combined water that drains down this Little Sioux Valley into one ditch. 
During the drought years in the thirties the Little Sioux completely silted so 
that it now becomes impossible to drain any water down the original Little 
Sioux ditch. By the diversion of this water into the Monona-Harrison, this 
ditch stays up at flood level for so long a time that it is impossible for lands 
on the flat to receive adequate drainage. 

The Little Sioux watershed drains an area of approximately 2,800,000 acres 
of land, from Minnesota down through Spencer, lowa, and Cherokee, Iowa, and 
Monona and Harrison Counties, where it runs into the Missouri River at this 
point. 2,800,000 acres represents a strip of land 1 mile wide and 4,375 miles 
long. When this vast expanse of water hits the lowlands of the Missouri River 
bottom it spreads out causing hardships to all the people involved. This includes 
the towns of Onawa, Blencoe, River Sioux, and Little Sioux, and due to the 
inadequacy of our present drainage system we are unable to cope with the 
present situation. For example, since September of 1915 to March of 1956, 
this bottom land has suffered some 57 floods in the past 42 years. Some of them 
occurred at the rate of four times a year. You can understand by this data 
which was taken from records compiled by the United States Army engineers 
that the people in this valley are very much in need of enough appropriations 
to alleviate their serious situation. Due to the above figures of flood frequency 
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you would think that we are trying to drain swamplands, this not the case. Ap- 
proximately every acre on this bottom is under cultivation and has been since 
the early 1900’s. This I believe is the best land that lays out of doors in the 
vast expanse of these United States. I say this because this land will yield 
100 bushels of corn per acre, 50 bushels of wheat and 40 or better of beans. 
Eighty bushels of oats per acre is not unheard of and it is done on this land 
without the use of commercial fertilizer. However under the present situa- 
tion and recorded floods you can see why farming this area is a gamble and 
an expense that a lot of people in this district cannot endure without Federal 
help. 

In the construction of this ditch it is necessary to move some 15 sets of 
buildings. To give you another example of the situation, only four sets of farm 
improvements are occupied. The people on the other properties have been 
forced from their homes due to the loss of livestock and crops and have had 
to seek employment elsewhere in order to gain an active livelihood. 

The district is ready and is now in the process of purchasing some 7,713 acres 
for the construction of this ditch and paying some one-third million dollars in 
severances and damages to building sites. 

The total amount of the above will run into a figure of $114 million. 

I was one of the commissioners appointed to appraise damages and we did not 
run into a single man in this entire drainage system that was not in favor of the 
plan and all commented on the urgent need for funds to complete this project. 
As the survival of this community depends on crop production, I earnestly and 
sincerely beg of you to see that appropriations are made available for the con- 
struction and completion of this much-needed ditch at the earliest possible time. 

i wish to reiterate my thanks for your splendid cooperation in this matter. 


A. L. THomAs, Engineer. 


Mr. Tuomas. I want to thank you members personally for all you 
have done for us in the past, and it is a pleasure to again appear 
before you. I think this is six times I have been in here. 

I would like now to introduce the men who are primarily respon- 


sible for all this. They would like to file their statements in the 
record in the interest of time. 

I would like first to present the joint chairman of the board of 
supervisors, Ernest Delashmutt, of Monona County, Iowa; Frands 
Kafton, from Mapleton, Iowa; and Roy Swain, of Monona County. 
They are the three members of the Monona County Board of 
Supervisors. 

Clinton O’Neill, Lawrence King, from Mondamin, Iowa; and Wal- 
ter Sorensen from Little Sioux, Iowa. They are the members of 
the Harrison County Board of Supervisors. 

All of these men are landowners in the valleys, so are greatly and 
directly interested in this project, which has caused them and their 
neighbors no end of anxiety and loss of crops over these many past 
years. Now they see relief coming and they are grateful. 

We as a group would certainly lke to thank you gentlemen of the 
committee for all that you have done for us. We will not take up 
any more of your valuable time. We do hope you will continue to 

help us with a problem which is greater than we can cope with or 
oat for ourselves. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Sewell Allen, the Democratic chairman for Mo- 
nona County, is also the attorney for the Little Sioux project, as 
well as John Beardsley, who is not only the Republican county chair- 
man for Monona C ounty, but is also an attorney for this project, as 
is Jake More, the Democratic State chairman of Iowa. 

Mr. Tuomas. The Soldier River project is a project in Harrison 
County, and Mr. King here is directly interested in that. 
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Before 1940 they did have plans drawn up for the improvement 
of the river; now we hope to get the $25,000 which is in the budget 
for this project because it is necessary. 

’ Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Razwavt. Thank you very much. 


Marcu 21, 1956. 


Poromac River Bastn Stupy, New CumMBerLanp Lock AnD Dam, AND 
HiLpesrRaAnp Dam 


WITNESSES 


HON. HARLEY D. STAGGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 

HON. EDWARD MARTIN, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. MATTHEW NEELY, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 

EZRA E. HAMSTEAD, ATTORNEY, 717 MONONGAHELA BUILDING, 
MORGANTOWN, W. VA. 

DAVID MATHEWS, JR., EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, THE PITTS- 
BURGH COAL EXCHANGE, PITTSBURGH, PA. 

PAUL HAYES, SUPERINTENDENT OF RIVER TRANSPORTATION, 
CRUCIBLE STEEL COMPANY OF AMERICA 

L. P. STRUBLE, JR., PRESIDENT, UNION BARGE LINE CORP., PITTS- 
BURGH, PA. 

JOHN E. LAUGHLIN, COUNSEL, NATIONAL STEEL CORP. 


Mr. Sraccers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hearing us today. 

Mr. Rasautr. We understand you are going to talk to us about the 
Potomac River Basin and the upper Monongahela and Hildebrand 
Dam. 


PotromAc River BAsin 


Mr. Sraccers. Yes; first I want to talk about the Potomac River 
Basin. Iam appearing on behalf of my resolution which I introduced 
before the Public Works Committee. It was introduced in the Sen- 
ate, the identical resolution, at the same time, and was passed by the 
Senate on January 26 of this year. 

I am interested in it because the Potomac borders on my district all 
the way through down to the Virginia line; from Cumberland, Md., 
on north we have it all protected. 

I had passed last year a resolution which protects it, and is now 
planned and surveyed ; but since the enginers presented their plans to 
the Bureau of the Budget we have had floods, and there has been a lot 
of talk in Washington about pollution here, and the need for water. 

The engineers 10 years ago did not anticipate the big increase in 
population we have in Washington. They have begun to find out 
that within 10 years from now we might not have any water for 
Washington, so they know that something must be done. 

They need $210,000 now, which is not in the budget. 

Mr. Razaut. What is the matter with the budget ? 





393 


Mr. Sraccrrs. They did not have the time to get it in the budget 
when all these floods came up, and the things came up about pollution 
in the city of Washington and so forth. 

The Commissioners of the city of Washington would be glad to 
testify. The engineers will be here, and they will testify, but I am 
certain they will have to be asked as to their opinion. 

I have a statement that I would like to present to the committee for 
the record. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, the statement will be placed in the 
record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HARLEY O. STAGGERS, SECOND District, Wrst 
VIRGINIA 


Mr. Chairman, I am appearing in behalf of appropriations for the promotion 
of an overall flood-control program for the Potomac River Basin. 

According to present plans, authorization has been extended for a study of the 
North Branch of the Potomac River, from Cumberland, Md., which I hope will 
take care of that area. It is the section from Cumberland, Md., on down the 
Potomac River which is particularly in need of attention at this time. A great 
part of this area borders on my congressional district in the eastern panhandle 
of West Virginia. 

I do hope the necessary appropriations may be granted to allow the Corps 
of Engineers to make the proper study and report to the Congress as to what 
should be done in this section. The study will be comprehensive, with emphasis 
on present and future needs for water supply and pollution abatement. 

The growth of the metropolitan area of the Nation’s Capital has spread 
beyond any conception within the past 10 years and is continuing to grow. 
It is spreading across the boundaries of Maryland and Virginia and the District 
of Columbia. The future basic needs of water supply can no longer be taken 
care of from local streams and wells. The streams and local storage reservoirs 
become engulfed in the spread of housing, the wells dry up, and pollution defiles 
the sources of supply. 

The ultimate supply of water must come from the Potomac River. This 
conclusion was most forcefully brought into focus within the past year when 
public and official attention was called to determine the effect on the water 
supply for the District of Columbia from the proposed construction of a 600,000- 
kilowatt steam power station on the Potomac above the raw-water intake. 
Apprehension was felt that not only would the quality of water be affected 
from heated water from cooling of condensers, coupled with increase in pollu- 
tion from industrial development, but the proposed site preempted the most 
desirable reservoir site required for future development of the river. The 
concurrent studies also disclosed that the practice of spray irrigation in the 
basin was developing to such an extent that appreciable reduction in dependable 
flows of the river would result in a relatively few years. This, coupled with the 
accelerated growth in demand for water, meant that a reservoir for storage 
would be required within 15 or 20 years. The growing public concern and 
understanding of this situation and the positive necessity for coordination of 
area plans for expansion requires an early start and an energetic pursuit of 
the answer to these problems. 

Prior to the focus of attention on the developing crisis, budgetary schedules 
for fiscal year 1956 included $45,000 for initiation of Potomac Basin studies 
with a continuing allocation of $54,000 for fiscal year 1957. The increase in 
importance and scope of the study as presently indicated has necessitated a 
revision in the estimated cost, which is presently considered to be approximately 
$920,000 to extend over a period of 3 years. Of this amount, the sum of $150,000 
has been considered to be necessary for work by other agencies than the Corps 
of Engineers to cover such definitive studies as soil conservation, fish and wild- 
life, recreation, water supply consumptive requirements, irrigation, and waste 
disposal. The funds available for fiscal year 1956 are considered to be sufficient 
for initiation of the survey. However, to sustain the momentum required to 
afford an early resolution of problems for public information and planning, 
and-.completion of the report within the 3 years contemplated, an allocation of 
$250,000 is considered necessary for the fiscal year 1957. 
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Included in the overall survey is a special segment consisting of the subbasin 
of the North Branch of the Potomac River above Cumberland, Md., where 
hurricane flood damages to cities in West Virginia and Maryland have resulted 
in a separate congressional resolution for studies in the interest of flood con- 
trol. Funds presently authorized for fiscal year 1956 are sufficient to expedite 
this investigation and the study can be completed in fiscal year 1957 under the 
$250,000 allocation required for the overall study in fiscal year 1957. 


JANUARY 25, 1956. 

Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the United States House of 
Representatives, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, created 
under section 30 of River and Harbor Act approved June 13, 1902, be, and is 
hereby requested to review the report on the Potomac River and tributaries, 
Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania, published as House Docu- 
ment 622, 79th Congress, and other appurtenant reports, in order to determine 
if any modification of the recommendations contained therein is advisable at 
this time, with a view to preparation of a comprehensive plan for control of 
floods and the development and conservation of the water and related resources 
of the basin, with particular emphasis on present and future needs for water 
supply and pollution abatement. In making this study, the Corps of Engineers 
shall coordinate fully with the Interstate Commission of the Potomac River 
Basin, and with the States of Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, 
and the District of Columbia, and with the National Capital Regional Planning 
Committee and other Federal agencies concerned to insure full consideration 
of all views and requirements. 

Mr. Sraccrrs. Since 1949, I have been adding my plea to those of 
many others for an adequate appropriation for the Cumberland- 
Ridgeley flood-control project. I implore you to grant the requested 
$3,400,000 for the fiscal year 1957 for this item as carried in the 
budget. 

Year after year, great damage is experienced in this section because 
of the floods from the North Branch of the Potomac River at Cumber- 
land, Md., and Ridgeley, W. Va. 

In 1952 the Savage River Dam project was completed in Garrett 
County, Md., and provided low-water supplementation and flood con- 
trol in this basin. But much more work is needed to protect the resi- 
dents of this section. I implore you to pass the appropriation for 
this local flood protection work which has been started since 1949 and 
has been dragged out these many years. 

The job is now in high gear and it would be a waste of Federal 
funds to let it slow down. ‘The project is now about 50 percent com- 
pleted and this largest requested appropriation to date will take care 
of the biggest part of the work and provide the greatest protection 
of any year since the construction started. This money will be used 
to acquire some lands, channel construction, flood-wall construction 
and provide for the continuing contract on pumping plant that will 
be started this year. This will complete the biggest part of the work. 
The work remaining would be some minor channel work and general 
clean up. 

Upon the completion of this project, it will be of untold economic 
value to that area as well as preventing the loss of life and untold 
damages of flood destruction. 

Now I would like te again speak briefly on the Potomac River Basin. 

Mr. Rasavr. Has the legislative committee taken this up? 

Mr. Sraccrrs. It has been passed by the Senate. 

Mr. Razaut. Not by the House ? 

Mr. Sraccers. That carries over to the House. 





Mr. Raravr. All right. 

Mr. Sraccers. There is an identical bill with mine that was put in 
here, but either House that passes it gives it authorization. 

Mr. aan RSEN. Do you mean the survey authorization { 

Mr. Sraccers. That is right. 

Mr. Rapavr. For $200,( 0 4 

Mr. Sraacers. $210,000 is needed, and I think because we are in the 
Nation’s Capital that it is our duty to look out for this. I think if you 
gentlemen will ask the engineers they will explain fully the danger of 
not getting started immediately. 


Mr. RaBAvt. All right. 


HiLpEBRAND Lock AND Dam 


Mr. Sraceers. Concerning the Hildebrand lock and dam I have 
been working on the project since I first came to Congress in 1949. 
It has been one of several major projects on which I have labored 
diligently, and I can say with pride that it is a project with which I 
am well pleased. We have $2 million in the budget now, but we have 
$1 million in appropriations now. Bids are to be let on the 26th of 
this month or the 27th of this month to start the work for the fiscal 
year 1956. 

For fiscal year 1957, we have $2 million that has been approved by 
the engineers and by the Bureau of Budget. That is the reason I am 
here, to get that full amount of $2 million because of the fact that it 
will open up the coalfields not only of West Virginia but of Penn- 
sylvania to get this coal to the steel mills which are in Pittsburgh 
and all down along the Mississippi River to get low-cost coal. 

Morgantown has been classed as one of the distress areas of the 
United States. West Virginia has been pretty hard hit, as you men 
know, on this matter. We will appreciate your support of this $2 
million that has already been approved by the engineers and the 
budget. 

Mr. Razavut. You are here supporting that ? 

Mr. Sraccers. Yes; I am here supporting that, and I certainly urge 
that it be kept in there. It has been one of the No. 1 projects before 
the engineers for a great number of years. 

Mr. Ravavt. All ‘right. 

Mr. Sraccers. I cert: uinly will appreciate your consideration. Now, 
may I ask that my prepared statement be inserted in the record ? 

Mr. Razavr. Without objection it will be placed in the record at 
this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 

I am appearing in behalf of the appropriation for the Hildebrand lock and 
dam which has already been allocated $1 million to start construction this fiscal 
year; $2 million has been requested by the Corps of Engineers and approved 
by the Bureau of the Budget for the fiscal year 1957. I do know that for several 
years this project had No. 1 priority with the engineers. 

If I may make a personal reference, I have been working on the Hildebrand 
project since I first came to Congress in 1949. It has been one of several major 
projects on which I have labored diligently, and I can say with pride that it 
is a project with which I am well pleased. 

The Hildebrand project is not merely a sectional project. It benefits my 
district and my State—that’s true—but it also has a much, much broader scope. 
It is an asset to the entire Nation. 
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Not only is it an important link to the great coalfields of West Virginia and 
Pennsylvania, but Hildebrand is one of the lowest cost links which in time of 
war or in any national emergency would pay for itself twice over in the service 
rendered the whole United States. 

At the present time this lock and dam system is outmoded. To keep our 
coalfields open to a great segment of the Nation, to allow our steel mills a low- 
cost, easy method of shipping its steel to the hundreds of plants which are spring- 
ing up along the Mississippi, the Hildebrand lock and dam system must be 
completely modernized. 

The appropriation request I plea for today will pave the way to another step in 
a careful plan to bring Hildebrand to its peak of productivity. I know, gentle- 
men, that you will agree with me that this country has an ever-expanding 
economy. Congress, by its approval of this project, can do much to distribute 
this fast-growing, ever-expanding economy to all sections of the Nation. 

Many parts of West Virginia have been classed as distressed areas and 
expanding this lock and dam system would provide one sure and positive way 
to take a great portion of our State out of that classification and give it an equal 
opportunity to share a greater economy with the rest of the Nation which is now 
enjoying relatively good times. 

With increasing technological know-how, an ever-growing population, and a 
rapidly mounting consumer demand, this country must continue to seek to 
develop our natural resources apace. 

The Hildebrand lock and dam will mean the opening up of this great valley 
to new, productive industries. The continued development of Hildebrand assures 
that this great section of West Virginia will grow apace with the rest of the 
Nation as it expands in the dynamic atomic era. 

As you know, the Federal Government has already invested $1,147,000 in this 
project to date. To reduce the present request of $2 million would, I fear, 
jeopardize the moneys which have already been spent on Hildebrand, not to 
mention the restraint it would place on economic development. 

When this project is completed a total of $14,900,000 will have been invested 
in the river development plan. It will do much to crack open a potentially great 
area of the State of West Virginia to new economic opportunities. 

But furthermore, it would add to the wealth and economy of the entire 
Nation. As I have pointed out, the value of this waterway—especially in the 
event of war or any national emergency—is too great to accurately estimate. 

Gentlemen, I plea for the full appropriation, knowing its allowance means 
progress for West Virginia and this Nation. 


Mr. Sraccers. I have a number of distinguished gentlemen with 
me. They are appearing in behalf of this project. 

Senator Martin. I appear for the Hilldebrand Dam and all these 
men are appearing for the Hilldebrand and in addition to that, for 
the New Cumberland. 

Mr. Sraccers. Then I might introduce the gentleman appearing 
for the Hilldebrand Dam, Mr. Ezra E. Hamstead, of Morgantown, 
and I presume he will testify at this time. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD MARTIN 


Senator Martin. I would like to introduce the following people 
who will testify for this project: Mr. Dave Mathews; Mr. Laughlin, 
of National Steel; Mr. Struble, president of the Union Barge Line; 
Mr. Hays, of Crucible Steel; Mr. Hamstead, attorney from Morgan- 
town, W. Va. 

I would like, sir, to have an opportunity to file a statement later 
with the committee relative to both the Hilldebrand Dam and New 
Cumberland. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, the statement will be filed by the 
Senator later, and it will be printed in the record at this point. 





397 


(The statement follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I deeply appreciate the privilege 
of submitting this statement in support of two navigation projects which are 
vital to the economic welfare of the whole Nation. 

For many years Congress has recognized the importance of the great waterway 
system created by the junction of the Allegheny and the Monongahela Rivers 
to form the Ohio and giving access to the Mississippi and the Gulf of Mexico. 

The modernization of this great national asset to meet the needs of expanding 
commerce and industry is an undertaking of the highest priority. It is no exag- 
geration to say that the Ohio River is one of the most important rivers in the 
world, serving the world’s greatest concentration of industry. 

It is interesting to note that when the canalization of the Ohio River was 
completed in 1929, the improvements were authorized on the basis of estimated 
traffic of 13 million tons a year. Today the tonnage on the Ohio River is more 
than 64 million tons, almost 5 times as great as was anticipated when the present 
locks were planned. This tonnage is growing at the rate of 15 percent a year. 
Army engineers and other experts have predicted that within 5 years traffic on 
the Ohio will increase to 100 million tons annually. 

Of immediate concern is the condition of the 45-year-old New Cumberland 
locks and dam which is in danger of collapse. If this should give way the whole 
area would be seriously crippled and would suffer incalculable loss. 

I join in requesting that your committee approve the appropriation of the 
budget amount of $10 million to continue construction of the New Cumberland 
locks and dam. 

The Hildebrand Dam project, located on the Monongahela River, is another 
undertaking which is of vital importance to the industrial heart of America. 
It is essential for efficient transportation of coal to the steel industry of the 
Pittsburgh area. Its completion at the earliest possible time will give the steel 
industry better access to the rich coal reserves of the upper Monongahela River 
at a time when expanded steel production is essential to our growing economy. 

We feel that the recommendation of the Budget Bureau for $2 million to be 
expended in fiscal 1957 is inadequate and request an increase in this appropriation 
to $3,500,000. 

We are advised that $2 million is not sufficient for 1 year’s work and that it 
would be more economical from an engineering standpoint to make $3,500,000 
available in order to expedite construction and make it possible to put the im- 
proved facility in operation within 24% years instead of a year later. 

One beneficial effect of this improvement would be to deepen the channel depth 
from 7 to 9 feet from Morgantown, W. Va., to Fairmount, W. Va. The resulting 
economies in transportation would open for more extensive development coal- 
fields estimated to contain 8 billion tons of metallurgical coal. At present coal 
barges can be loaded only to one-half their capacity because of the 7-foot channel. 
It is well known that our present sources of metallurgical coal are being depleted 
in the lower Monongahela Valley and we are urging the increased appropriation 
in order to facilitate the expansion of our steel capacity for civilian and defense 
needs. More coal, faster and cheaper, is the lifeblood of the steel industry. 

While coal is the most important cargo in the Monongahela’s traffic, it is by 
no means the only one. Coke, fluorspar, iron and steel, petroleum products, 
sand, gravel, and sulfur are carried in great volume to and from its shoreline 
plants. 

In fact it should be noted that the Monongahela is one of the busiest rivers 
in the Nation, carrying annual traffic in excess of 86 million tons. It has been 
a vital American waterway since the earliest days of our Republic. The enlarge- 
ment of its navigation facilities should be completed as quickly as possible in 
order to provide far-reaching benefits, not for the Pittsburgh district alone, but 
for the whole country. 


Senator Marti. I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman: there has 
been allocated by the Bureau of the Budget $2 million for the Hilde- 
brand Dam. We would like to have that increased to $4 million. It 
is enormously important. I know you are interested, Mr. Chairman, 
as IT am in the importance of water transportation. It is impossible, 
because we do not have railroads enough, and we cannot build roads 
fast enough, to take care of the heavy transportation required by our 
expanding economy and our national defense. 
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During this recent flood I was worried terribly that that the new 
Cumberland Dam would go out. It has been condemned for years, 
and it is very essential] that we have the $10 million that have been 
allocated by the budget. 

Now, I would like to introduce Mr. Mathews again, and ask if you 
will please excuse me, because I have two committee meetings which 
are going on right now. 

Mr. Raxaut. I understand what a Senator’s life is like, even though 
I have never been on that side of the Congress. 

Mr. Sraccers. Mr. Chairman, may I correct my statement of a few 
moments ago? The engineers say that if they have the $14 million 
now—it will not necessarily affect the overall project cost, but it will 
be done more efficiently than they can build it for if they have to do 
it bit by bit. 

If they had the $14 million, they could go ahead and let the con- 
tracts at one time, and it is just a matter of getting it done a little bit 
faster. 

They cannot ask for it because it is not in the budget but if a member 
of the committee asks them about it, they can tell them. 

Mr. Rapavt. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Sraccers. Mr. Mathews. 


New CumBerLanp Lock anp Dam 


STATEMENT OF DAVID MATHEWS, JR. 


Mr. Marnews. Thank you. My name is David Mathews, Jr. 

Mr. Rapnavr. What is your position, Mr. Mathews? 

Mr. Maruews. I am executive vice president of the Pittsburgh Coal 
Exchange which was organized in 1870, and it is comprised of the 
leading steel companies, coal companies, shippers by water, private, 
common, and contract carriers by water. 

We represent almost all of the shipping industry in Pittsburgh, and 
our member companies ship some 40 million tons annually on the 
Monongahela, Ohio, and ice Rivers. 

We are principally concerned with the New Cumberland lock and 
dam on the Ohio River. The New Cumberland Dam is under con- 
struction. It will replace existing locks and dams 7, 8, and 9 by a 
modern structure capable of handling 22 barges with a cargo of about 
22.000 tons, and a tow boat which is a standard at the present time. 

Mr. Rapavt.. At the present time you have to break it up? 

Mr. Matuews. Yes; we are concerned primarily with this lock and 
dam because No. 7 on the Ohio River at Midland, Pa., is in such critical 
condition that the Army engineers frankly have admitted to us that 
they do not know whether this lock will last until New Cumberland 
Dam can be built. 

Right at Midland at the lock and dam is Crucible Steel Corporation 
of America, who receive all of their coal for the manufacture of steel 
by barge, and through that same lock the Weirton Steel in Weirton, 
W. Va., Wheeling Steel at Wheeling, W. Va. 

There was an increase in tonnage of 25 percent through lock 7 in 
1955 over 1954. It has been the biggest year in transportation in the 
history of the rivers, and we are increasing tremendously, and we are 
fearful that New Cumberland may not be built in time and that this 
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lock may fail. If it does it means not only will there be no method of 
bringing coal into the mills, but there will be no water for the intakes, 
for them to make steel at the crucible, even if they have a stockpile 
of coal. 

In our investigation in the valley, talking with the corporations 
and municipalities affected shows that failure of lock 7 would mean 
unemployment of 35,000 people in the Ohio Valley. 

Those statements were filed with the committee last year. They 
are a matter of record. There is a tremendous hillside along lock 7 
which is sliding riverward, and has moved the lock wall visibly. 

The big concrete esplanade along the lock wall has buckled and is all 
out of shape, and the wall is progressively moving riverward; and 
[ have personally talked with the Army engineers in Pittsburgh, and 
the division engineers in Cincinnati, with the Chief of Engineers in 
Washington, and none of them will say that lock 7 will hold up. 

During 1954 there were more than 60 million tons of traffic on the 
Ohio River with an estimate savings to the public of more than $80 
million, which is more than enough money to build New Cumber- 
land Dam and another like it. 

Incidentally, as far as cost is concerned, gentlemen, the estimates 
at one time on New Cumberland Dam went up as high as $50 to $52 
million, but the bids that have been taken for the part that is already 
under way is proving considerably less than the estimates. 

It is now anticipated that New Cumberland Dam can be built for 
$44 million, or possibly less. We believe that New Cumberland is 
extremely vital to not only the economy of the country but also to the 
national defense. 

You gentlemen will remember that during World War II, when 
literally hundreds of war vessels were built right in the Pittsburgh 
district on the Ohio River, the Defoe Corp. and United States Steel, 
and they were taken down the Ohio and the Mississippi River to sea 
for our Armed Forces. 

Also we moved literally billions of gallons of high octane gasoline 
on the river. When it could not be shipped by tanker, we moved it 
on the rivers, because of the submarine menace in the coastal water. 
That tonnage has not decreased since the war. It has doubled and 
even tripled. 

The transportation of petroleum products is one of the biggest 
movements by water in the country today. We have some other 
witnesses here, gentlemen, and I do not want to take too much of your 
time. 

Mr. Razavt. Do you want to file your statement for the record ? 

Mr. Maruews. I do want to put my statement in the record, and 
I should like at this time to call upon Mr. Paul Hayes of Crucible 
Steel Corporation of America, whose company is most vitally in- 
terested. 

Mr, Ranaut. What does your statement consist of, your own state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Matuews. I have my own statement which I would like to file, 
and I also have a letter which I would like to file from Pittsburgh 
Consolidation Coal Co. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, we will put those two in the record 
at this point. 

(The above-mentioned documents are as follows :) 

75562—56—pt. 2-26 
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Marcu 21, 1956. 
Subject: New Cumberland Dain. 


The Honorable COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: New Cumberland locks and dam will replace existing locks and 
dams numbers 7, 8, and 9, Ohio River, by 1 entirely new structure consisting of 
a roller-gate dam and 2 locks impounding a pool some 22.7 miles long. The 
larger lock will be 1,200 feet long and the smaller 600 feet long, both to be 110 
feet in width. These will accommodate a towboat and 22 barges carrying a 
cargo of 22,000 tons at a draft of 8.5 feet. The dam will be located about 56 
miles helow Pittsburgh, Pa., and will be the third successive roller-gate type 
dam below the city proper. 

One million dollars was appropriated to initiate the project in the fiscal year 
1954-55 and $7 million was appropriated for construction in the fiscal year 
1955-56. The total estimated cost was placed at somewhat more than $50 
million. However, bids on the actual construction were so much lower than the 
estimate that it now appears that the project can be completed for less than 
$45 million. The national budget for the fiscal year 1956-57 includes the sum 
of $10 million to continue work on New Cumberland Dam. Although we believe 
a larger sum could be used to good advantage, this amount is adequate to con- 
tinue construction on schedule provided sufficient funds are allocated in the 2 
ensuing years. 

It is extremely urgent that there be no delay in this project because of its 
emergency nature. The existing locks, especially number 7 at Midland, Pa., are 
in such deplorable condition that failure is imminent. These locks were built 
about 45 years ago and have deteriorated to the point where it is extremely 
doubtful that lock 7 will last until New Cumberland is built. The estimated 
construction time is put at 5 years. However, less money has been appropriated 
each year than was proposed in the schedule of operations set up before the 
project was approved. ‘This does not necessarily mean that the dam will not be 
built on time, but it does make it essential that very large sums be appropriated 
during the final 2 years of construction. 

If there should be a delay because of lack of funds, we would be flirting with 
a national disaster. The steel industry in the Ohio Valley is entirely dependent 
upon river transportation for movement of coal from the mines to the mills to 
produce steel. If lock 7 were to collapse as well it might, Crucible Steel Com- 
pany of America at Midland, Pa., Weirton Steel Division of National Steel Com- 
pany at Weirton, W. Va., and Wheeling Steel Corporation at Wheeling, W. Va., 
would have to shut down as soon as their stockpiles were exhausted. There 
is just no other way than by river to get this coal to the industry. Even if rail- 
road trackage were available or could be built on the sliding banks of the Ohio 
River, it would require more than 300,000 railroad cars to haul the tonnage that 
passed through lock 7 alone last year. In addition to the loss of production, 
collapse of the lock would mean immediate unemployment to 30,000 persons. 

It must be remembered that a lock failure would shut down all through traffic, 
not only that in the immediate area. Pittsburgh would be shut off from its 
southern markets for finished steel products and would be unable to receive raw 
materials such as sulphur, fluorspar, and petroleum products. We are informed 
that a lock failure might require as much as a year’s time to repair. The effect 
on the industry and economy of the whole valley would be catastrophic. We 
know that failure is a certainty at lock 7, but we do not know when it is going 
to happen. We were much alarmed to note the remarks of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, in a speech at Akron, Ohio, about a year ago in which 
he said “We may already be too late at lock 7.” Neither he nor anyone else 
will assure us that lock 7 will last until the New Cumberland Dam is completed. 

The importance of the Ohio Valley and the Pittsburgh district to the national 
defense is alone enough to justify construction of New Cumberland Dam as 
quickly as possible. You will remember that during World War IT literally 
billions of tons of high-octane gasoline for our Armed Forces, and other petro- 
leum products for military and civilian use as well, came up the Ohio River 
to the North and East. It was necessary that this be done because of the 
submarine menace in our coastal waters. This tonnage has not only continued ; 
it has doubled and even tripled since the war. Right in this project area there 
were hundreds of war vessels built for the armed services. They were built 
along the banks of the Ohio near Pittsburgh and moved down to the sea via 
the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. The world situation today does not preclude 
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the possibility of another national emergency in the future. Failure of one of 
these old wornout locks during such a time would be a national disaster. 

Tonnage on the Ohio River has grown to the astounding figure of more than 
60 million tons per year. Traffic through lock 7 increased 25 percent in 1955 over 
1954 and is nearing the 17-million-ton mark. This means additional wear and 
tear on a structure not adequate to handle present needs. The three locks 
and dams to be replaced were originally designed for downstream tonnage 
only and are far too small to accomodate the present tows which ply these 
waters. There is a fine reciprocity of trade between the southern ports and 
Pittsburgh. Inbound tonnage equals that downstream and is constant and 
stable. It is estimated that river transportation saved the consuming public 
more than $80 million last year, which is about enough to build 2 dams like 
New Cumberland. The ratio of cost to benefit is about 1 to 6 in benefit to the 
public. This does not include the benefit to the users of water such as mills, fac- 
tories, and municipalities who take advantage of the stable pools impounded by 
navigation dams. There are some mills which use more water per day than 
the entire city of Pittsburgh and some use more than 300 million gallons per 
day. There has been tremendous growth of industry and powerplant facilities 
along the Ohio River. This growth is due entirely to the availability of the river 
for both industrial and traffic use. The benefits accrue to all other forms of 
transportation and to the general public as well. 

The canalization of the Ohio River has been a wise investment. Congress has 
been equally prudent in approving replacement of wornout facilities. We believe 
New Cumberland Dam to be the single most important project in the United States 
today. It is so vital to the economy of America and to the national defense 
that the welfare of the Nation demands that it be prosecuted to completion with 
all possible haste. To delay might mean disaster. We therefore recommend that 
the $10 million in the budget be approved by the Congress for allocation to New 
Cumberland Dam during the fiscal year 1957. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THE PITTSBURGH CoAL EXCHANGE, 
DAviID MATHEWS, Jr., 
Ezecutive Vice President. 


PITTSBURGH CONSOLIDATION COAL Co., 
Elizabeth, Pa., February 23, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Member of Congress, Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Sir: We wish to respectfully urge you and your committee to take favor- 
able action on the request for the appropriation of sufficient funds to continue 
the work through the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, on the construction of the 
Hildebrand lock and dam on the upper Monongahela River in West Virginia. 

This cannot be considered a new project. Its construction is required to re- 
place two more of the antiquated, inefficient, and inadequate locks and dams, 
now over 50 years old and still in use. 

The preesnt dams do not provide the 9-foot channel necessary to load barges to 
their full capacity. Barges can now be loaded only to about two-thirds of their 
capacity, thereby making transportation cost approximately 50 percent higher 
than in the lower reaches of the Monongahela River and other inland rivers. 
Hildebrand would extend the 9-foot channel and make available cheap trans- 
portation for the large coal tonnage remaining in the area this section of the 
river would serve. 

We wish to express our support of this proposal and request your favorable 
consideration of it. 

Very truly yours, 
W 2: ReLEY, 
River Transportation Manager. 


Mr. Razautr. Now would you like to call some of your other wit- 
nesses ? 

Mr. Maruews. Yes. Mr. Paul Hayes, of Crucible Steel. 

Mr. Rapavur. All right, Mr. Hayes. 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL HAYES 


Mr. Hayes. Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul Hayes. I am superin- 
tendent of river transportation for the Crucible Steel Co. of America. 

As you know from Mr. Mathews, Crucible Steel Co. is located at 
lock 7. We would be in a very, very precarious position if lock No. 7 
were to go out, in that we could not move coal into our harbor. 

We would then have to rely on what little bit of coal that we could 
get by rail, These facts are all contained in my statement, and I do 
not want to take your time to go over them in detail. 

However, there is one thing \ which I do wish to mention. 

Mr. Razavut. This lock would replace three other locks? 

Mr. Hayes. This lock replaces three other locks. 

Mr. Rasact. Is the lock going in at the rate or speed that is 
satisfactory ? 

Mr. Hayes. That depends on, again, how long lock No. 7 will last. 
According to the impression I had, $10 million is in the budget and 
is sufficient for this year. 

Mr. Rapsavt. That is what you are testifying for? 

Mr. Hayes. That is what I am testifying for, yes. In addition to 
Crucible’s largest plant being located at Midland, we also have a 
plant known as Rem-Cru, partially owned by Crucible and Remington 
Arms. 

They make about one-third of the titanium produced in this coun- 
try, 90 percent of which is reserved for military use. It goes into the 
manufacture of planes, as well as jet engines to power those planes 

Mr. Razavut. Can you supply a list of those planes for the record ? 

Mr. Hayes. Yes; I can supply those for the record: Boeing B-52, 
intercontinental bombers; North American F—100 Super- Saber fight- 
ers; Convair F-102, Delta-wing interceptors; Chance Vought F-8-U, 
Nav v fighters. 

Titanium is used in the manufacture of planes as well as the en- 
gines without which neither could be made. The remaining 90 per- 
cent of the production is reserved for classified ordnance uses. Would 
you like to see a sample of it? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Hayes. That is the metal that is going into these jet engines 
and planes that I mentioned | producing small round discs made of the 
above-mentioned metal, titanium]. 

Mr. Razavut. What is the relative strength of this compared to 
other metals? 

Mr. Hayes. It is so much stronger and it is so light—those are the 
reasons why it is used for this purpose. 

Mr. Rapsavut. How are they putting this on? 

Mr. Hayes. They are welding it, I think. 

Mr. Hanp. Does this go into wing structure, too ? 

Mr. Hayes. I do not know just what part of the plane this goes 
into. 

Mr. Murray. It goes into the engine. 

Mr. Hayes. It goes into the engine, yes, and it is also used in the 
plane proper because of its strength and because of its lightness. 

Mr. Rapavr. All right. 

Mr. Hanp. Is this basically steel? We might have some difficulty 
with our supersonic planes because of heat 
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Mr. Hayes. That is principally the useof it, its heat resistance and its 
weight. 

Mr. Ranaut. Do you have any further statement to make ? 

Mr. Hayes. I havea statement to file. 

Mr. Ranavr. Without objection, the statement will be incorporated 
into the record at this point. 
(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 






MEMORANDUM 





IN SUPPORT OF PKOPOSED NEW CUMBERLAND LOCKS AND DAM ON 
Onto RIveEkR, SUBMITTED BY CRUCIBLE STEEL COMPANY OF AMERICA 

















Crucible Steel Company of America owns 5 steel producing plants: 1 in New 
Jersey, lin New York, 1 in Wisconsin, and 2 in Pennsylvania. 

The company’s largest works is located at Midland, Pa., on the right or north 
bank of the Ohio River, about 1,000 feet upstream from dam No. 7. Between 
1946 and 1956, Crucible has modernized its Midland facilities and increased its 
productive capacity from 997,950 tons of steel ingots annually to an annual rated 
capacity of 1,356,000 net tons of ingots. Midland works also has rated annual 
capacities of 831,600 net tons of byproduct coke and 895,000 net tons of pig iron. 
There are 7,600 persons employed at the Midland plant in the manufacture of 
various types of steel including constructional alloy, carbon, special alloy, and 
tool steels which are used for national-defense purposes (such as shell, shot, air- 
craft, tanks, guns, ete.), and for automotive, mining, agricultural, oil produc- 
tion, and other purposes. Midland supplies a substantial portion of the steel 
processed at Crucible’s other plants. 

Crucible Steel Co. also shares in the ownership of 3 other production plants, 
2 of which are at Midland, Pa.; Rem-Cru Titanium, Inc., and Silicon Steels, Ine. ; 
the third, Vacuum Metals Corp., is located in New York. Rem-Cru Titanium, 
Ine., is currently supplying approximately one-third of the Nation’s titanium 
products. Ninety percent of the total production of titanium is reserved for na- 
tional defense uses. Silicon Steels, Inc., a new corporation, specializes in the 
manufacture of silicon steels for use in the electric power industry. 

To produce steel at Midland, Crucible consumes annually approximately 1144 
million tons of coal. The delivery of this amount of coal requires 1,700 barge 
loads. Daily requirements to keep the plant in operation are 4,200 tons or 425 
barges. More than 90 percent of this coal originates at mines along the Mononga- 
hela River. The remainder is of metallurgical quality and is also delivered by 
water from below lock No. 9 in the Ohio River. 

The normal pool level above dam No. 7 is 15.4 feet. If dam No. 7 were to fail, 
the water level at Crucible’s unloading dock would be lowered 6.9 feet, rendering 
the unloading facilities there useless to the point where no coal could be handled 
for the Midland plants. To handle the needed coal by rail, 100 40-ton rail 
cars a day would be required to replace the tonnage supplied by the 424 barges. 
Crucible has neither the space nor the facilities at its mine to handle such rail 
traffic. Crucible also receives by river 1 million gallons of fuel oil per month 
from points below dam No. 9, which is equal to 100 tank cars of 10,000-gallon 
capacity each. 

Further, because other steel producers located in this area also rely on barge 
supply for their coal and other raw material needs, it would seem most unlikely 
that the railroads, with present trackage and rolling equipment, could perform 
a task of this magnitude within the necessary time limitations. In the event of 
a national emergency, the usual additional demands on railroad transportation 
would appear to create an overwhelming situation. 

Consequently, the failure of dam No. 7 would most seriously handicap opera- 
tions at Crucible’s Midland plants and jeopardize greatly the positions of the 
7,600 people employed there, as well as another S00 employed in the company’s 
mine and river transportation department. Furthermore, since Midland is the 
integrating works for Crucible, a serious, prolonged interruption of production 
there could, directly or indirectly, adversely affect the economic status of the 
company’s entire work force of 16,000 employees. 

Also, at the present time, Crucible, in the interest of economy and efficiency, 
is contemplating the construction of expanded loading and unloading facilities 
for the Midland plant so that other raw materials as well as finished materials 
can be handled there for river shipment. 








































404 


About $5 billion has been invested by private industry and the Government 
during the past several years to expand and improve the industrial region of the 
Ohio River Basin. The entire development has been established in reliance on 
the system of locks and dams in which the Government has invested vast sums. 
If either dams 7, 8, or 9 were to collapse, no transportation on the river could 
be maintained except during high water. The industries would find themselves 
stranded and gains made during the past 50 years would be greatly impaired. 

Consideration must also be given to the fact that the Ohio River is vital as 
a source of water supply for commercial and domestic uses. Reservoirs and 
dams of the river’s basin are essential to maintain a normal supply of water. 

We, therefore, urge that the congressional Committees on Appropriations pro- 
vide the United States engineers with the sum of $10 million for the year 1956-57 
so that the New Cumberland Dam project can move forward on schedule and, 
by so doing, eliminate the possibility of economic chaos resulting from the failure 
of any of the existing dams. 

Mr. Hanp. Would either one of you gentlemen care to comment 
on the thought that the United States might adopt as a nationwide 
policy some method of taxing or licensing or charging shipping on 
these rivers which we improve to the extent of multimillions of dol- 
lars every year for the purpose of navigation and conservation? That 
is also done for the shipping interests. 

Mr. Marnews. May I say something about that, Congressman ? 

Mr. Hanp. Yes. 

Mr. Maruews. We believe that up to the present there has been no 
proposal made which is a fair and equitable proposal of a users’ 
charge, because navigation actually is only one of many users of 
waterways. For example, in this very New Cumberland Dam, about 
which I have been talking, water which is impounded by that dam is 
of vital importance to the oil industry for use and also to the munici- 
palities, it 1s vital to our railroads which traverse the river banks on 
both sides. 

You will find, I am sure, that statistics will show that the most 
profitable railroad ventures in the countries are the railroads which 
parallel the river. They are all heavy users of water. 

We have a number of plants in the valley that use more water 
every day than the great city of Pittsburgh. 

Mr. Hann. It certainly would not defy calculation, would it? We 
make such calculations—I do not know whether they are right or 
not, but we make allocations almost every year on these projects, 
such and such a percentage is attributable to flood control, and some- 
thing else. 

They may not be correct, but we make them. 

Mr. Maruews. Those calculations have not been called to my at- 
tention, sir. The only proposal that I am aware of is one to put a 
tax on tonnage going through the locks. I have not heard anything 
about any other users of water being charged. 

Mr. Hanp. Do you have any fundamental objection to the theory 
if it could be worked out on an equitable basis? 

Mr. Matuews. I would have to see what the plan was, sir. I should 
not like to say yes or no. 

Mr. Hann. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Razavr. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Matuews. I might say that I would like to make this observa- 
tion if I may: when canalization of the Ohio was first contemplated, 
when the structures were first built, it was: estimated that when 13 
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million tons accrued on the river that it would be a self-liquidating 
project. We are well beyond 60 million tons. 

The locks are wearing out and need to be replaced. We feel it was 
a good investment by the Government in the first place, and the re- 
plac ement of those structures is a good investment. 

After all, industry has spent pillions of dollars for investment 
along the rivers, and they did not just go and do that. They had 
good | economical reasons for it. 

We sincerely believe, and not because we represent river shipping, 
that rivers are a very great asset to this country both economically 
and from a defense standpoint. We believe that the benefits accrue 
to all of the people of the United States. 

Mr. Hanp. I am sure the committee is in agreement with that. 
Are you aware of the recommendation in the report of the Presi- 
dent’s Water Policy Commission that there should be some study of 
users’ taxes ? 

Mr. Matuews. Yes, I am aware of it. I have not made a study 
of it. 

Mr. Hanp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. I do not want to take the 
time of the committee. 

Mr. Rapavut. Have you anything more, Mr. Hayes? 

Mr. Hayes. I have finished. 

Mr. Matuews. I should like to have Mr. Struble, president of the 
Union Barge Line Corp., as our next witness. 

Mr. Raxsavut. Please identify yourself, sir. 


STATEMENT OF L. P. STRUBLE 


Mr. Strrusie. I am L. P. Struble, Jr., president of the Union Barge 
Line Corp. of Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Mr. Matuews. Mr. Chairman, if you will excuse me for interrupt- 
ing Mr. Struble, he has some photographs which show the terrible 
condition at the ‘locks, if you would like to look at them while he is 
talking about it. 

Mr. Strusie. A good many of my remarks that I have down here 
in writing have already been said, so I will not repeat them. If you 
will look at the photographs in the back of the written statement 
which I have to fie, you will see the badly deteriorated condition of 
the lock walls and look at the second photograph and sight down that 
wall, you can see where the hillside has been sliding into the river and 
has moved the wall outward. 

We just do not know, frankly, how long that wall is going to stand 
in that condition. The other photographs also very w ell illustrate the 
great amount of deterioration that has occurred at. these locks, 7, 8, 
and 9 in their 47-some years of existence. 

I think the only other point that I would like to make at this time 
is, we have talked about the vital importance of New Cumberland 
lock and dam to the local steel mills mentioned. 

I would like to point out that there is a great amount of other traffic, 
inbound interterritorial movements which include fer roalloys, fluor- 
spar, chemicals, acids, and many other things. 

There are also many movements from other parts of the count 
into Pittsburgh for local steel mills and also there other steel mills 
located near Pittsburgh, as well as the ones that have been mentioned 
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earlier, shipping a great amount of steel products out of the Pitts- 
burgh area into the other parts of the country, and thereby allow those 
other areas of the country to profit from the economical river trans- 
portation. 

I think that is all I have to say. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Srrusie. I would, however, Mr. Chairman, like to file my bro- 
chure for the record. 

Mr. Rapavt. We will insert the statement, but we cannot insert the 
pictures. However, they will be on file with the committee. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


As the result of congressional appropriation of funds during 1954 and 1955, 
the United States engineers were able to initiate work in connection with the 
construction of the previously authorized New Cumberland locks and dam at a 
point ont he Ohio River approximately 57 miles below Pittsburgh. The Bureau 
of the Budget has recommended that an additional $10 million be made available 
during the ensuing fiscal year in order to permit the continuation of this vitally 
important project in an orderly, efficient, and economical manner. We, there- 
fore, are here today to remind you of the extreme urgency to make these facili- 
ties available at the earliest possible date and to solicit your favorable econsid- 
eration of an appropriation in the amount of $10 million. 

The New Cumberland locks and dam when completed will replace Ohio River 
locks and dams 7, 8, and 9. These dams were constructed about 45 years ago 
and are not only inadequate and obsolete according to present-day navigational 
requirements but have deteriorated to the extent that they are no longer safe; 
12 years have intervened since the United States engineers in 1944 first deter- 
mined that the replacement need existed. Throughout that time deterioration 
has continued with the situation becoming increasingly more alarming with the 
passage of each succeeding year. Although perhaps a secondary consideration, 
yet ordinarily of sufficient justification to make the improvement, is the fact 
that river transportation has expanded so greatly within recent years, that the 
old structures are obsolete and entirely unsuitable for accommodation of pres- 
ent-day traffic. 

The engineers have stated that the construction of New Cumberland locks and 
dam would require about 5 years. This work having been initiated during the 
latter part of 1954, the facilities, therefore, will not be completed and available 
for operation before 1959 at the earliest. Unquestionably, the condition of the 
old lock and dam structures will become progressively worse before anything is 
accomplished. Meantime, it can only be hoped that they can be kept in service- 
able condition by patching or improvisions pending their complete abandonment. 

While all of the old structures are worn out and hazardous, the condition of 
lock and dam No. 7 is somewhat more precarious than the other two because 
the shore lock wall is moving riverward along its entire length of 600 feet and is 
considerably out of plumb. From now on there will be constant danger of 
failure, especially if the weakened units should be struck by a heavy tow of 
barges or suffer the effects of a severe flood. If this were to happen, weeks or 
months, even a full year, might be required for repairs, during which time navi- 
gation would be unable to use the lock and would either partially or completely 
block the flow of traffic. It would, therefore, be obvious that we are now 
on borrowed time and that nothing should be allowed to interfere with the 
continuation of the replacement facility. 

The contribution of river transportation to the Nation’s peacetime economy 
is well recognized, but it is likewise of invaluable benefit in periods of national 
emergency. During World War II hundreds of naval and other deen-sea mili- 
tary craft were constructed at shipyards on the Ohio River above lock and dam 
No. 7 and floated to the Gulf of Mexico via the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. A 
disruption which would have prevented the passage of those vessels would have 
been a serious blow to the war effort. 

In urging that Congress provide the money as needed to permit the orderly 
and expeditious completion of the project, we are mindful of special econoinies to 
be realized. The annual expenditures required to keep the three aged and 
wornout locks and dams in operating condition, especially from now on, will 
aggregate hundreds of thousands of dollars—maybe millions. The earlier these 
units are replaced, the sooner these expenditures will cease and the money saved 


i i ke a 


~ = we . oo bel os 





can be used to pay part of the new construction cost. Furthermore, the economy 
of operating 1 lock and dam instead of 3 such units is fairly obvious. For in- 
stance, a total of 54 men is needed for the operation of 3 locks and dams, whereas 
only 18 men are required to operate a single installation. The reduction of 36 
men in operating forces, figuring the earnings of each at $5,000 annually, would 
represent a saving of $180,000 a year, to which could be added the savings to 
be effected by elimination of other expenses for items such as maintenance, sup- 
plies, power, equipment, etc., unquestionably involving a considerable amount of 
money. 

It is important to keep in mind that while locks and dams are constructed 
in order to create navigable channels of sufficient depth to accommodate barge 
transportation, that they also impound water to serve other important public 
multipurpose uses. The failure of a single lock and dam structure and the 
resultant release of impounded water could be disastrous, not only disrupting 
the flow of river traffic, but*also shutting off water supplies of communities, mills, 
and factories, thus creating serious health and unemployment problems. For 
instance, the importance of water supply to industry can well be illustrated by 
the fact that one of the many large steel mills on the Ohio River in the Pittsburgh 
district uses 360 million gallons of water during a 24-hour daily period. A 
failure would be extremely disastrous at any time but really catastrophic if it 
occurred during a period of national emergency when all-out industrial produc- 
tion would be of vital importance. 

The improvement is of utmost importance to the so-called Pittsburgh dis- 
trict, roughly embracing the territory along the Ohio River above its mile point 
109 near Wheeling, W. Va., and including areas adjacent to the navigable por- 
tions of the Allegheny and Monongahela Rivers. Considering only the channels 
with a minimum depth of 9 feet, the aggregate length of the Pittsburgh district 
rivers is only about 6 percent of the Mississippi River system as a whole, but in 
the year 1954, they carried approximately 29.5 percent of the total freight of the 
entire system. 

Even if the Pittsburgh district were to be the only beneficiary, the investment 
would well be justified. The district ranks third in the Nation industrially and 
its products are of vital importance to the economic welfare of our country and 
to the national defense. Unquestionably this position of industrial eminence 
‘an be attributed largely to the availability and use of low-cost river transpor 
tation. As you know, the iron and steel industry serving the Nation’s require- 
ments during peace and war is heavily concentrated in the Pittsburgh district 
and depends to a considerable extent on the waterways for the assembly of 
raw materials and the widespread distribution of finished products. Although 
economy is one of the principal considerations, the steel companies realize that 
other methods of freight carriage could not possibly be relied upon to transport 
the incredibly large volume of tonnage to be moved. Manufacturers of other 
products likewise depend on the waterways to serve their transportation needs, 
involving the movement of a wide diversity of commodities and materials. A 
great amount of traffic moving on the Pittsburgh rivers originates and termi- 
nates locally but business is otherwise benefited by being able to employ barge 
transportation for inbound and outbound interterritorial shipments which ag- 
gregate millions of tons annually. Local traffic consists predominantly of coal, 
coke, sand and gravel, gasoline, oil, limestone, iron and steel articles, and acids, 
all of which move in large annual tonnage volume. Outbound interterritorial 
shipments are made up of iron and steel articles of various kinds, sulfate of 
ammonia, benzol, acids, gasoline and oil, cement, slag, machinery, newly con- 
structed river barges, towboats and other floating equipment, contractors’ equip- 
ment, etc. Of special importance is the large quantity of coal moved for a large 
generating plant specifically constructed and operated to serve a huge Atomic 
Energy Commission plant. Inbound interterritorial movements involve gasoline, 
lubricating oil, heating oil, iron and steel scrap, sulfur, coal, coke, iron and 
steel articles of diversified nature, ferroalloys, fluorspar, chemicals, acids and 
many other things. The volume of interterritorial tonnage is enormous and 
moves throughout the year without seasonal interruptions. 

The Pittsburgh district is served by many private and for-hire barge line 
transportation companies, including three of the largest common carrier opera- 
tors on the inland rivers and also a large contract carrier, all subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission. These carriers maintain 
regularly scheduled sailings to and from the local area, affording shippers fre- 
quent and dependable service hetween all points on the Mississippi River sys- 
tem and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway without transfer or rehandling of the 
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freight en route; in other words, the cargoes move from point of shipment to 
destination in the same barges into which they were originally loaded. Barges 
are available for the handling of a wide variety of products; in fact, a suitable 
type can be provided for the accommodation of practically any kind of com- 
modity. Covered barges are furnished for goods requiring protection from the 
elements; open barges are used for cargoes not susceptible to weather damage ; 
and tank barges are supplied for bulk-liquid shipments. Supplementing these 
services are many unregulated for-hire barge line companies operating on ir- 
regular schedules which handle a considerable amount of traffic to and from 
this important industrial area. 

Th local rivers are a part of a vast network of interconnected navigable 
streams consisting of the Mississippi River and its tributaries, commonly called 
the Mississippi River system, which virtually blankets the area from the Appa- 
lachian Mountains on the east to the Rocky Mountains on the west, and from 
the Canadian border on the north to the Gulf of Mexieo on the south. It borders 
or penetrates 31 States with a total population of more than 60 million people 
and links the Pittsburgh district with such important industrial and commer- 
cial centers as Cincinnati, Louisville, Evansville, St. Louis, Kansas City, Min- 
neapolis, St. Paul, Chicago, Memphis, New Orleans, and many others. 

Since it would be highly improbable that the public would patronize a service 
without gaining significant benefits, we think that the record speaks for itself. 
In 1954, the barge lines operating on this navigable network performed 38,708 
million cargo ton-miles compared with 5.5 billion cargo ton-miles in 1931, re- 
flecting an increase of about 600 percent within a 23-year period. The tonnage 
is continuing to mount, and year by year barge-line transportation is being more 
firmly established as an important part of the Nation’s transportation system, 
obviously because of its great contribution to the national economy. 

Although it may appear that the Pittsburgh district will be the only or at least 
the principal beneficiary of the new facility, this is not necessarily true because 
other States, cities and communities served by the Mississippi River system in- 
terchange great quantities of products and raw materials with the Pittsburgh 
district for the movement of which river transportation is employed to the 
benefit and advantage of all those communities. If the inland waterway system 
is to continue serving its purpose, channels must be maintained, obstructions 
removed. navigation aids provided, and obsolete and inadequate lock and dam 
structures replaced. Private industry could not afford to keep spending money 
on worn-out and dangerous facilities when replacement and modernization are 
the inevitable and proper solutions from the standpoint of good business practice. 

Please understand that the Government is not being asked to spend money 
speculatively but rather for the purpose of preserving a national asset that has 
already demonstrated its value to the public. 

We respectfully urge your committee to give favorable consideration to this 
matter by immediately making sufficient funds available to permit the com- 
pletion of New Cumberland locks and dam at the earliest possible date. 


Mr. Matuews. Now I would like to call Mr. John E. Laughlin. 


Mr. Razaut. Would you identify yourself for the record, please, 
Mr. Laughlin. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN E. LAUGHLIN, JR. 


Mr. Laventtn. Tam John E. Laughlin, Jr., counsel for the National 
Steel Corp. 

You have been so generous with your time today that I think I will 
simply submit a written statement, if I may, on behalf of National 
Steel Corp. 

TI might say that the interest of National Steel Corp. in this New 
Cumberland lock and dam project is that it operates one of the steel 
mills mentioned by previous witnesses at Wierton, W. Va., and Stuben- 
ville, Ohio, just below these locks and dams, and it obtains all of its 
coal through this fashion. 

With the permission of the committee I would submit this state- 
ment. I have brought 15 copies along. 
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Mr. Rasavur. Without objection, your statement will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 
(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


New CUMBERLAND LocKs AND DAM, OHIO RIVER 


SUMMARY 


The project: To continue construction of a new dam and 2 modern locks on 
the Ohio River at New Cumberland, W. Va., to replace 3 locks and dams of 
obsolete design (erected between 1911 and 1914) between Midland City, Pa., 
and New Cumberland. 

Expected cost: In the fiseal year 1956-57, $10 million, as recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget. The project has already been started. 

Reason: Existing facilities (locks 7, 8, and 9) are in 2 very hazardous con- 
dition, especially lock 7 which is falling along the entire length of one wall. A 
major failure at any of these facilities could close navigation along this highly 
industrialized section of the Ohio for periods up to a year, with a loss of more 
than 12 million tons of coal, steel, gasoline, oil, and other essential commodities. 
Steel and powerplants and hundreds of manufacturing establishments would 
be seriously crippled. 


BACKGROUND 


From almost every significant point of view, the Ohio River is one of the most 
important inland waterways of the world. It is the vital link between the 
northern industrial States, such as West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, and 
the South and southern gulf ports. The products which it bears in vast quanti- 
ties are vital to national defense and to the economic welfare of the country; 
among these are fuel oil, gasoline, and other petroleum products: iron and steel; 
coal and coke for the manufacture of iron and steel: sulfur, sulfuric and other 
acids; fluorspar; benzol, toluol, limestone: and iron and steel scrap. Tonnages 
of traffic are immense and have been constantly increasing. For example, in 
1945 anual tonnage was about 34 million; today it exceeds 60 million tons. 

The iron and steel industry in the East—a basic industry from the standpoint 
of national defense and economic welfare—is wholly dependent upon river trans- 
portation via the Ohio River. Steel manufacturers at Pittsburgh, Pa., Weirton, 
W. Va., Steubenville, Ohio, Wheeling, W. Va., Ashland, Ky., and Portsmouth, 
Ohio, use the river extensively to ship their finished products. The heavy con- 
centration of steel production below Pittsburgh receives practically all of its 
requirements of coking coal in bargers which traverse the Ohio, and much of 
its limestone, fuel oil, acid, and other important operating supplies is delivered 
in the same manner. Moreover, steel’s dependence upon river transportation is 
not merely a matter of operating economy; if river shipments should be halted 
for any appreciable length of time, other methods of freight carriage could 
not begin to supply the incredibly large tonnage requirements of the steel pro- 
ducers. For example, two single steel producers on the Ohio below New Cum- 
berland bring in over 4 million tons of coking coal a year for their. blast 
furnaces; it would require at least 100,000 railroad cars to move that quantity 
of coal and neither producer has rail unloading facilities adequate to handle 
even a small portion of such shipments. 

Several important common carriers operate regular schedules on the Ohio 
River; among them, to mention only a few large operations, are Union Barge 
Line Corp., American Barge Line Co., and Mississippi Valley Barge Line Co. 
Private and contract carriers are equally active, in that almost all of the steel 
producers and many coal and oil companies move their own barges, laden with 
coal and other raw materials and finished products. 

Other manufacturers in Pensylvania, West Virginia, Ohio, and Kentucky are 
also dependent upon river transportation for various raw materials and operat- 
ing supplies such as steel, coal, and fuel oil. Moreover, these segments of in- 
dustry ship substantial.amounts of package freight by water carriers to points 
on the Ohio, Mississippi, and Missouri Rivers and the gulf ports. 


THE PROJECT 


All of the coal and other raw materials for steel which move from the mines 
and other sources of supply above and around Pittsburgh to the important steel- 
producing areas on the Ohio River in West Virginia and Ohio must pass through 
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Ohio River locks and dams 7, 8, and 9 located between Midland City, Pa., and 
New Cumberland, W. Va., a distance of about 10 river miles. The same is true 
of important finished products manufactured in the industrial sections of Penn- 
svlvania, of fuel oil and other operating supplies moving northward to such sec- 
tions, and of other commodities which are transported in both directions. Three 
major steel-producing companies have important iron and steel plants in the 
area. One large powerplant is wholly dependent upon coal moving through 
all three locks and dams. Atomic energy developments in Ohio will need at 
least 3 million additional tons of coal from the Pittsburgh area, to move by 
water. The United States Air Force has fuel storage facilities below the Mont- 
gomery locks which receive their supplies over this section of the Ohio. These 
locks and dams are therefore the keys to navigation in the area and any inter- 
ruptions to service through them would paralyze commerce and production in 
one of the most important industrial centers of the United States. 

Over 12 million tons of traflic pass through lock 7 in a single year. In 1951, 
there were 1.2 million tons of iron and steel, 2 million tons of gasoline and oil, 5.5 
million tons of coal and coke, 2.2 million tons of sand and gravel. In 1952, 34,000 
river craft passed the site. In just 1 month of 1950, lock 7 locked through 595 
separate tows, made up of 3,141 river craft. These statistics, selected more or 
less at random, provide conclusive proof of the continuing vital importance of 
these navigation facilities from the standpoint of normal economic welfare and 
national defense. 

The inadequacy of these locks and dams—which were installed over 40 years 
ago and which are obviously obsolete when compared with other navigation 
facilities on the Ohio—was recognized by the Corps of Engineers of the Depart- 
ment of the Army as early as 1944. However, nothing could be done at that 
time because construction work of this type was virtually suspended because of 
the war. After a delay of 10 years (during which obsolescence continued to the 
point of a dangerous emergency), in 1954, the Congress appropriated $1 million 
for property damage and road relocation as a preliminary to actual construction. 
For 1955-56, $7 million was appropriated and construction has begun. To con- 
tinue the work for 1956-57, $10 million is needed and the Bureau of the Budget 
recommends this amount. 

Reasons for continuing support of the project: The existing locks and dams 
are entirely obsolete with respect to present river traffic conditions for several 
reasons. In the first place, at each installation there is only one lock, with no 
provision for emergencies. In the second place, each lock is only 600 feet long, 
which is not sufficient to handle modern tows which in turn means that tows 
must be broken up——procedure which delays and endangers the movement and 
substantially increases its cost. Thirdly, the existing wicket-type dams present 
operating difficulties in had weather and under ice conditions. And finally, navi- 
gation is obviously hindered by requiring lockage through 8 sets of locks, when 
only 1 lockage should be needed. 

These factors—and perhaps others—have no doubt been emphasized by the 
proponents of the project, because the proposed locks and dams at New Cumber- 
land, W. Va., will provide modern facilities which will eliminate all of the 
disadvantages of the present arrangements and permit more economical opera- 
tions on the river by carriers and shippers, with like economies to the Govern- 
ment in its operation of navigation aids. These same factors should be sufficient 
to justify the project, but it is recognized that, in the present state of the 
economy, any project involving substantial expenditures may require better 
justification than the fact that it is desirable from an economic viewpoint. It 
is therefore appropriate to consider the fact that the continued support of this 
project is not merely a matter of economic desirability. 

Locks 7, 8, and 9 are inadequate, not only because they are single locks of 
limited leneth, but also hecause they are in deplorable condition from an operat- 
ing point of view. It is possible that any one of them may have to be closed for 
repairs at any time because of a major failure, which would be absolutely dis- 
astrous for the essential traffic which moves through these sections of the 
Ohio River and this danger is particularly acute at lock 7 where the landward 
lock wall has been moving toward the river. At the present time, the entire 
leneth of the wall (600 feet) has moved about 6 inches, with the result that it 
is about 3% inches out of plumb. A total collapse would of course close the 
lock to navigation for at least 6 weeks and, if the gate recesses were damaged, 
for perhaps a full year. If the maximum damage occurred, there would be no 
adequate substitute methods of transportation to handle the 12 million tons 


wl 
<o 


ne 
su 
o 
ab 
ha 
wi 
ha 


br 
pl 


In 


th 
to 


ot 
bi 


al 
Ww 
1 
al 
in 


p! 
a 


ol 


W 





411 


which traverse this area and water carriers would have to suspend business 
completely. 

It is not our intention to predict that such a disaster may occur this year or 
next; we do believe, however, that the condition of these locks and danis is 
such that if the project is continued with due speed and completed in 1959, 
3 years from now, we will have stretched our margin of safety beyond reason- 
able limits. The Corps of Engineers has made an exhaus.ive study of the 
hazards involved in the operation of the existing obsolete facilities and it 
would seem safe to assume that the corps would confirm the views which we 
have expressed if requested so to do. 

Respectfully submitted. 

NATIONAL STEEL Corp., 
By JoHN E. LAUGHLIN, Jr., 
Counsel. 


HiLpEBRAND DAM 
STATEMENT OF DAVID MATHEWS, JR. 


Mr. Maruews. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to make some 
brief remarks on Hilldebrand Dam at this time and call one witness, 
please. 

Mr. Rapavrt. All right. 

Mr. Matuews. Hildebrand Dam is in the upper Monongahela 
River approximately midway between Morgantown, W. Va., and Fair- 
mount, W. Va. 

Hildebrand Dam would replace existing locks and dams Nos, 12 
and 13 on the Monongahela River by a modern structure. ‘The present 
locks were built in the period from 1897 to 1908. They are very 
small, and they are quite obsolete. 

Originally they were hand operated; that is, they had to open the 
gates by hand. But machinery was installed, and they have been 
at best a makeship operation for years. 

Now they are just about completely worn out. The supply of 
metallurgical coal in the so-called captive mines of West Virginia 
are rapidly becoming exhausted, and it has been necessary for the 
industry to go into other regions to obtain coal of metallurgical 
quality, for making steel. 

In the valley between Morgantown and Fairmont, there are more 
than 3 billion tons of this metallurgical coal, which is easily accessible 
to the river. 

However, it costs just about twice as much to bring that coal out 
of the upper valley as it does out of the mines in the lower valley 
by water, because the channel is not deep enough to load barges to 
their capacity. . 

The tonnage that is moved out of there now moves in barges which 
are loaded only to half their capacity. The locks are so small that 
we can only get 2 barges into a lock at a time, whereas we take through 
a standard 6-barge tow, and towboat—we just cannot doit. Our locks 
are so small that we cannot even get one of the modern gasoline barges 
in them. 

There is a demand for this coal in the industrial valley below the 
project site. They do not bring it out because the facility is not 
available to them. 

There is a new lock at Morgantown that is only a couple of years 
old, and the tonnage last year through that lock increased 300 percent. 
We feel that if Hildebrand is expedited to completion that the ton- 
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nage will move; $2 million has been put in the budget this year for 


Hilldebrand. , 

It is my understanding that the Army engineers are going to let 
the bid for the structure next week. What the bid will be, of course, 
I have no way of knowing—that is the bid for the complete structure, 
but the entire estimate is some $14 million with a project to be com- 


pleted within 214 years. 
To our way of thinking, gentlemen, and I am sure that if you check 


with the Army engineers that they will verify this: If only $2 million 
is appropriated, it means that the contractor who gets that job and is 
set up for $2 million, there is not enough work to make a full year’s 
work, so the project will not be built as expeditiously as possible. 

I do not know whether the cost will be increased or not but in any 
event if the project can be built in 2 years, we see no reason for pro- 
longing the construction period. 

Mr. Raravr. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Matuews. I would like at this time, Mr. Ezra Hamstead, of 
Morgantown, as our witness on this, but first I would like to request 
permission to file my prepared statement on this project. 

Mr. Rasavur. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 


this point. 
(The above-mentioned documents is as follows :) 


Marcu 21, 1956. 
Subject: Hildebrand locks and dam. 
To the House of Representatives and United States Senate, Washington D. CO. 

GENTLEMEN: Hildebrand Dam would replace existing locks and dams Nos. 
12 and 13 on the upper Monongahela River by a modern structure capable of 
handling a standard Monongahela River tow of 6 barges and towboat with a 
eargo of 6,000 tons. Under present conditions, barges can be loaded to little 
more than half their capacity due to the shallow channel. Lockings require 
four times the normal lost time because of their small size. Ags a result, the 
eost of moving coal by barge in this area is double that on the other reaches of 
the Monongahela River. 

The present locks were built in the period from 1897 to 1903 and are small and 
obsolete. They will accommodate only 2 half-loaded barges compared to the 
normal 6 barges and towboat at all other locks beginning with the next lock 
downstream at Morgantown, W. Va. The locks are actually makeshift, having 
been originally hand-operated but later converted to power. The walls are 
in deplorable condition and subject to failure at any time. The lock wall at 
No. 15 did shift a year or so ago, causing the sill to rise and buckle, which 
stopped navigation entirely for many weeks. 

There are literally billions of tons of fine metallurgical coal in the area 
between Morgantown and Fairmont which could be moved by barge if adequate 
channel and locks are provided. This type of coal, so vital to the steel industry, 
is largely exhausted in the so-called captive mines in the lower Monongahela 
Valley. It is a foregone conclusion that steel manufacturers would immediately 
take advantage of a comparatively short haul from this project area if proper 
facilities were available. Evidence to substantiate this conclusion lies in the 
fact that tonnage through this new Morgantown locks has increased 300 percent 
in the last vear over the preceding year. 

The metallurgical coal in the upper valley cannot be brought to market by any 
other method. Single-track railroads presently serve the area, but they cannot 
be enlarged because of the narrow riverbanks and the steep hills which run 
down to the riverbanks. Even during World War II coal miners in the area 
did not enjoy a full workweek because rail facilities were inadequate to meet 
the demand. If the area is onened up to modern river transportation, there 
is no doubt that the miners will enjoy steady employment and the whole area 
prosper as a result. 
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An appropriation for Hildebrand Dam in the amount of $2 million has been 
included in the Federal budget for the next fiscal year. This is not enough money 
to make a full year’s work on the project. It should be increased to not less 
than $4 million. This project is a small one which presents no difficult engi- 
neering or construction problems. There is no reason to prolong the construction 
period by doling out small amounts. The project should be built as swiftly and 
economically as possible. 

We urge that at least $4 million be appropriated for construction of the Hilde- 
brand locks and dam during the next fiscal year. 

Respectfully submitted. 

DAVID MATHEWS, Jr., 
Erecutive Vice President, the Pittsburgh Coal BPrchange, Pittsburgh, Pa. 


STATEMENT OF EZRA HAMSTEAD 


Mr. Maruews. Now I would like to call Mr. Ezra Hamstead, of 
Morgantown. He is our final witness who wants to file his remarks and 
to elaborate a little bit. 

Mr. Hamsreap. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
is an old procedure to me. I have been coming before this committee 
and the subcommittee of the Senate since 1947, trying to promote the 
development of the upper Monongahela Valley from Morgantown to 
Fairmont, a distance of little over 20 miles. 

This project was authorized by our Congress in 1948, replacing 6 
old hand-operated, antiquated locks, with 3 modern electrically oper- 
ated locks and dams. 

In 1949 and 1950 the Congress of the United States did give us the 
one at Morgantown. There are two more to add to it. The one at 
Morgantown, of course, was modern and up to date, and that reached 
the metallurgical coal fields on both sides of the river, but it is the next 
dam, the Hilldebrand Dam, that really is up into the coal fields; and 
until we get the successful operations of those mines by river trans- 
portation, we will be handicapped. 

That is what we are asking for. They are ready to start the one, the 
Hilldebrand, by the $2 million for just a starter, and I do not think that 
we will get it for a long long time unless you do give us at least $4 
million. 

The support of this project is a matter of congressional record, and 
if you will refer to the Civil Functions, Department of the Army ap- 
propriations, 1949, there is a hearing before the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, which was 
the 80th Congress. There is enough evidence there to sink a ship al- 
most, and it would be futile for me to try to even so much as summarize 
it. 

The last hearing full and complete was before the subcommittee of 
the United States Senate on Appropriations in the 82d Congress, Ist 
session, Civil Functions, Department of the Army appropriation. I 
refer Your Honors to those records. They are a part of your records, 
and a mere examination of them will certainly show the justification 
of completing this project started so long ago and so slowly realized. 

I have here with me, which I would like to file, a brochure that brings 
it right up to date. When I found out we would be getting a hearing 
today, I immediately went back to the old files, 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 
and 1951, and I saw that was all a matter of congressional record, so 
[ asked the chamber of commerce, which I represent at Morgantown, 
as well as all of the civic clubs of that community and also labor leaders 
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and eur industrial groups—and I used to bring down all these wit- 
nesses, but I have found out that the subcommittees had too much work 
to do to bring down a whole flock of witnesses, so, therefore, I have put 
them all together in a brochure, and I ask to file it, even down to the 
correspondence that is current in the files, also the editorials in sup- 
port of it. 

Mr. Rasavur. Let me see one of those. 

Mr. Hamsteap. The back of it is a copy of correspondence. I have 
the original, but, of course, I have to take those back to the chamber’s 
file, but I have had my secretary make this up. 

Mr. Raxpavt. These are letters ? 

Mr. Hamsrrap. Yes; that is bringing it right up to date. The best 
statement that I have been able to find or put together is composed 
in the letter to this committee by our city manager, Elmer W. Price, 
who is an Army engineer and was a colonel in the Second World War 
and was in charge of rehabilitating bombed cities in Germany. 

He is an authority on transportation of every kind and character. 
He saw the need of water transportation following the great war, and 
tells about the fact that it was the water transporation, and only 
that form of transportation, that they had left when he attempted un- 
der General Eisenhower to restore and rehabilitate these bombed cities. 

I have asked him to give the complete diagnosis which he has done 
in this letter, and it is as short as it could be and get the facts in, 
but it takes up every point, describes this river, it touches on every 
point, and I would like to file that as an exhibit. If you will read that 
letter, I do not think you have to read that. 

Mr. Raravut. What about these letters in the brochure? Do you 
want those in? 

Mr. Hamsteap. I would be very happy to have them in. 

Mr. Ranaut. You would like to have this put in the record? 

Mr. Hamsreap. Yes, please. 

Mr. Razavut. Suppose we put the letter in, and just keep the bro- 
chure on file with the committee. 

Mr. Hamsreap. All right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavr. That letter will be inserted in the record at this point 
without objection, and the brochure will be retained by the com- 
mittee. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 

THE Ciry or Morcantown, W. Va., 
Morgantown, W. Va., March 19, 1956. 


COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The writer has been advised that a new hearing is being held 
by your committee to consider the inclusion of an item in the 1957 appropriation 
bill for the improvement of navigation facilities of the Monongahela River be- 
tween the present lock No. 10 at Morgantown, W. Va., and Fairmont, W. Va. It 
is the desire of the writer to express his views in behalf of the project as a 
result of his residence in Morgantown for the past half century, and as an 
employee of the engineering department and city manager of Morgantown since 
1922, except during a period of World War II when he was granted a military 
leave of absence. 

During the early 1900’s heavy and voluminous shipments of materials, supplies, 
and equipment for the Morgantown area from Pittsburgh were transported on the 
Monongahela River; these shipments included roadbuilding supplies and equip- 
ment, as well as supplies, equipment, and materials for industries then being 
located in Morgantown and the surrounding area. Since that time the demands 
for river transportation have changed in the character of shipments but the 
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volume has increased manyfold. As a result of increased demands for river 
transportation, the United States Army Corps of Engineers, in the 1930's, held 
hearings and made numerous surveys, of the Monongahela River between Pitts- 
burgh, Morgantown, and Fairmont, to determine the facilities required to meet 
the demands for river transportation. 

Again, in the middle and late 1940’s the Corps of Engineers recognized the 
need for more adequate transportation facilities along the Monongahela River, 
between Morgantown and Fairmont, and surveys were made and hearings held 
with the subsequent hearings before committee in both Houses of Congress. The 
result of the surveys and hearings was the improvement of water facilities be- 
tween Pittsburgh, Pa., and Morgantown and the recent construction of more 
modern and adequate lock and dam at Morgantown, to provide for the use 
of larger and more numerous river-transportation units. 

Since the last survey by the Corps of Engineers and hearings of Congress, 
large coalfields or metallurgical coal, as well as industrial organizations, have 
begun or expanded plant operations and propose to use river transportation 
for shipments of supplies and materials from their locations with deliveries to 
Pittsburgh, Pa., Wheeling, W. Va., and other points in the East and Middle West. 
A very large part of the production from the coalfields and industries between 
Morgantown and Fairmont and the very recent development of the Preston County 
coalfields are for delivery to steel mills and other industries producing equip- 
ment and supplies for national defense. The United States Army, in the latter 
part of 1951, awarded a contract effective January 1, 1952, for a 20-year period 
in 5-year increments to the Mathieson Chemical Corp. for the operation of the 
$65 million Morgantown ordnance works, located on the Monongahela River, 
near Morgantown for the production of ammonia, methanol, and other byproducts 
required for military and commercial use; Mathieson Chemical Corp. has com- 
pleted the construction of a new unit at the Morgantown plant costing about $10 
million. The United States Bureau of Mines has completed the construction of a 
$3 million experimental station located about one-half mile from the Monongahela 
River at Morgantown and the plant is in operation employing about 300 persons. 
The board of governors of West Virginia University awarded a contract in the 
late summer of 1952 for the construction of a $1,200,000 mechanical or heating 
plant, the first unit of a $20 million medical center and school to be located in 
Morgantown and in the fall of 1953 awarded the contract for the medical school 
classroom building in an amount approximately $11 million without furnishings. 
In the fall of 1956 a contract will be awarded for the construction of a hospital 
building costing about $15 million. The Freeport Coal (o. has completed plans 
and is receiving bids for the construction of a large loading dock for coal and 
miscellaneous materials on the Monongahela River in Morgantown. The prob- 
lem now facing the industrial organizations between Morgantown and Fairmont 
is the lack of sufficient depth of the stream to permit the use of proper river-trans- 
portation units for the expeditious and economical water shipment of the sup- 
plies. The construction of another lock and dam on Monongahela River, at Hilde- 
brand, W. Va., south of Morgantown, will provide water-transportation facilities 
to meet the greater part of the present demands for river transportation between 
Morgantown and Fairmont. 

From the knowledge and experience gained by the writer, during his 63 months 
of military service, during World War IT, as an officer in the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers, of which 32 months was with military government in the 
ETO, August 1948 to April 1946, which service was in both combat and rear 
areas of Italy, France, Luxembourg, and Germany in charge of public works, 
utilities, industries, and governmental agencies, of the occupied areas to which 
he was assigned, the transportation by railroads and highways in these areas 
was completely disrupted by reason of bombing by allied planes and demolition 
by retreating German armies and the countries, particularly Germany, were 
forced to depend upon river transportation for distribution of commercial equip- 
ment, materials and supplies, i. e., Danube, Rhine, etc. Prior to and during World 
War II, Germany and Italy operated under dictatorship governments with the 
result that labor unions were outlawed and there were no such things as strikes. 
With strikes a part of our national routine, railroad shipments in the past have 
suffered severely and the same may happen in the future. The transport tion 
problems, if coordinated with water facilities would be diminished greatly. 

During a war period strikes and sabotage of railroads and highways would 
definitely cripple this Nation without the aid of adequate river transportation. 
In the past 3 or 4 years this country has seen a dire lack of railroad cars for 
railroad transportation shipments, while river barges for the same purpose have 
been plentiful. The American Automobile Association, in its magazines and news 
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releases, has indicated that the highways of the country are saturated with 
automobiles and truck equipment. State and local governments throughout the 
Nation have been and are now unable to meet the additional highway demands 
as a result of the very great increase in the number of automotive vehicles and 
construction costs, which added burdens are far and above the increases in 
revenues to the governmental agencies. The Lehigh Construction Co., subcon- 
tracting for the Southeastern Construction Co., who erected the $2.6 million 
United States Bureau of Mines experimental station at Morgantown, attempted 
to find a highway routing from Lehigh, Pa., to Morgantown for a 52-ton crane 
and hoist on a tractor-trailer unit to be used in the erection of the steel for the 
structure; unable to find a highway route with adequate width, alinement, and 
bridges between Uniontown, Pa., and Morgantown, W. Va., the equipment was 
dismantled and was shipped on railroad cars and reassembled upon arrival in 
Morgantown. 

From personal observation in this area over the past 40 years and the experi- 
ence gained while serving with the United States Army Corps of Engineers in 
Europe, it definitely appears that the best way in which the Federal Government 
may spend money for national defense is to strengthen the water-transportation 
system in heavily populated areas of the country, and particularly the Monon- 
gahela Valley, which will supply the much-needed metallurgical coal to the nearby 
market of steel mills in the Pittsburgh and Weirton areas. 

The construction of lock and dam 10 at Morgantown has also materially aided 
the United States Government in its flood-control program along the Mononga- 
hela, the Ohio, and Mississippi Rivers. The large Tygart Valley Dam, near 
Grafton, W. Va., constructed as a flood-control project, in conjunction with new 
dam constructions along the Monongahela, Allegheny, and Ohio Rivers, could be 
assisted in the program by the construction of additional modern locks and dams 
between Morgantown and Fairmont. The United States Government, through 
the Army Corps of Engineers, has recently completed lock 10 on the Monongahela 
River, in Morgantown, W. Va., at a cost in excess of $814 million, but this com- 
pleted lock and dam fails to provide the facilities necessary for river transporta- 
tion in the newly developed metallurgical coal and industrial areas between Mor- 
gantown and Fairmont, W. Va. By the completion of one more lock and dam, 
namely, the Hildebrand, or lock 11, the recent and past investments more ade- 
quately become serviceable, and the present lock 10 and the proposed lock 11 will 
make available for river transportation large areas of the natural resources which 
are indispensable in the manufacture of steel, which is so vital for our national de- 
fense. In addition to acting as a flood-control measure, the Tygart Valley Dam, 
the present lock and dam 10, and the proposed lock 11—proposed to be located at 
Hildebrand, W. Va.—would provide adequate water supply for water transporta- 
tion facilities at all times, and the condition of extended drought, as in 1930, 
when the Monongahela River in Morgantown was completely dry, would be 
averted. The series of locks and dams, including the proposed Hildebrand lock 
and dam, would serve a dual purpose, namely, flood-control and transportation 
facilities in both storm and dry periods. By letter dated January 2, 195°, this 
office requested the United States Army Corps of Engineers to recognize the 
necessity and urgency of an adequate water supply for the more than 35,000 
persons of Morgantown and contiguous areas who are dependent vpon the 
Monongahela River for the primary source of water supply for domestic, com- 
mercial, industrial, and fire uses; this same condition exists for all other towns 
along the Monongahela River from Morgantown to and including a part of 
Pittsburgh, Pa., which area is rapidly expanding by population and industrial 
growth. 

As additional and supporting data to the previous statements the following 
information is submitted : 

(a) Monongahela is an Indian word meaning “sliding banks,” and the 
Monongahela River in the terms of the Indians was the “river with sliding 
banks.” 

(b) The railroad services for the coalfields, industries, agriculture, passenger 
service, and work-train service of this area are provided by a single-track line 
along each bank of the Monongahela River. The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
Co. is the owner of the right-of-way along the eastern bank of the Monongahela 
River while the New York Central, Pennsylvania, and Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 
roads are coowners of the right-of-way along the west side of the Monongahela 
River through Morgantown in both the northern and southern directions. Due to 
the rugged topography and terrain in this part of the Appalachian range of 
mountains, railroad roadbed construction is extremely costly and, until the 















417 


development of industries and coal in Monongahela, Marion, Preston, Harrison, 
and adjoining counties, the additional cost to provide more than a single-track 
roadbed was not justified. The greatly advanced cost of material, equipment, 
and labor required to provide additional roadbed width at this time no doubt 
will prevent amortization charges for such a project. 

Information has been given this office that the capacity of the rail system of 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad between Fairmont, W. Va., and Connellsville, 
Pa., is badly taxed due to the lack of sidings and the number of trains now 
operated by the system in this area. The schedule calls for seven trains a day 
each way through Morgantown on this line. In order to expedite and provide 
greater volume this section of the system is now operated by diesel-powered 
locomotives. Two western Maryland trains, with about 80 cars to the train, travel 
over this single-track line from Elkins, W. Va., to the junction of the main line 
of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad near Connellsville, Pa., under the provisions 
of a 99-year lease agreement with the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. The single- 
track system extends from near Uniontown, Pa., through Morgantown to Fair 
mont, a distance of 61 railroad miles; from Fairmont to Grafton, W. Va., a 
distance of 25 railroad miles; or from Fairmont to Clarksburg, W. Va., a 
distance of 21 railroad miles, where the company is operating multiple-track 
systems. 

The coowner system along the west bank of the Monongahela River presently 
accommodates 7 trains each way a day between Fairmont and Morgantown, and 
14 trains a day each way from 3 miles north of Morgantown to the junction 
point about 20 miles west of Brownsville. There are 24.2 miles of single- 
track railroad between Fairmont and Morgantown and 45.2 miles between 
Morgantown and the junction point near Brownsville, Pa. About 3 miles of 
roadbed from lock 10 north along the Monongahela River is a continuous 
and perpetual maintenance problem due to the banks supporting the roadbed 
sliding into the Monongahela River. Other sections along the west bank of 
the river are equally objectionable and expensive to maintain due to slips and 
slides of the upper banks along the roadbed. 

(c) The highway system over practically all of northern West Virginia con- 
sists of the old-fashioned two-lane graded and paved roadways, following the 
curves and hills along the same routes as traveled in the horse and wagon 
days. The State Road Commission of West Virginia contends that it is unable 
financially to construct and maintain highways of modern design, permitting 
four- or more-lane traffic to replace the present antiquated roadways. During the 
calendar years of 1948 and 1949 a section of 1.9 miles in length of a highway 
in Monongahela County was graded and drained; namely, the extension of 
Beechurst Avenue from BHighth Street in Morgantown to Star City, at a cost 
exceeding $650,000, or more than $300,000 per mile, with free right-of-way. A part 
of the project, a 2-lane traffic bridge, was constructed over the Monongahela 
River at Star City at a cost of more than $600,000. During the month of June 
1951 the West Virginia State Road Commission awarded 3 contracts for 
grading and draining highways in the northern and eastern sections of West 
Virginia; 1 of these awards was 0.133 miles in length and the cost was $79,915, 
or about $600,000 per mile ; another was 0.286 miles in length at a cost of $74,045, 
or about $270,000 per mile; and the third, 0.479 miles in length at a cost of 
$91,350, or about $510,000 per mile. These figures and costs clarify the state- 
ments of West Virginia State Road Commission as to its inability to provide 
funds for modern type highway construction. 

There has been submitted with previous correspondence a United States Geo- 
logical Survey map, with contours, indicating the mountainous terrain of the 
area southwest of Fairmont to Morgantown and to the junction of the Monon- 
gahela and Cheat Rivers at Point Marion, Pa. Also photographs of the track sys- 
tems through Morgantown which indicate the confined widths upon which the 
railroad systems must operate. 

Giving consideration to the present and future transportation requirements of 
the Monongahela Valley, with the excessive high costs for construction of 
modern railroad and highway facilities, and recognizing the present outmoded 
and antiquated highway and railway systems of the area with the extremely 
high maintenance costs, it is evident for the well-being and safety of the United 
States during an emergency period, and as a national-defense measure, to insure 
the full productivity of its mineral and industrial resources that the moderniza- 


tion and use of river transportation along the reaches of the Monongahela River 
should be expedited. 
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These views are not presented in the interest of the development of Morgan- 
town or any other particular area; neither are they presented in the interest 
of any private industry, which now or later will develop the metallurgical fields 
of coal and other natural resources along both sides of this river; but are in 
the interest of economic stability, full utilization of the very recent investments 
of the Government and more particularly the national defense of the Nation. 
It is trusted your committee will give favorable consideration and approval 
to the proposal for the lock and dam construction. 

Very truly yours, 


ELMER W. PrINcE, City Manager. 


Mr. Hamsreap. Here is a letter that is very short. It is from the 
State geologist. 


Mr. Ranavr. Without objection, we will put that in the record. 
(The document is as follows :) 


STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, 
GEOLOGICAL AND ECONOMIC SURVEY, 
Morgantown. 


STATEMENT BY Dr. Paut H. Price, STATE GEOLOGIST FOR WEST VIRGINIA, BEFORE 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE AND House APPROPRIATION COMMITTEES, IN WASH- 
INGTON. D. C., Marcu 20, 1956 

SUMMARY 


I strongly urge completing the modernization of the existing waterway trans- 
portation facilities of the Monongahela River in West Virginia, because it will 
greatly aid the further development of the area’s vast natural resources, and 
can therefore be looked upon as an investment rather than an expenditure. An 
excellent start has been made with the completion of the Morgantown locks 
and dam. The entire program as conceived by the Army engineers must be 
carried to completion. The principal resources are coal, dimension stone, glass 
sand, pulpstone, clays, rock salt, salt brine, natural gas, and oil. 

Of these resources coal is at present by far the most important and in view 
of the vast reserves and present trends in fuel technology it will continue to 
be for many years in the future. There yet remains at the beginning of this 
year, within 10 miles of the river, in the two counties of Monongalia and Marion, 
some 3 billion tons of coal in seams 3 feet in thickness and over. At the present 
high rate of production these reserves will last for more than 160 years. 

Each of these counties has large deposits of both refractory and semirefrac- 
tory clays and shales suitable for face and fire brick and all type of common 
brick and tile. 

Monongalia and Marion Counties have vast deposits of sandstone suitable for 
natural pulpstone, building stone, glass sand and aggregate stone. There are 
numerous quarries and quarry sites of excellent construction and dimension 
stone along the river valley. 

Both Marion and Monongalia Counties have important oil and natural gas re- 
serves. Monongalia will probahJy soon increase its natural gas production. 
These resources, especially gas are important in the industrial development re- 
sulting from their use. 

I have previously submitted a detailed description of the important resources 
together with maps jndicating the locations of these resources in relation to 
that section of the Monongahela River recommended for improvement. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Pau H. Price, 
Director and State Geologist. 


Mr. Hamsrreap. With those two letters in the record and the bro- 
chure before you, I thank you very much for these few minutes, and 
I know it has been given your careful study and will continue to 
be given your careful study. 

Mr. Marnews. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for your 
generous gift of time to us today. 

Mr. Rasautr. We were glad to hear from you. 

We will now hear from Senator Matthew Neely, of West Virginia. 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR MATTHEW NERLY 


Senator Nrety. Mr. distinguished Chairman Rabaut and gentle- 
ment of the subcommittee, please let me assure you that my brief 
appearance before you is not for the impertinent purpose of offering 
you even a suggestion of advice from the other end of the Capitol. 
Ten years’ experience as a Member of the House, underscored by a 
year’s membership on the very distinguished Committee on Appro 
priations which you are representing , convinced me that there was 
much more truth than elegance in the ancient doggerel : 












He who unrequested gives advice, 
Is loved by men as beggars love their lice. 

He bores his friends and fools himself alas, 

And proves himself a long-eared ass. 



















The sole purpose of my appearance is to present in behalf of the 
distinguished junior Senator from West Virginia, Mr. Laird, whom 
circumstances beyond his control prevented ‘him from coming here 
at this hour, and in my own behalf our petition that you approve, 
as we have definite reasons to believe you will, the full amount of the 
$10 million appropriation cont: nee) in the pending legislation for the 
prosecution of the work on the New ¢ ‘umberland-Ohio River lock 
and dam project, and increase the $2 million item for the Hildebrand, 
Monongahela lock and dam to $3,500,000. 

Senator Laird and I fervently hope that you will not only reach 
the conclusion indicated, but that you will also, to the limit of pos- 
sibility, speed to completion all improvements for these a impor- 
tant rivers which are necessary to the welfare of the } Nation in time 
of peace and indispensable to its security in time of war. 

Mr. Rarnavtr. Thank you, Senator. 

The committee will stand adjourned until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 


MarcH 21, 1956. 









Witkessnoro Dam Prosecr 
WITNESS 


HON. CHARLES B. DEANE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Ranaut. Committee will come to order. Mr. Deane, did you 
want to be heard ? : 

We will hear our good friend, Congressman Charles Deane. 

Mr. Deane. My name is Charles B. Deane, Member of Congress, 
Kighth District of North Carolina. 

Without taking up more than a very little time, I would like to 
say I speak to the $25,000 item included by the Corps of Engineers 
in their overall plannihg to implement further studies on the Yadkin 
River in my district, described in your justification sheets as Wilkes- 
boro Dam. I will submit for the record the annual damage due to 
floods from which you can gain some idea of the princ ipal damage 
done in this area. In this large photograph I have here you can see 
from the line across the center of the picture the high watermark 
of the flood on the Yadkin River in North W ilkesboro, N. C., in the 
1941 flood. 

Without burdening the committee with pictures at this time, I 
might say that here are scores of them that are available if the com- 
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mittee wishes to go into the matter in detail. The two proposed 
reservoirs on this flood-control project will only touch counties within 
my own district, and the statement that I make for myself I likewise 
make for Congressman Chatham of North Carolina, which district 
is below mine. There is no hydroelectric development. I would 
ask, Mr. Chairman, that I might have privilege to submit a detailed 
statement, and am very grateful for this opportunity. 

Mr. Razavut. Without objection, the detailed statement will be put 
in the record at this point. 

(Mr. Deane’s statement is as follows:) 


On July 24, 1946, Congress authorized the construction of four detention dams 
in the upper Yadkin River Valley of North Carolina for the purpose of controlling 
devastating floods, upon the recommendation of the Army Corps of Engineers. 
Floods in this area take an annual toll of nearly $300,000 in property damages. 
Certain of these floods have been very devastating. For example, the flood 
which occurred in the upper Yadkin River Valley during August 1943, cost 
$3,250,000 worth of property damage and took the lives of 6 people. Since 1946 
the Army Corps of Engineers has conducted extensive surveys and studies in 
connection with this flood-control project in the upper Yadkin River Valley. The 
Corps of Engineers has expended nearly $200,000 in these preliminary surveys 
and studies. The results of these surveys have been that the Corps of Engineers 
has recommended that the 4 detention dams be reduced to 2 detention dams, 
larger in construction and providing for more reservoir space behind each of the 
2dams. One of these detention dams would be placed on the Reddies River, a 
tributary of the Yadkin River, north of North Wilkesboro, N. C., and the other 
detention dam would be placed on the Yadkin River west of Wilkesboro, N. C. 
I might point out here that water in both of these reservoirs behind the deten- 
tion dams would be backed up at flood stage only in Wilkes County, N. C., and 
no property would be involved in this flood-control project in any of the counties 
around Wilkes County. 

The Army Corps of Engineers has recently advised me that it is now in the 
final stages of planning for the two detention dams in the upper Yadkin River 
Valley. The corps is completing this month an economic feasibility study for 
this project, and every indication from this study reveals that this project is 
economically justified and should be built. 

Accordingly, the Corps of Engineers has in its general planning money for 
fiscal year 1957 an item of $25,000 set aside with which to complete its final 
planning and survey work on the upper Yadkin River flood-control project, so 
that an appropriation for actual construction work on this project can be re- 
quested for fiscal year 1958. I respectfully urge your committee to approve of 
the action by the Army Corps of Engineers in allowing this sum of money for 
the final plan and survey work on the upper Yadkin River flood-control project 
in North Carolina. 


Mr. Deane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Rapavt. Any questions? 
Now we will hear from former Senator O’Conor. 


Marcn 21, 1956. 
Rivers AND HaArpors 
WITNESS 


HERBERT R. 0’CONOR, FORMER SENATOR IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. O’Conor. Mr. Chairman and other gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, I should like, with your permission, to file a detailed statement 
and in the very few minutes allotted to me, just give expression to a 
few highlights which we think are worthy of the attention of this 
committee. 

My name is Herbert R. O’Conor; I am Washington counsel for the 
American Merchant Marine Institute, which represents the majority 
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of American-flag ocean shipping of all categories. We appreciate the 

opportunity of submitting to this committee the statement indicating 

our continuing concern over the funds which are necessary for the con- 

struction and preservation of needed improvements in mo er 
channels and harbors on the various coasts to provide adequate depths, 
widths, and alinements for a -draft vessels. 

That is to your work, Mr. Chairman, that of Mr. Taber and other 
members of this committee, a has been provided sufficient money 
to a certain degree for the construction of new vessels. However, that 
new construction, in accordance with the advances that have been 
made, calls for very different-size vessels than those for which the 
present channels and harbors were originally constructed. Most of 
them, as you well know, and I stated that which you do know for the 
record, have been provided for about 16,500 deadweight tons. As a 
matter of fact, practically all tankers constructed in recent years or 
which are now under construction, that is to your provisions, range 
from 25,000 to 55,000 deadweight tons. From present indications, 
the sizes are really going further ‘than that. 

There are now under construction for the importation of ores, par- 
ticularly vessels of very much greater size for the reason that without 
them, our shipping is at a dec ided competitive disadvantage. 

We think, in addition, that for emergency, for war emergency, ship- 
ments of petroleum products, for ex cample, and other strategic com- 
modities which are, ¥: course, as you well know, of great importance 
in national defense, can only be efficiently transported in the new 
large-type vessels. 

I particularly cite some instances which are enumerated in the Presi- 
dent’s message, and which we back up, of the New Jersey-New York 
Channels, the Norfolk-Portsmouth belt line, and the Mobile, Ala., 
project. 

Now, gentlemen, in order to indicate to you that the people who 
ask this actually believe it, I might cite one fact alone which we think 
is proof positive of their serious concern. That is, they themselves, 
up to this minute, have invested in the aggregate a grand total in 
tankers of $1,500,000, so that we think that is indicative of the fact 
that they believe in the future of America, they believe in the expan- 
sion of trade, and have invested their moneys for that purpose. But 
the benefits from the use of the large tankers in the completed deep- 
water ports will be of far-reaching importance to the United States 
Treasurer. We think there is no type of harbor improvement from 
which the benefits are more promptly realized, and from none of 
which the benefits are as great as the movements of crude oil and 
other bulk commodities. We think that not only for average, every- 
day business which is to come in the years ahead and immedi: ately, 
as well as for war emergency and other purposes, that the President’s 
relations ought to be adopted, and in certain cases modified, as our 
detailed statement is calculated to show. 

Without further trespassing on your time, Mr. Chairman and gen- 
tlemen, we would like very much to file the detailed statement. 

Mr. Rasavut. Without objection, these will be placed in the record. 

Have you a statement for the record ? 

Mr. O’Conor. Yes, sir, I do. 

Mr. Raravr. All right. 
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Mr. Evins. I am sure we are all glad Senator O’Conor has recov- 
ered from his train accident. 
(Mr. O’Conor’s statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., ON NAVI- 
GATION IMPROVEMENTS IN THE DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO THE 
SEA AND DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO TRENTON, FOR THE FISCAL 
YEAR 1957 
My name is Herbert R. O’Conor. I am Washington counsel for the American 

Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., 
which represents the majority of American-flag ocean shipping of all categories, 
fully appreciates this opportunity of submitting to the Subcommittee on Public 
Works of the House Committee on Appropriations this statement indicating its 
continuing concern over the delays due to lack of funds with respect to con- 
struction of vitally needed improvements in the Delaware River, Philadelphia 
to Trenton, and Philadelphia to the sea, to provide adequate depths, widths, and 
alinements for deep-draft vessels operated by the institute’s member companies 
in these waterways through which essential materials are being transporated. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is a trade association com- 
posed of 53 United States steamship companies, operating approximately 6,200,000 
gross tons of American-flag tank, dry cargo, and collier vessels in the domestic 
and foreign trades of the United States. 

Since many of our member companies operate in these waterways they are 
naturally very much interested in the improvement to insure efficient navigation 
of their vessels. We very much appreciate this opportunity to present our views 
on the urgency of providing the funds recommended in the Presidential budget for 
both of these waterways. 

The continued appropriation for completion of the deepening and enlarging of 
the Mantua Creek and Marcus Hook anchorage areas in the Delaware River 
project from Philadelphia to the sea is necessary since the existing anchorage 
areas are insufficient to handle the commerce in the new large vessel length and 
draft utilizing the 40-foot section of the Delaware River. These large ships are 
suffering expensive delays in waiting for high water while others have to be 
lightened before they can proceed in the channel. 

The Delaware River from Philadelphia to Trenton requires a superchannel 
for the supertype ships which will use the waterway after improvement. The 
area along the banks of the Delaware River is available for vast expansion, and 
it is in the public interest that the deeper channel should be provided. The Dela- 
ware River port area reached an alltime high in foreign waterborne commerce 
in the first half of 1954, with an increase of 13 percent over the same period in 
1953. Private enterprise has and will invest its resources in an unprecedented 
industrial expansion in the region to the benefit of the defense program and the 
future normal peacetime economy. It is in the hands of the Congress to appro- 
priate funds to continue this expansion, by providing in the interim, sufficient 
funds for the initiation of the 35-foot project channel. 

Commerce in petroleum and ores comprise about 75 percent of the waterborne 
commerce in this area. The largest oil-refining center along the eastern seaboard 
is concentrated in the Delaware area, as well as numerous steelmaking plants, 
supplemented by the United States Steel Co. plant at Morrisville, Pa., which is 
presently doubling its plant capacity to 4 million tons per year. Additional steel 
plants are developing in this area to take advantage of the most economical means 
of transportation, i. e., waterway transportation. 

Navigation of the Delaware River and Bay from the sea to Trenton and the 
lack of adequate anchorage tends to make this waterway extremely hazardous. 
It is important to note that there have been numerous accidents causing loss of 
many lives and many millions of dollars in property as a direct result of the 
inadequate channels and anchorage areas. With the additional ore traffic ex- 
pected and the lightening operations required because of the shallow upstream 
channel, there will be considerably more congestion in the Delaware River and 
greater space required for anchorages. 

In view of the urgency of this matter, the American Merchant Marine Insti- 
tute, Inc., urgently recommends that the sum of $1,060,000 be appropriated to 
complete the Delaware River, Philadelphia to the sea, and $6 million to initiate 
the 35-foot project in the Delaware River, Philadelphia to Trenton. 
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Marcy 21, 1956. 
PRELIMINARY SURVEY FoR THE TREMPEALEAU River, Wisconsin 


WITNESS 


HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Ranaut. Congressman Lester Johnson. 

Mr. Johnson, we will be pleased to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Jounson. I have a statement; I think I have left printed 
copies with the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the committee for affording me the 
opportunity of appearing before you today in support of a $4,000 
appropriation to make a preliminary survey of the Trempealeau 
River. The project, docket No. 566, was approved by the C ‘orps of 
Engineers on March 10,1955, and by the House Public Works Commit- 
tee on July 14, 1955. Unfortunately, this project was not included by 
the Bureau of the Budget in the 195 ‘7 funds for preliminary surveys. 
I have been told by the Cor ps of Engineers that the only way I can se- 
cure the money at this time is to appear before your committee and ask 
that $4,000 be appropriated and earmarked for the project. It is for 
this reason I am here today. 

Before discussing the need for flood-prevention control in the Trem- 
pealeau River Valley, I want to touch briefly on the import: ance of 
speedy action on completing the preliminary survey. County agents 
in the area and the erosion control agent of the Wisconsin State Soil 
Conservation Service have been doing a lot of work in organizing 
watersheds along the creeks flowing into the Trempealeau River. The 
Corps of Engineers have informed me that, in their preliminary sur- 
vey, they will consider cooperation by local watershed groups. Since 
the local groups are being organized or are already organized, once 
the overall project is complet ted, work can go ahead under Public Law 
566, the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954, on 
the small creeks. 

There is a crying need for this proposed flood-control project in the 
Trempealeau River Valley. Through the years, flood conditions have 
caused severe and, in several instances, irreparable damage to farms, 
communities, and other areas in the Trempealeau Valley. 

The Army engineers, in approving the review study, has this to 
say: 

The Trempealeau River, a tributary of the Mississippi River, is located in 
west central Wisconsin and drains an area of about 630 square miles. The 
watershed is located in a region that is primarily farming, and includes the 
communities of Hixton, Taylor, Blair, Whitehall, Independence, Arcadia, and 
Dodge. The stream has a fall of 330 feet in a distance of 75 miles. There is 
no existing Federal flood-control project in the basin. 

For some time, I have ben working with M. W. Torkelson, director 
of regional planning of the bureau of engineering, State of Wiscon- 
sin; Peter Bieri, county agent of Trempealeau County; Antone 
Chucka, county agent of Jackson County, and with others on com- 
piling damage figures. The Weather Bureau at La Crosse, Wis., 
ina letter of February 12, 1955, stated that— 
on the average there is a frequency of about three damaging floods in the 


Trempealeau Valley per year. In the year 1954 there were four damaging 
floods with an estimated total loss of $438,000. 
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The dates of these and the damage costs of these disastrous floods 
are as follows: 

May 2-5, $118,000; June 20-24, $250,000; July 4, $10,000; October 
4, $60,000. 

In addition, I have a detailed report compiled by the Trempealeau 
County Highway Department listing damages to 47 bridges, 7 cul- 
verts, and 51 roads, at a total cost of $218,992 for the 4 floods of 1954. 

For the year 1953, there were 3 major floods, in March, July, and 
August with a total estimated loss of $35,000. This figure does not 
include erosion loss which would add greatly to the total figure. 

I am able to furnish facts and figures on floods back as far as 1919, 
when two lumberyards were nearly demolished and thousands of dol- 
lars of damage was suffered by homeowners and businessmen in the 
city of Arcadia. But I believe I have given the committee enough 
evidence to show the tragic conditions resulting from the Trempealeau 
River floods over the years. The preliminary survey I am asking 


for will cost only $4,000 and this small outlay of funds will greatly 


aid in the prevention of thousands of dollars of damage in the Trem- 
pealeau River Valley. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge that this money be appropri- 
ated for the survey. 

Mr. Ragavt. Thank you very much. 

Mr. JoHnson. I realize your committee is very busy. I have a 
few pictures there that were taken of the floods in 1954 if you wish 
to look at them. 

Mr. Razaurt. Do you have some witnesses with you ? 

Mr. Jounson. I have no witnesses. I could bring plenty of them, 
but I thought for a $4,000 project, it might not be a good idea to ask 
them to come down. 

Mr. Razsavur. From the looks of this, it would be a bad place to 
raise chickens. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you wish me to leave the pictures there? 

Mr. Razpavt. No, you take them. Thank you very much. 

Upper Iowa River Fioop-Controt Prosecr; SansuLa; COMPLETE . 


Marcu 21, 1956. 
SURVEY AT GUTTENBERG 
WITNESS 


HON. HENRY O. TALLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF IOWA 


Mr. Rasavut. Now, we have our colleague, Congressman Talle, of 
Towa. 

You are going to address yourself to what project ? 

Mr. Tate. I have two items, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, if it is satisfactory 
to you, I would like to give orally the heart, just the bottom essential 
of each one, and then I will submit a written statement. That, too, 
will be as brief as possible. 

Mr. Razpavr. All right. 

Mr. Tatie. Iam Henry O. Talle, Member of Congress, Second Con- 
gressional District of Iowa. 

There is a little town on the Iowa bank of the Mississippi River by 
the name of Guttenberg. It should have been spelled Gutenberg, after 


—" 


oe. ee ae a eee 


~ ~ 
oo aa 


ce = ¢ 





425 


Johan Gutenberg, the inventor of movable type, but a mistake was 
made in the charter when it was granted and the name is spelled with 
2 t’s instead of 1. 

The town is located at the lower end of the St. Paul district. In 
fact the district ends at the southern boundary of the town of Gutten- 
berg. 

The town is threatened with recurring floods, and the St. Paul engi- 
neers conferred with the citizens of Guttenber g last year about this 
problem. They came to an agreement about a survey which the engi- 
neers proceeded to make, thinking that they could carry out the proj- 
ect under section 212 of the Flood Control Act of 1950. Later, after 
having proceeded with the survey, they discovered that the project 
would cost something more than they could do under the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1950, section 212. So, their survey is not complete. The 
best estimate of the engineers is that it will cost $6,000 to complete it. 
The question is why wasn’t this item included in their budget? The 
answer is that they made up their budget in December of 1955. At 
that time, they were not aware of the fact that this project would 
cost something more than could be done under the authority they 
already had. So the request I am making, Mr. Chairman, is that 
the amount of 6,000 be included in the pending bill, to complete the 
survey of the project at Guttenberg, Iowa, in my district. 

In that connection, I should like to file as a part of my statement a 
letter from the engineers and a short statement from the chairman 
of the flood-control committee in Guttenberg. 

Mr. Rasavut. You are going tosubmit it for the record ? 

Mr. Tatxe. I will supply both for the record. 


Mr. Raravt. His statement will be incorporated in the record at 
this point, and will be supplied later. 
(Mr. Talle’s statement is as follows :) 


GUTTENBERG, Iowa, March 15, 1956. 
Hon. HENRY O. Tarte, M. C., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR HENRY: As you are aware, the flood-control project here in Guttenberg, 
which was contemplated by the Corps of Engineers under section 212 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1950, is no longer feasible since the expenditures involved 
will exceed the maximum allowable under that authority. 

Now we learn that if a sum of $6,000 is made available to the engineers, the 
amount they find necessary to prepare the report, the interim survey can be com- 
pleted. They also agree that the Guttenberg project deserves early consideration, 
and that the money already spent would be largely wasted if this project were 
not completed as promptly as possible. 

Mr. Talle, you are acquainted with our location beside the Mississippi River. 
You also know that we have had several very close shaves in recent years. You 
are also aware of what a flood would mean to our town, the homes that would be 
destroyed, the factories that would be put out of business. 

Won’t you please go to the Subcommittee on Appropriations and ask them to 
appropriate this $6,000 at this hearing to keep this work going, so that we can 
be assured of the protection we need within a reasonable time? . 

In a copy of a letter from the Chief of Engineers we have been assured that 
this interim survey has been recommended by the district engineer of the 
St. Paul district and the division engineer of the north-central division, subject, 
of course, to funds made available at this time. 

Trusting that you will be successful in presenting our problem to the committee, 
I remain, 

Sincerély, 
JoHN T. KUEMPEL, 
Chairman of Flood Control Board. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., Mareh 1, 1956. 
Hon. Henry O. TALLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. TALLeE: You will recall that on March 4, 1955, this Office informed 
you that the Corps of Engineers was studying the possibility of developing a 
small flood-control project at Guttenberg, Iowa. If found to be feasible and 
economically justified, the project was to have been programed for future con- 
struction pursuant to the authority contained in section 212 of the 1950 Flood 
Control Act. 

Section 212, however, places a statutory limitation of $150,000 on the amount 
of Federal funds that can be expended for such work in any one locality. We 
have now progressed with our study to the stage where it has been determined 
that the minimum work considered necessary at Guttenberg would cost over 
twice that amount. Therefore further consideration of the Guttenberg problem 
under section 212 authority has been suspended. 

I am pleased to inform you, however, that based upon recommendations of the 
division engineer of the north central division and the district engineer of our 
St. Paul district, preparation of an interim report of survey scope on the Gutten- 
berg flood problem has been authorized. The interim report will be prepared as 
a part of the outstanding review report on the Mississippi River between Coon 
Rapids Dam and the mouth of the Ohio River. However, no funds are available 
for work on the report at this time. Initiation of work on the interim study will, 
therefore, be subject to the availability of funds for such work from future 
appropriations. 

Your interest in the matter is appreciated, and I trust that the information 
contained herein will be sufficient for your present needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Major General, United States Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 

Mr. Tati. The second project, Mr. Chairman, has to do with what 
is called the upper Iowa River flood-control project. I may refresh 
the committee’s memory by pointing out that this project was author- 
ized in 1954. Last year, $68,000 was voted for advanced planning. 
That amount was adequate for advanced planning, but the advanced 
planning report of the district engineer at St. Paul had not been 
filed in the office of the engineers in Washington, D. C., at the time 
when the recommendations were made by the engineers, and, there- 
fore, this does not have Budget Bureau clearance. The engineers 
say, and rightly so, that this project has a very high priority. It is 
urgent. Tomorrow afternoon, at 2:50, the mayor of New Albin, 
which is a town near the mouth of the upper Iowa River, will be here, 
and, likewise, Mr. L. F. Moore, who will testify, on their own time. 

Mr. Chairman, I may point out that the engineers say that in April, 
that is next month, the advanced planning report will be supplied from 
the St. Paul office. In May they will have effected their review of this 
report. In the month of June they can have all their specifications 
prepared and they state that they can be ready to go to work on con- 
struction of more gain on July 1 ‘of 1956. 

I urge favorable action on this project, because the longer it is 
delayed the more costly it becomes. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much is involved ? 

Mr. Tauxe. It involves $992,000 and the engineers say it would very 
likely require 2 years of work. Their recommendation is for $500,000 
for the coming fiscal year and $492,000 for the year following. 

You see, the channel of that tributary to the Mississippi is com- 
pletely plugged up for a distance of 7 miles inward from its outlet 
to the Mississippi. Each year the silt ation fills more and more of 
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the channel. Therefore, when the recurring floods come, the water 
fans out over several thousand acres of very fertile land. 

The proposed corrective plan is excellent. After the engineers have 
reopened the channel so that water is free to flow in it, the farm owners, 
who are good soil conservationists, will see to it that the banks are 
kept clean and that there will be no further filling up of that channel. 
As the engineers say, if the silt moves into the Mississippi, they can 
clear it from there far more easily than from the channel of the 
tributary. 

I could talk at considerable length about this, but I know you are 
very busy and it must be tedious for you to listen to so many witnesses 
as you do. I thought that perhaps this brief statement of mine and 
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then the testimony of the two people who will come in at 2:50 to 
morrow afternoon will be adequate, and I will furnish you a clean 
copy of my statement. 

Mr. Ranaur. Allright. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Tauue. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee. 

(The following letters were subsequently received from Mr. Talle 
to be placed in the record :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 26, 1956. 
Hon. Louis C. RABAUT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Appropriations for Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Submitted herewith is a statement which my constituent, 
Mr. W. E. Allen, mayor of Sabula, Iowa, requested that I bring to your attention 
for incorporation in your current printed hearings. 

Mayor Allen’s statement relates to the enlarging and strengthening of a dike 
at Sabula, lowa, which is necessary as a protective measure. The present dike 
has been inadequate ever since the 9-foot channel of the Mississippi was con- 
structed. The effect of that construction was to elevate the water level 214 
feet. Consequently, when the river is at flood stage the waters rush over the 
dike with the result that the town of Sabula becomes an island. In past 
years it has been found necessary to bring medicine and food to the popula- 
tion by airplane. Naturally, the Sabula community lives in constant fear and 
dread of such a disaster. 

Advance planning has been completed and the necessary money for construction 
is recommended in this year’s budget message. 

It will be appreciate if Mayor Allen’s statement and my letter of transmittal 
may be incorporated in your record. 

Thanking you and with kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
HENRY O. TALLE, Member of Congress. 


OFFICE OF THE MAYor, 
Sabula, Iowa, March 16, 1956. 
Hon. Louis C. RABAUT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Appropriations for Public Works 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Str: I am writing as mayor of the town of Sabula, Iowa, to express 
keen interest in one item which is ineluded in the Bureau of the Budget recom- 
mendations which you are now considering, namely, the enlarging and strength- 
ening of the dike which is intended to protect the people of Sabula against 
flood damages. 

Reference is made to the testimony of the Honorable Henry O. Talle, Repre 
sentative of the Second Congressional District, as well as my own testimony 
and that of another citizen of Sabula, which is recorded in your hearings under 
date of May 18, 1955. 
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The amount of $30,000 was approved last year for the purpose of advance 
planning. The planning has been completed and construction is recommended, 
as stated, in the budget recommendations now under consideration. 

Inasmuch as previous hearings contain the essential facts relating to this 
project, I will not repéat them at this time. But the community of Sabula 
has requested me to appeal as strongly as I can for approval of the budget 
recommendation so that the disastrous experiences we have had with floods 
in the past and the constant threat of further damages may be removed. 

The entire community of Sabula joints with me in thanking you for your 
consideration and in expressing the sincere hope that money for construction 
will be made available in the current session of the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. E. ALLEN, Mayor. 


Marcu 21, 1956. 


Toutrie Creek, Kans. 
WITNESSES 


HON. ERRETT P. SCRIVNER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 

HON. EDWARD H. REES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 

HON. WINT SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF KANSAS 

HON. RICHARD BOLLING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

HON. MORGAN M. MOULDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

WILLARD J. BREIDENTHAL, CHAIRMAN, FLOOD PROTECTION 
PLANNING COMMITTEE FOR GREATER KANSAS CITY 

PAUL F. MITCHUM, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF KANSAS CITY, KANS. 

CYRUS W. LONG, ARTHUR B. EBENER, AND JACK SMITH, BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS, KAW VALLEY DRAINAGE DISTRICT 

ARTHUR J. STANLEY, JR., ATTORNEY FOR THE FAIRFAX COUNTY 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT OF WYANDOTTE, KANS. 

EMIL HECK, LAWRENCE, KANS., PRESIDENT, KAW BASIN WATER 
MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION; CHAIRMAN, LAWRENCE CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE CONSERVATION AND FLOOD CONTROL COMMITTEE 

JACK HARRIS, CITY COMMISSIONER OF LAWRENCE, KANS, REPRE- 
SENTING THE CITY OF LAWRENCE 

SCOTT W. KELSEY, JR., MEMBER OF TOPEKA FLOOD CONTROL AND 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

GEORGE G. SCHNELLBACHER, TOPEKA, KANS., PRESIDENT, KANSAS 
RIVER FLOOD COMMITTEE 

Z. R. HOOK, MANHATTAN, KANS., VICE PRESIDENT, MISSOURI- 
ARKANSAS BASINS FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION; CHAIRMAN, 
MANHATTAN FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION, AND REPRESENTA- 
TIVE OF MANHATTAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

RAYMOND ALGOTT, MANHATTAN, KANS., FIRST VICE PRESIDENT, 
MANHATTAN, KANS., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

LEW PARAMORE, TOPEKA AND KANSAS CITY, KANS., EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, MISSOURI-ARKANSAS BASINS FLOOD CONTROL ASSO- 
CIATION, AND TREASURER, NORTH TOPEKA DRAINAGE DISTRICT 

WILLIAM G. CALVERT, LEXINGTON, MO., PRESIDENT, MISSOURI- 
ARKANSAS BASINS FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 

KELLEY LEWIS, TOPEKA, KANS., CHAIRMAN, NORTH TOPEKA 

DRAINAGE BOARD 
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FRANK SAGER, MANHATTAN, KANS., BUSINESSMAN 

RALPH NORTON, MANHATTAN, KANS. 

DEAN YINGLING, TOPEKA, KANS., SHAWNEE COUNTY COMMIS- 
SIONER 

JOHN FERNSTROM, TOPEKA, KANS., MERCHANT, SECRETARY, 
NORTH TOPEKA MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION; VICE PRESIDENT, 
TOPEKA FLOOD CONTROL & CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

BLAKE WILLIAMSON, KANSAS CITY, KANS., ATTORNEY 

FRANK HAUCKE, COUNCIL GROVE, KANS., FARMER 

GEORGE FOX, CHETOPA, KANS., BANKER 

PAUL HOFFMAN, ABILENE, KANS., MAYOR 

H. ROE BARTLE, KANSAS CITY, MO., MAYOR 

STANLEY SPENCER, ARKANSAS CITY, KANS., EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT, KANSAS STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

RALPH EXLINE, SALINA, KANS., CITY COMMISSIONER 

MURRAY WILSON, SALINA, KANS., ENGINEER 

JIM LESTER, OSKALOOSA, KANS., REPRESENTING CITY OF PERRY 

J. C. ALEXANDER, JEFFERSON CITY, MO., OFFICE OF GOVERNOR 
DONNELLY OF MISSOURI 

RALPH DUFFY, JEFFERSON CITY, MO., OFFICE OF GOVERNOR DON- 
NELLY OF MISSOURI 

BISHOP WILLARD BECKER, INDEPENDENCE, MO., CHURCH OF THE 

LATTER DAY SAINTS, REORGANIZED 


Mr. Rasavt. We will now hear from our colleague, Congressman 
Scrivner of Kansas. 

Mr. Scrivner, take the chair, and if you want to introduce witnesses, 
you may do that. 

Mr. Scrivner. Mr. Chairman, this group represents a very large 
segment of the Midwest, in Kansas and Missouri, who are interested 
primarily in seeing construction work done on the Kansas and Missouri 
Rivers. 

The one particular subject of discussion is one which this committee 
is maybe too familiar with, having heard about it for so many years, 
namely Tuttle Creek Reservoir, that feeds into the Kansas River. 

Those of us who remember Black Friday, July 13, 1951, which was 
the date of the most destructive flood in our district, will never forget 
it, and all of us are quite appreciative of what was done for us last 
year in making it possible for us to renew construction of Tuttle 
Creek Reservoir. 

The first witness I wish to present to you is a witness that has 
appeared betore you gentlemen before, Willard J. Breidenthal, chair- 
man of the Greater Kansas City Flood Protection Planning Com- 
mittee, and a banker of my hometown, Kansas City, Kans. 


STATEMENT OF WILLARD J. BREIDENTHAL 


Mr. Brementuar. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I want to file this statement and say a few words with reference to the 
proposal made in there, which is a suggestion that the appropriation 
be increased by $1,500,000 for the purpose of setting up the land- 
acquisition program, not for construction, but earmarked for that one 
purpose. 
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The reason for that is that, since the budget hearing, there is a group 
of landowners who formerly opposed the project, and who now e: ‘annot 
come out openly and support the project. 

The valley has been disturbed for a long number of years, and this 
disturbance has created a feeling which almost puts that group in a 
position of need of extraordinary consideration. Now, it is a matter 
of relocating a farm operation, which is not accomplished in 2 
minutes. 

It takes a lot of time, sometimes several years, to accomplish that. 

Now, there may be very few farmers that take advantage of this if 
this appropriation is increased that amount, but we are very anxious to 
have those farmers put ina position where they can locate to their own 
best advantage, and when. The ordinary program of land acquisition 
is spread over the 5 years of construction. 

Krom the agitation that has been going on there, we believe that if 
the money is available, there will be quite a number who will take ad- 
vantage of it, and thus step up the problem of relocation. It may 
almost be classed in the class of —— 

Mr. Rasavur. How much do you proposed to increase the appro- 
priation ? 

Mr. Brementuan. $1,500,000; this suggestion was not made to the 
people in the valley because we did not realize there were any con- 
siderable number up there who would take advantage of such a 
program. 

This comes from a suggestion from that area in which we cannot 
name names, because they would become the targets of their neigh- 
bors still in the business of fighting the total project. 

Westrongly urge that additional appropriation. 

Our committee is supporting this comprehensive plan and the pro- 
gram that has been set up there. The $1,500,000 for the Kansas bity 
project is very necessary, because the lower Amourdale unit has 
already been put under contract. When that is completed, it will rep- 
resent over 95 percent completion at the Kansas Citys. 

Mr. Rasavr. Why is it you say the necessity for this million and a 
half becomes apparent now when it didn’t seem to be apparent at the 
time the presentation was made for the budget ? 

Mr. Breipenruan. That is because until the budget recommenda- 
tion became public, they were all hoping that the Budget Bureau 
would not recommend it. 

When they did, it changed the iden of a great aeer: of the prop- 
erty owners in that area. They are anxious to relocate at the earliest 
possible time. TI think that is hei al, and it iit isn’t done over- 
night, the matter of locating a farm unit, you know. You can’t pick 
them up witha satisfactory relocation. 

I want to say about the Kansas City project that with the contracts 
that have been let it will be about 90 percent complete on the local 
work. A damage of $15 million was done to the local protection works 
at Kansas City by that 1951 flood. There is less than 10 percent of 
the upstream control completed, and during the waiting period be- 
tween the completion of the local protection works and the upstream 
controls we have a great exposure there to another major flood. So 
we would like to see that period cut down. 

Mr. Ranaut. How much is available for that ? 
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Mr. Bremenruar. There is $9 million appropriated for Tuttle 
Creek. There is $1,500,000, if 1 interpret your question right, pro- 
vided in the Budget Bureau for local protection at Kansas City, the 
Kansas City. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Breidenthal is as follows:) 


We have three major purposes in appearing before your committee. First, to 
again thank you for your help in starting the fight against floods and droughts 
in the Kansas River Valley; second, to report on progress at the Tuttle Creek 
Dam; and, finally, to suggest a method for reducing the inevitable inconvenience 
to some of the people who must move from the reservoir area. Our suggestions 
will add nothing to the ultimate cost of the project ; it simply assures these people 
that they may sell their property as soon as they cure to. 

You may have thought from the early opposition to Tuttle Creek that few 
property holders would care to sell their land until the work schedules forced 
them into court. This is far from the actual situation. There is a new attitude 
in the State of Kansas. Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel was reelected in 1954 on a 
platform vigorously supporting Tuttle Creek Dam. His majority approached 
100,000 votes. Our State legislature has taken a forward step in the creation 
of a new board of water resources. We have recently talked with residents of 
the Blue Valley where Tuttle Creek is located. We tind many who are not only 
willing to sell at a fair price, but are anxious to sell and get on with the job of 
moving to a new home, There are a considerable number of hardship cases, 
people who should move at once because of health, age, or family conditions. 
In all fairness, these people need the assurance that funds will be available to 
buy their property as soon as they have found a suitable new home. 

Now as to our suggestion for the coming year. The project is going ahead 
well from a construction standpoint. Two major contractors are on the job and 
a third contract is shaping up in engineers’ office. This phase of the project will 
take considerable money for 1957, and we strongly support the $9 million recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Bureau has studied the work schedules and has shown its readiness to 
maintain orderly progress. Now the present schedule for buying real estate over 
a 5-year period will keep well ahead of the builders; but it may not be fast 
enough for many individuals in the Blue Valley who should sell out this year 
to avoid hardship. Those of us in the lower valleys who will benefit most from 
Tuttle Creek wish to see all of these people treated not only with justice but 
with consideration of their individual problems which Tuttle Creek or any 
reservoir inevitably creates. 

We feel duty bound to suggest that an extra $1,500,000 be advanced for use in 
1957 to give any of these people a chance to sell their property immediately if 
they so desire. No extra cost is involved; we only ask that this $1,500,000 for 
such real-estate payments be made available now. We know that the appraised 
price will be fair whenever the sale is made, but our experience, and perhaps 
yours, is that the time of selling is often a critical factor. 

To conclude, we earnestly suggest that the $9 million now recommended be 
raised to $10,500,000 to prevent hardship to those few who are making possible 
the protection to so many. Please bear in mind it is not an extra cost: it is a 
shifting to 1957 of funds which would otherwise be spent a year or two hence. 
We think you will recognize the human element which prompts this proposal to 
help meet a very real problem in the Kansas River Basin. 


Mr. Rapavr. Fine. 
Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF TION. PAUL F. MITCHIUM 


Mr. Scrivner. Our next witness is the Honorable Paul Mitchum, 
Kansas City, Kans., mayor of Kansas City, Kans., and former member 
of the Kaw V alley Drainage Board. 

Mr. Mircuum. Kansas C ity, Kans., is an industrial city of about 
140,000 located on the Kansas River at the mouth, where it converges 
with the Missouri River. 
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Of course, you know, in the 1951 flood, millions of dollars of dam- 
age was done to our city. We endorse the entire development plans 
for the Missouri-Arkansas Basin, and request that your approval be 
given to the $9 million appropriation recommended for the Tuttle 
Creek Reservoir. 

I have a resolution here, given by the committee, signed by all the 
members. 

Mr. Ranaut. Give your copy of the resolution to the reporter, and 


it will be incorporated. 
(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 14524 


Whereas the city of Kansas City, Kans., exists under a continual threat of 
floods in the Kansas River and of shortage of water in dry seasons; and 
Whereas the United States Army has formulated and Congress has authorized 
a comprehensive plan for the Kansas River watershed designed to control these 
two situations ; and 
Whereas this comprehensive plan consists of : 
(a) Upstream reservoirs to be financed by Federal funds ; and 
(b) Local protection works to be financed jointly, that is, the construction 
costs to be financed by Federal funds and the cost of right-of-way and dam- 
ages to be financed by local funds ; and 
Whereas Federal appropriations in the amount of $121%4 million have been 
spent in the construction of an upstream reservoir known as the Tuttle Creek 
Reservoir ; and 
Whereas President Eisenhower has recommended in his budget that $9 million 
be appropriated to continue construction of this reservoir ; and 
Whereas certain other related projects, which are part of the comprehensive 
plan, have been authorized for construction: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Kansas City, Kans., 
That the Appropriations Subcommittees, respectively, of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and of the Senate of the United States Congress, in hearings in Wash- 
ington, D. C., March 21 and 22, 1956, are hereby requested to approve the 
$9 million appropriation for Tuttle Creek Reservoir and such necessary recom- 
mended appropriations for other related projects in the basin as might be 
economically feasible ; be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be mailed to each Kansas Senator and 
to each Kansas Congressman. 
Adopted by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Kansas City, Kans., 
this 15th day of March 1956. 
Pau. F. Mitcuum, 
Mayor. 
EarRL B. SWaARNER, 
Commissioner of Finance, Health, and Public Property. 
JOSEPH P. REGAN, 
Commissioner of Boulevards, Parks, and Streets. 
HowarkpD PAYNE, 
City Clerk. 


Mr. Scrivner. Our next group of witnesses are Cyrus W. Long, 
Kansas City, Kans., attorney, and president, Kaw Valley Drainage 
Board; Mr. A. E. Ebener, Kansas insurance and realtor, and vice 
president of the Kaw Valley Drainage Board; and Jack Smith, Kan- 
sas City, Kans., secretary-treasurer of the Kaw Valley Drainage 
Board, and merchant. 


STATEMENT OF CYRUS W. LONG 


Mr. Lone. Mr. Chairman, our district was completely inundated by 
the 1951 flood, and we have a prepared statement and resolution that 
we would like to submit for the record. 
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Following the ravages of the 1903 flood caused by the Kansas and 
Missouri Rivers along their basins, the Legislature of Kansas in 1905 
passed enabling laws providing for the creation and organizations of 
drainage districts in areas susceptible to floods, and gave to such 
boards, subject to the superior jurisdiction of the United States over 
navigable streams, the exclusive control over all natural water courses 
within such districts. 

Shortly thereafter the Kaw Valley Drainage District was created 
and immediately set out on a system of providing local flood protec- 
tion in the low areas of Kansas City, Kans., endangered by floods 
from the Kansas and Missouri Rivers. 

Flood protection up to the time of the passage of the National 
Flood Control Act of 1936, by the United States Congress, could only 
be provided on a local scale which was not too satisfactory at its best. 
Subsequent to the passage of the National Flood Conteel Act by the 
United States Congress, and during the depression years prior there- 
to, assistance was obtained from the United States Government so 
that a levee and dike system was provided along the banks of the 
Kansas and Missouri Rivers in the Greater Kansas City area which 
was designed to provide flood protection based upon the flood plan 
of the 1903 flood and gaged upon the Pick-Sloan plan of providing 
reservoirs and dams upstream so as to control and harness waters at 
their source during the seasons of excessive rains and water and to 
supplement the protection of local projects and systems. 

Before the Pick-Sloan plan was finally completed and before suffi- 
cient reservoirs were construced along the Kansas River Basin, the 
July 1951 flood came which topped all local levees and dikes. 

The flood was of much greater proportions and height than the 
1903 flood and the destruction to life and property was much greater 
than the flood of 1903. 

The Corps of United States Engineers through many years of study 
pursuant to the powers given it under the National Flood Control 
Act of 1936, and inherent powers of providing for national defense 
and use of navigable streams, determined that the Pick-Sloan plan 
which provided for the construction of reservoirs and dams along the 
basins of the Kansas and Missouri Rivers was the only favorable 
method of providing maximum flood protection in the basins of those 
rivers, and in 1938 the Pick-Sloan plan was adopted by the Congress 
of the United States and thereafter made successive appropriation of 
millions of dollars to provide for the construction of the necessary 
reservoirs and dams of which Tuttle Creek Dam in the Blue River 
Valley in the State of Kansas was included and made a part of as 
well as other dams to be located in the Kansas River Basin in addition 
to Tuttle Creek Dam. 

Hearings were had before the various committees of the United 
States Congress and a better and well organized minority group op- 
posed and sought to defeat appropriations for Tuttle Creek Pam: 
After full and complete hearings on the subject, the Congress of the 
United States finally approved the feasibility of the plan and appro- 
priated $5 million in 1952 for Tuttle Creek Dam and $7% million in 
fiscal 1956, so that the project is now under construction. 

The President of the United States in his budget message of fiscal 
1956 requested an appropriation of $9 million toward this protection. 
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Because of the size of the project and the time required to complete 
the project, and the area involved, it will be necessary for Congress to 
make yearly appropriations as necessary to finally complete the 
project. 

Although Tuttle Creek is the key or major project in the Kansas 
River Basin deve lopment plan of providing flood protection and w el 
conservation, other dams and reservoirs will be required as well : 
appropriation therefor, in order to complete the plan as designed : 
the United States Corps of Engineers to provide maximum flood pro- 
tection and guard against floods, such as the flood of 1951 or larger. 

Complete flood protection by local agencies cannot be provided with- 
out the help of our Federal Government from a national standpoint. 
No community or local agency can possibly undertake projects requir- 
ing the construction of reservoirs and dams and the harnessing of 
rivers outside their own districts. 

Local agencies are without legal authority to so act, and the finan- 
cial means of carrying out such a program even if they could legally 
so do, and the Congress of the United States has recognized “that 
problem through the adoption of the Flood Control Act of 1936 and 
amendments thereto. 

The reservoirs and dams including the Tuttle Creek Dam in the 
Kansas River Basin must be completed and necessary appropriations 
made by Congress in order to protect, preserve, and safeguard the 
expenditures thus far made and the projects completed to ‘date, and 
in order to provide adequate flood protection and conserve our water, 
soil, and natural resources, as agencies of our Government have deter- 
mined should be done. 

This matter has been before the appropriations committees of the 
United States Congress a number of times before. A fair hearing was 
given to all concerned and the opposition afforded every opportunity 
of being heard. The feasibility of the project has been resolved and 
finally determined, and appropriations have been made for this great 
project. The work is in process and nothing remains to be done other 
than making of current appropriations necessary to the progress and 
completion of the task that 1s underw ay. 

Thank you. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Passed by the board of directors of the Kaw Valley Drainage District, a public 
and governmental corporation of Wyandotte County, Kans., urging Congress 
of the United States for continuation of appropriation for the completion of 
the Tuttle Creek Dam and allied projects included in the Pick-Sloan plan and 
Kansas River Basin development plan 


Whereas the Kaw Valley Drainage District, a public corporation of Wyan- 
dotte County, Kans., was created under the provisions of chapter 215, laws of 
Kansas, 1905, which act was passed following the destructive floods of 1908 in 
the Kansas River Basin, in order to provide a system of flood protection for low 
areas adjacent to the Kansas River; and 

Whereas said Kaw Valley Drainage District covers an area of approximately 
16 square miles and is located along both banks of the Kansas River in Kansas 
City, Wyandotte County, Kans., and includes the low areas most susceptible to 
floods from both the Kansas and Missouri Rivers, during seasons of heavy rain 
and high water and which area suffered the greatest during the floods of 1903 
and 1951 and years in between ; and 
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Whereas the Kaw Valley Drainage District with the help of and through 
the assistance of the United States Government and the Corps of United States 
Army Engineers and in cooperation with the city of Kansas City, Mo., has pro- 
vided a system of levees and dikes designed to give flood protection to the low 
areas in the Greater Kansas City district susceptible to floods from both the 
Kansas and Missouri Rivers; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the Kaw Valley Drainage District, in reali 
zation that maximum flood protection cannot be provided in local areas through 
local project alone and that a system of reservoirs and dams along the river 
basins and its tributaries which cause the floods are necessary in order to harness, 
control, and conserve water and soil, if maximum flood protection is to be pro- 
vided to any area and if water is to be properly conserved for its many needs 
and uses, and particularly during drought years ; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States has determined the needs for 
proper flood protection throughout the Nation as well as in the Missouri and 
Kansas River Basins through the construction of reservoirs and dams and in 
1938 adopted the Pick-Sloan plan and has made yearly appropriations for the 
completion of said plan in order to control and harness the Missouri and Kansas 
Rivers, and in furtherance of said plan and the Kansas River Basin development 
plan has appropriated $5 million for the construction of Tuttle Creek Dam on 
the Blue River, a tributary of the Kansas River, in 1952 and in 1955 appropriated 
$74 million toward the completion of said pre ject ; and 

Whereas the President of the United States in his budget message for 1956 
has recommended the appropriation of $9 million toward the completion of this 
project; and 

Whereas yearly appropriations are necessary in order to finally complete 
Tuttle Creek Dam and allied projects and studies thereof included in the Kansas 
River Basin development plan, and in order to provide proper flood protection 
and water and soil conservation as visioned by the Corps of United States Engi- 
neers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Department of Agriculture of the 
United States ; and 

Whereas the Kaw Valley Drainage District of Kansas City, Kans., has adopted 
and approved the Pick-Sloan plan from its inception and has made repeated ap- 
pearances before the Appropriations Committees of the United States Congress 
and has passed repeated resolutions urging the Congress of the United States 
to make necessary appropriations each year to complete this vital and necessary 
program to which Congress and the people are committed and have approved 
after many hearings on the subject both pro and con: Be it therefore 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Kaw Valley Drainage District, That 
we respectfully urge, request, and petition the Congress of the United States to 
make sufficient current appropriations to complete the Tuttle Creek Dam project 
in Kansas and for studies and completion of allied projects included in the Pick- 
Sloan plan and Kansas River Basin development plan. 

Resolved and adopted this 16th day of March 1956. 

Boarp oF Drrecrors, KAW VALLEY DRAINAGE DISTRICT. 
By Cyrus W. Lone, President. 

Artur B. EBENER, Vice President. 

O. F. Jack Smiru, Seeretary-Tredsurer. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. STANLEY, JR. 


Mr. Scrivner. The next witness is another one of my hometown 
friends, Arthur J. Stanley, Jr., who is attorney for the Fairfax Drain- 
age District of Wyandotte, Kans. 

Mr. Sranxtey. On behalf of the board of directors of the Fairfax 
Drainage District, I would like to make a statement. 

Mr. Ranaut. Very well. 

Mr. Srantey. I am attorney for the board of directors of that dis- 
trict. the members of which are charged with the responsibility of 
protecting the more than 2,000 acres of the Fairfax Industrial Dis- 
trict from flood damage. The Fairfax Industrial District is located 
at the confluence of the Kansas and Missouri Rivers and is recognized 
nationally as a model among districts occupied exclusively by indus- 
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trial establishments. Hundreds of millions of dollars have been in- 
vested there by national firms producing everything from tea biscuits 
to automobiles. The damage done this area by the 1951 flood has been 
estimated in excess of $90 million. 

The board of directors of the Fairfax Drainage District is vitally 
interested in the program of the Corps of Engineers for the develop- 
ment of the water and land resources of the Missouri River Basin and 
especially in that part of the program which is concerned with pro- 
tection from flood damage. 

The board of directors of the Fairfax Drainage District requests 
favorable consideration of the appropriation of the sum of $9 million 
for continuing the construction of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir and the 
sum of $1,750,000 for improvement of local flood protection works in 
the Kansas City area as recommended in the President’s budget. 

This board also recommends favorable action on the requests for 
additional appropriations of $1.5 million required for the acquisition 
of land in the Tuttle Creek Reservoir area and for an additional 
appropriation of $100,000 for planning expenses in connection with 
the Perry Reservoir in the Kansas River Basin. 

It is my sincere belief, and that of the board I a that the 
appropriations mentioned are of an importance reaching far beyond 
the area of the Missouri River Basin and that the benefits to the agri- 
cultural and industrial well-being of the entire Midwest more than 
justify the expenditures suggested. 

Mr. Rasavi. Thank you, Mr. Stanley. 


STATEMENT OF EMIL HECK 


Mr. Scrivner. To further present the requests of this group, I 
wish to bring to you Emil Heck, of Lawrence, Kans., who is a farmer 
and, incidentally, a very good one, who is president of the Kaw Basin 
Water Management Association and the chairman of the Lawrence, 
Kans., Chamber of Commerce. He also is a member of the Douglas 
County Drainage District. 

Mr. Heck. I am representing, as Mr. Scrivner has stated, the Kaw 
Basin Water Management Association. We do ask for some planning 
money for the Perry Reservoir on the Delaware River, and also for 
local protection for Lawrence. Outside of that, I don’t have much 
to say. : 

I have some resolutions here from the Douglas County-Kaw Drain- 
age District, of which I am a member, and also some Kansas Basin 
Water Management Association resolutions. 

Mr. Razavr. Will you give the resolutions to the young lady and 
she will put them in the record. 

(The resolutions referred to are as follows:) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Douglas County-Kaw Drainage District covers the flood area of 
Douglas County, Kans.; and 

Whereas the Douglas County-Kaw Drainage District sees the necessity for 
and approves all the Kansas River Basin and the Missouri-Arkansas River 
Basin projects; and 

Whereas the earliest possible completion date for Tuttle Creek Reservoir is 
vital for the protection of Lawrence and the Douglas County-Kaw Drainage 
District, as well as the tri-state area; and 
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Whereas the Appropriations Subcommittees of the United States Senate and 
the United States House of Representatives are holding hearings on the 21st 
and 22d days of March 1956, relating to allocation of funds for planning for 
flood protection works: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Douglas County-Kaw Drainage District, That $9 million, or 
as much more as can be used during the next year, be appropriated toward the 
completion of Tuttle Creek Reservoir, and suitable and adequate amounts be 
appropriated toward planning for the Perry Reservoir project on the Delaware 
River, the Milford Reservoir project on the Republican River, and for suitable 
and adequate flood-control facilities for the city of Lawrence, Douglas County, 
Kans., and that a copy of this resolution be presented at the aforementioned 
hearings. 

Unanimously adopted by the Douglas County-Kaw Drainage District on this 
17th day of March 1956. 

WESLEY E. Brune, President. 

Attest: 

WILLIAM G, CAIN, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Kaw Basin Water Management Association, District No. 13, sees 
the necessity for and approves all the Kansas River Basin and the Missouri- 
Arkansas River Basin projects ; and 

Whereas the earliest possible completion date for Tuttle Creek Reservoir is 
vital for the protection of the Kaw River Basin, as well as the tristate area; 
and 

Whereas the appropriations Subcommittees of the United States Senate and 
the United States House of Representatives are holding hearings on the 21st 
and 22d days of March 1956, relating to allocation of funds for planning for 
flood protection works : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Kaw Basin Water Management Association, District No. 13, 
That $9 million, or as much more as can be used during the next year, be 
appropriated toward the completion of Tuttle Creek Reservoir, and suitable and 
adequate amounts be appropriated toward planning for the Perry Reservoir 
project on the Delaware River, the Milford Reservoir project on the Republican 
River, and for suitable and adequate flood-control facilities for the city of 
Lawrence, Douglas County, Kans., and that a copy of this resolution be presented 
at the aforementioned hearings. 

Unanimously adopted by the Kaw Basin Water Management Association, 
District No. 13, this 16th day of March 1956. 

Emi Heck, President. 

Attest: 

HELEN TRANT, Secretary. 


Mr. Heck. Also I have a telegram received here this morning from 
the Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, of which I am chairman of 
the board of the flood control and conservation board. 

This was sent to me this morning. 


Emil Heck authorized testify before congressional committees in behalf 
Lawrence, Kans., Chamber of Commerce. Resolutions adopted and forwarded 
for filing with committees. 


Marcu 19, 1956. 


To Subcommittees of the Appropriations Committees of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate of the United States of America: 


Whereas to effectuate continuation of construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir 
on the Blue River, a tributary of the Kansas River, it is mandatory that addi- 
tional funds be supplied the Corps of Engineers for this purpose; 

Whereas the beneficial use of Tuttle Creek Reservoir for the purposes of flood 
control and maintaining adequate waterflow in the Kansas River for municipal 
and industrial use, is considerably more apparent today than in any year of 
the past; 

Whereas the program for the control of water in the Kansas River Basin 
includes a reservoir located on the Delaware River, known as the Perry Reservoir; 

Whereas the program for the control of water in the Kansas River Basin 
includes local protection works at Lawrence, Kans.: Therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That the Lawrence, Kans., Chamber of Commerce respectfully urges 
the Congress of the United States of America to appropriate funds for the pur- 
pose of— 

1. Continuing construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir on the Blue River. 
2. Begin planning for the proposed reservoir on the Delaware River, known 
as Perry Reservoir. 
3. Begin planning for local protection works at Lawrence, Kans. 
LAWRENCE, KANS., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By E. R. Zook, Secretary Manager. 


STATEMENT OF JACK HARRIS 


Mr. Scrivner. Our next witness is Mr. Jack Harris, city commis- 
sioner of Lawrence, representing the city of Lawrence. 

Mr. Tarris. Mr. Chairman, the city of Lawrence, Kans., is heartily 
in favor of the whole program as outlined here and also we are in 
favor of the program Emil Heck talked about locally for flood pro- 
tection and around the banks of Lawrence. 

The whole north of Lawrence, during the last flood, was completely 
covered, and I have this resolution I would like to file. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is your name on it? 

Mr. Harris. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavur. Without objection, we will put that resolution in the 
record. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY THE Mayor AND BOARD OF COMMISSTONERS OF THE. CITY OF 
LAWRENCE, KANS., TO THE MIDWEST PANEL OF THE House PURLIC WorKS 
SUBCOM MITTEE 


Whereas the city of Lawrence and its citizens have suffered severe hardships 
and great financial losses from both floods and droughts during recent years; and 
Whereas the Appropriations Committees of both branches of Congress have 
under consideration the allocation of funds for flood-control projects and planning 
in Kansas: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the mayor and the Board of Commissioners of the City of Lawrence, 
Kans., That we respectfully urge the Congress of the United States to take the 
necessary action to assure the completion of all recommended and authorized 
projects in the State of Kansas and assure an adequate amount of money for 
continuous surveying and planning and bank protection facilities for the city 
of Lawrence; be it further 
Resolved, That the city clerk be instructed to transmit copies of this resolution 
to Mr. Jack Harris for transmittal to all members of the Kansas delegation in 
the House and Senate and to the chairmen of the Appropriations Committees of 
both branches of Congress. 
Adopted by the mayor and the Board of Commissioners of the City of Lawrence, 
Kans., this 21st day of March 1956. 
JOHN P. Crown, 
Mayor of Lawrence. 
JACK HARRIS. 
C, FISHER, 
City Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF SCOTT W. KELSEY, JR. 


Mr. Scrivner. Moving further upstream, I would like to present 
Mr. Scott Kelsey, Jr., member of Topeka Flood Control and Con- 
servation Association. 

Mr. Keusry. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I would 
like to make. 

Mr. Rapavur. Very well. 
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Mr. Ketsry. My name is Scott W. er I am engaged in farm- 
ing in the Kansas River Valley near Rossville. It is a pleasure to 
appear again before the Appropri: stions Committee of Congress in 
the interest of flood control. 

It may seem ironic to appear to ask for further funds for con- 
struction of flood-control projects after the four driest consecutive 
years in Kansas, but our weather can change very rapidly. Farmers 
in my area have tried to alleviate the devastating drought by devel 
oping supplemental irrigation at a great expense. Pumping instal- 
lation and leveled fields for irrigation must not be destroyed by a 
damaging flood. 

Water is our most important natural resource. We must not waste 
it. Kansas can make good use of water if it is stored for dry periods. 
The way I look at it, water-storage reservoirs serve a dual purpose, 
flood control and water conservation. 

I urge members of this committee to appropriate funds to continue 
construction of the Blue River project, namely Tuttle Creek Reser- 
voir and for study of bank stabilization on the Kansas River. 

Mr. Rarnavt. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF THON. GEORGE C, SCHNELLBACHER 


Mr. Scrivner. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present another wit- 
ness who has been before this committee on previous occasions and 
I might add you might not recognize him now, because when he last 
was here, they were having a centennial celebration, and he had 
pretty luxurious beard growth. I am speaking of the Honorable 
George G. Schnellbacher, mayor of Topeka, Kans., and president of 
the Kansas River Flood Committee. 

Mr. Scunevipacuer. Mr. Chairman, I have here a resolution from 
the city commission of Topeka endorsing the overall flood-control 
program in a statement approved by the ‘Kansas River Flood Com- 
mittee. I have a statement which I would like to enter into the 
record, and I also would like to urge that you increase the local works 
project money of $400,000 to $700,000 to expedite the cutoff. 

As mayor of the city of Topeka, Kans., with a population of approx- 
imately 100,000, I would like to urge you to include in the budget 
which you are now prepar ing a substantial appropr iation to continue 
construction of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir. This is a ver y important 
part of the overall plan for flood-drought protection for the entire 
Missouri River Basin. The people in our community suffered approx- 
imately a $34 million loss in the 1951 flood and feel that the con- 
struction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir, together with the other author- 
ized projects recommended by the Army Corps of Engineers for the 
Kansas River Basin, should afford substantial protection against a 
recurrence of a similar flood. 

I would like also to urge you to include $700,000 to proceed with 
the construction of the Soldier Creek Cutoff in Topeka which is a very 
essential part of the local flood protection plans as authorized in 
House Document 642. The North Topeka Drainage District held a 
bond election September 27, 1955, and by an 8-to- 1 mar gin voted to 
authorize the North Topeka Drainage Board to issue $450,000 in bonds 
to acquire the right-of-way and pay other expenses necessary for the 
construction of this project. We feel, therefore, that the people in 





440 


our community have indicated strongly their good faith and willing- 
ness to pay their share in the construction of this project. 

The critical water shortage makes a real supply problem in d 
seasons. That, with the water pollution abatement problem and the 
threat of floods, is making it international in scope due to the increas- 
ing demand for water—one of our most precious commodities. 

I sincerely hope that you will see fit to include these two above- 
mentioned items in the budget which you are now preparing for the 
fiscal year 1957. 

I also hope you will include as much in this budget as you feel to 
be feasible toward the completions of the many projects, many other 
projects, in the Missouri River development plan. 

Mr. Ranaut. Will you give us the resolutions and the statement you 
mentioned, and without objection, they will be placed in the record 
at this point. 

(The resolution and statement referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mayor GreorGE G. SCHNELLBACHER, OF TOPEKA, KANS., PRESIDENT 
OF THE KANSAS RIVER FLOOD COMMITTEE TO THE APPROPRIATION COMMITTEES 
OF THE HOUSE AND SENATE ON MARCH 21 AND 22, 1956 


Gentlemen, the Kansas River Flood Committee is composed of 1 representa- 
tive from each of the 16 cities on the Kansas River from Salina to Kansas 
City, inclusive. 

As president of this committee and as authorized at our last committee 
meeting held October 7, 1955, in Topeka, Kans., I would like to request that 
funds included in the President’s message as recommended by the Bureau of 
the Budget, be approved by your committee for the fiscal year of 1957 to 
construct local flood-protection works at Salina, Kans.; Abilene, Kans.; and 
Topeka, Kans. These three cities have made necessary financial arrangements 
to pay their local share on these respective projects. On behalf of the com- 
mittee, I would like to urge you to seriously consider including money for 
these important projects. 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas the city of Topeka, Kans., exists under a continual threat of floods 
from the Kansas River and of shortage of water in dry seasons; and 

Whereas the United States Army has formulated and Congress has authorized 
a comprehensive plan for the Kansas River watershed designated to control 
these two situations ; and 

Whereas this comprehensive plan consists of— 

(a) Upstream reservoirs to be financed by Federal funds and 

{b) Local protection works to be financed jointly; that is, the construction 
costs to be financed by Federal funds and the cost of right-of-way and damages 
to be financed by local funds ; and 

Whereas a Federal appropriation of over $5 million has been spent, and $714 
million is now under contract, in the construction of Topeka’s controlling up- 
stream reservoir, known as the Tuttle Creek Reservoir ; and 

Whereas the construction of the reservoir will benefit all interests located 
down the river from the reservoir ; and 

Whereas the North Topeka Drainage Board has voted bonds for the purchase 
of right-of-way and for payment of damages caused by said project for the 
Soldier Creek cutoff in accordance with the plans of the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers ; and 

Whereas the Appropriations Subcommittee of the House of Representatives 
of the United States Congress will hold hearings on the 21st day of March 
1956, concerning appropriations for the Tuttle Creek Reservoir, and related 
projects ; and 

Whereas the Appropriations Subcommittee of the United States Senate will 
hold hearings on the 22d day of March 1956 concerning appropriations for the 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir and related projects: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the City Commission of Topeka, Kans., hereby petitions 
Congress to: 

1. Make an appropriation providing for the continuance of the construction 
of Tuttle Creek Reservoir. 
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2. Make an appropriation providing for the construction of local flood pro- 
tection for the Soldier Creek cutoff : be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be mailed to each Kansas Senator 
and each Kansas Congressman. 
Adopted by the board of commissioners March 16, 1956. 
Approved March 16, 1956. 
Grorce G, SCHNELLBACHER, 
Mayor. 
J. GLEN DAVIS, 
Finance Commissioner. 
Louis E. Howarp, 
Water Commissioner. 
C. MADISON WILLIAMS, 
Street Commissioner. 
WILLIAM R. YERKES, 
Park Commissioner. 
Attest: 
EpwIn R. JoNnEs, City Clerk. 


Mr. Rasaut. Is there anyone else, Mr. Scrivner? 

Mr. Scrivner. From a little further upstream is another witness 
from whom you have heard previously, Z. R. Hook, of Manhattan, 
Kans., who is vice president of the Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood 
Control Association; chairman, Manhattan Flood Control Associa- 
tion; and former mayor of the city of Manhattan, Kans. 


STATEMENT OF Z, R. HOOK 


Mr. Hoox. When I prepared this statement, which I wish to file 
with you, I had been asked to represent the Manhattan Chamber of 


Commerce. Since my arrival here, I find that the first vice president 
of the Chamber of Commerce of Manhattan finds it possible to be here, 
and he will submit the resolution passed by the Manhattan Chamber of 
Commerce instead of me. To that extent, I wish to amend my state- 
ment. 

Mr. Raxpavut. His statement will be placed in the record immediately 
following your remarks. 

Mr. Hoox. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
Z. R. Hook, of Manhattan, Kans.; chairman of the Manhattan Flood 
Control Assoc lation, a group of Manhattan businessmen who suffered 
heavy losses in the 1951 flood disaster; vice president of the Missouri- 
Arkansas Flood Control Assoc iation : and am authorized by the at- 

tached letter to represent the Manhattan, Kans., Chamber ‘of Com- 

merce, with a membership of approximately 800 business and pro- 

fessional men, to present to this committee, on behalf of the chamber 

of commerce, a statement of policy, adopted March 16, 1956, and I 

respectfully request that my written statement and attachments be 
made a part of the record. 

Due to prior commitments, Dr. Reed F. Morse, head of the civil 
engineering department of Kansas State College and chairman of the 
water resources and development committee of the Manhattan Cham- 
ber of Commerce found it impossible to attend this hearing. 

Dr. Morse had previously appeared with representatives of the 
Missouri-Arkansas Basins Association at a hearing before the Bureau 
of the Budget on October 25, 1955, as a representative of the chamber 
of commerce and the City Commission of Manhattan at which time 
Dr. Morse particularly stressed the interest of Manhattan in local 
flood protection and the recognition of the necessity of the Milford 
Reservoir on the Republican River and to obtain that end, requested 
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the inclusion of funds in the budget for those projects. And we now 
renew the request. 

It was my privilege to serve the city of Manhattan as mayor during 
the flood disaster of 1951 and the rehabilitation period following and 
from more than 50 years of residence and observation of river condi- 
tions in the Kansas Valley, have a very thorough knowledge of the 
conditions then and now and the need for the protection requested. 

Any testimony presented this committee today would of necessity 
be a repetition of the facts and figures presented at prev ious hearings 
as justification for the appropriations made by the Congress and “T 
feel all I need say today on that subject is that the facts, figures, and 
justification then presented are as valid as when first presented and 
may be found in the printed record of the hearings with which most, 
if not all of you, are familiar. 

The initial appropriation of $5 million for the construction of 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, plus the $714 million for the second and third 
phase of construction which is presently underway will, when these 
2 contracts are completed, see the embankment of the dam approxi- 
mately 50 percent complete; the down draw tubes and outlets works 
approximately 100 percent complete with approximately five-eighths 
of the spillway excavation or 20 percent completed. 

However, I must point out to the committee that due to opposi- 
tion and resulting delay and by reason of failure to secure necessary 
and adequate appropriations, and despite the present progress now 
underway, Manhattan and the Kansas Valley is today as vulnerable 
to flooding as on July 13, 1951. This condition exists today despite 
the fact that visiting Members of the Congress assured me, as mayor 
and many anxious “businessmen, that Congress would most surely 
take necessary steps to protect the Kansas V alley against some such 
future disaster. Without this assurance it is doubtful that the city 
would have made the remarkable comeback giving it national recogni- 
tion as an all-American city. Until the embankment is completed 
with the spillway and other works functioning and the closure made 
in the Blue River, there can be no control of the floodwaters from the 
Blue River or protection for Manhattan and downstream interests 
in the Kansas and Missouri Valley 

With the $9 million lb ht. in the President’s budget or the 
$17 million originally requested and recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers as most economical in carrying on the project, we cannot 
hope for any adequate measure of protection before 1958 and, I wish 
to take this opportunity to point out to the committee and the Con- 
gress, the records show that we may well expect some major flooding 
in the Blue River before that time and adequate appropriations to 

‘carry out the project with the least possible delay are most essential. 

While no one may accurately predict when such disasters as those 
in the Kansas and MissouriValleys in 1951 and 1952 may again strike, 
we are reminded by the floods on the east and west coasts that the 
elements are most unpredictable and give little warning. 

While the organizations I have the honor to represent will be most 
grateful for whatever amount the Congress may see fit to grant to 

‘arry on the work in an expeditious manner, we strongly urge that 
the amount recommended in the budget be increased from $6 million 
to the original amount of $17 million ‘requested by the Corps of Engi- 
neers since the larger amount would without question bring us a year 
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nearer our realization of flood protection which has been at issue 
for the past 17 years. 

We further strongly urge the Congress to provide the requested 
planning funds for the authorized reservoir on the Republican River 
at Milford which is most essential for the protection of Manhattan 
und downstream cities from flooding in the Kansas River. 

In the light of floods in 1951 and to fully realize complete flood 
protection for the Kansas and Missouri Valley, we strongly urge 
planning funds for the Perry Reservoir on the Delaware River and 
the authorized local protective works which are a part of the overall 
and coordinated plan of the Corps of Engineers. 

I also desire to call to your attention that drought conditions fol- 
lowing the flood of 1951, having increased in severity year after year, 
have 1 rapidly depleted underground reserves and have brought about 
a greater realization of the need for conserving at least a part of the 
runoff and waste of water during wet periods to provide adequate 
water supplies for municipal and industrial uses as well as irrigation. 

It might be of interest to the committee to know the Kansas River 
1s presently and for the past 3 years has been flowing at the lowest 
stages since the dust-bowl days of the thirties and, were it not for 
the daily releases made from the Kanapolis (Kans.) Reservoir on 
the Smoky Hill River in central Kansas, the Harlan County (Nebr.) 
Reservoir far up on the Republican River, one would be able to 
travel dry shod across the Kansas River Channel at Manhattan, and 
such downstream cities as Topeka and Lawrence as well as Kansas 
City, Kans., would be faced with a most serious water problem for 
municipal and industrial uses. 

The realization of the serious depletion of water reserves which 
according to United States geological records is true over the entire 
United States due to the enormous increase in water usages; the fact 
that prolonged drought conditions in this area have completely dried 
up the tributary creeks and springs, causing many cities and in par- 
ticular farm families to haul water for domestic and stock water, plus 
the growing fear that the law of averages, as shown by the records, 
may soon bring major floods to the valley before protective measures 
may be avail: ible has done much to clear away the major opposition 
in the region until today, only a very small minority continue their 
opposition to the proposed projects and such opposition as does exist 
is primarily based on sentimental rather than factual and valid 
reasons. 

In view of this greatly changed attitude toward both flood and 
drought relief in this area, we strongly urge adequate appropriations 
to carry on in the most expeditious possible manner, not only the key 
project at Tuttle Creek, but the early planning of Milford, Perry, and 
all other related projects in the Missouri Basin. 

Mr. Scrivner. The next statement will be made by Mr. Raymond 
Algott. 

Mr. Arcorr. I have a prepared statement I would like to file. 

Mr. Raravut. All right. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 

Marcas 19, 1956. 
To House Subcommittee on Appropriations: 

The board of directors of the Manhattan Chamber of Commerce, Manhattan, 
Kans., wishes to present the following statement to the House and Senate Appro- 
priations Committee hearings, March 21 and 22, 1956. 
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On March 14, 1955, the board of directors of the Manhattan Chamber of 
Commerce endorsed the resolution passed by the 1955 Kansas Legislature 
(S. Res. No. 16 and H. Res. No. 24), petitioning the Congress of the United States 
to take appropriate action to assure the continuance of surveys and planning the 
cooperation in the construction of projects in the State of Kansas that are vital 
and necessary to the conservation of soil and water, by the Corps of Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The board of directors further urges the adequate appropriation of funds to 
assure local flood protection for the city of Manhattan and such other projects 
as are necessary to complete the coordinated overall program as proposed by 
the agencies and authorized by Congress. 

Boarp oF DrrecTors, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, MANHATTAN, KANS. 
JOHN C. Srapp, President. 


RESOLUTION OF THE MANHATTAN F'Loop CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Whereas press reports indicate an item of $9 million to continue work on the 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir in Kansas has been recommended in the budget submitted 
to the Congress by the President ; and 

Whereas work on the second and third phase of construction at Tuttle is 
actively underway as provided by the $744 million appropriated for work in the 
present fiscal year; 

Now therefore, in order that the benefits to be had from the flood control pro- 
gram recommended by the Corps of Engineers for the Kansas and Missouri 
Basins may be continued in an orderly and expeditious manner to the end that 
disasters of the magnitude of 1951 and 1952 may be prevented: Be it 

Resolved, That the Manhattan Flood Control Association reaffirm its action 
of February 18, 1952, and subsequent years and urge the Congress to appropriate 
the sum of $17 million as originally requested by the Corps of Engineers in order 
that the work may be carried on to a conclusion in the most economical manner; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the chairman of the association be and is hereby instructed 
by the board of directors to present a copy of this resolution to the chairman 
and members of the appropriate committees of the Congress and urge them to 
keep faith with the people in the Kansas and Missouri Valleys by granting the 
full request of the Corps of Engineers for flood protective works in the Missouri 
Basin. To deny or delete any part of the requested and recommended funds, 
thereby risking a recurrence of a billion dollar disaster in the basin would, in 
the opinion of this board, be false economy and in view of past experience 
unthinkable. 

Z. R. Hook, Chairman; P. G. Dalton, B. LL. Ulrich, Jack Goldstein, 
Sam Saroff, Frank Sager, Paul Calvert, Ralph Norton, C. A. 
Powell, Blake Wareham. 


EXTRACT OF MINUTES—REGULAR MEETING OF THE GOVERNING Bopy OF THE CITY OF 
MANHATTAN, KANs., HELD NoveEMBER 15, 1955, WirnH Mayor Harwoop PRre- 
SIDING, COMMISSIONERS POLLOM, CONRAD, AND ARTHUR PRESENT, AND COMMIS- 
SIONER MARTIN ABSENT 


A report submitted by Reed F. Morse, chairman of the committee on water 
resources and development, who attended a meeting in Washington, D. C., on 
October 25, 1955, was reviewed by the commission. The commission were on 
record as favoring additional flood-control planning funds for Manhattan and 
Milford Reservoir. 

Motion by Commissioner Pollom, seconded by Commissioner Arthur, carried 
unanimously that Reed F. Morse serve as the city’s representative on the Kaw 
Valley Flood Protection Association. (For report by Reed F. Morse see File No. 
202-20 -22. ) 

Motion by Commissioner Arthur, seconded by Commissioner Pollom, carried 
unaniomusly that a statement be prepared and sent to the chamber of com- 
merce naming Reed F. Morse as the city’s representative on the Kaw Valley 
Flood Protection Association and endorsing additional flood-control planning 
funds for the Manhattan and Milford Reservoir. 
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1951 flood losses as prepared from a survey conducted by the chamber of commerce 
from Jan. 1, 1952, to Feb. 15, 1952 
Business firms : 
Building loss $1, 071, 942. 92 
Fixtures and equipment 1, 268, 514. 18 
Loss of inventory 3, 734, 115. 82 
Business interruption loss 4, 602, 373. 14 
$10, 676, 946. 06 
Homes (1,674) 4, 498, 489. 95 
Churches (19) a 107, 266. 21 
Public schools (5) 50, 000. 00 
Parochial schools (5) leh 5, 500. 00 
Transportation 662, 300. 00 
Compmemnieontions ard tithes. occ ciicnnacennne a cites 136, 300. 00 
County 15, 000. 00 
City of Manhattan: 
Sewer __ 500, 000. 00 
merests and eilewaike.. .....o sects 750, 000. 00 
Te sense asd ected ad, edie 125, 000. 00 
City buildings and equipment_____-_---~---_~ —~ 125, 000. 00 
Oe 1, 500, 000. 00 
Total ; 17, 652, 802. 22 
The above figures are based upon actual reports as submitted by business firms 
and individuals. In the absence of actual figures reasonable estimates were 
arrived at on a comparative basis. 
Only a small portion of the homes reported any deterioration or concealed 
depreciation and we made no attempt to estimate this loss. 
Respectfully submitted. 
Lup C, FIser, 
Manager, Manhattan Chamber of Commerce. 


Distribution of damage to city facilities—1951 flood 


I a $500, 000 
Consisting of— 
I, Oi i $250, 000 


1. Cleaning 75, 000 
2. Reconstruction 125, 000 
i: RETO I ite ceaichire casianmncrismmee 50, 000 


Storm sewers 250, 000 
1. Cleaning 75, 000 
2. Reconstruction 175, 000 
Re. SO: GE oa i iii iretieccecane rice niet iaanie adatna 
Consisting of— 
1. Reconstruction 500, 000 
2. Resurfacing 150, 000 
3. Asphalt sealing 75, 000 
Oa 25, 000 
pt ge Rage ER a gp a a eC 125, 000 
Consisting of — 
ej, EO OE i oscesncnesinnnnegetetenaeenicaninnen 
2. eta OL MOINS... 28 mcenine 
IV. City buildings and equipment 
Consisting of— 
1. Buildings 
2. Equipment 
3. Records 


a ih hilt alec het iG tk oi me NRlcadlindidaintabaaic acc ae 1, 500, 000 
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STATEMENT OF LEW PARAMORE 


Mr. Scrivner. The next witness is Lew Paramore, of Topeka and 
Kansas City, Kans., who is presently executive director of the Mis- 
souri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control Association, and treasurer of 
the North Topeka Drainage District. He is also a businessman of the 
area, Which was completely inundated by the 1951 flood. 

Mr. Paramore. I have some statements which I would like to file 
for the record. 

One is a statement from Lloyd B. Smith, retired water commis- 
sioner of Topeka, a longtime follower of flood protection, and a man 
twice retired, once a private civil engineer, and then as water com- 
missioner. 

Mr. Rasaur. We will place that in the record at this point. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 


THe Kansas River at Torexa, 1956 
APPROPRIATION SUBCOMMITTEE 
RE KANSAS BASIN PROJKCT TOPEKA 
By Lloyd B. Smith, Topeka, Kans. 


Qualifications: Graduate engineer, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor; Kansas 
registered professional engineer; Topeka water commissioner for 20 years; 
listed in Who’s Who in Engineering. 

The Topeka water system has been publicly criticized, as follow: 

1. The plant is old. 

2. The capacity should be doubled. 

3. The plant should be located in a safer place. 

. Should have a never-failing underground supply. 
. Any kind of an accident would cut off the water supply. 
. Another plant should be built. 

A breakdown threatens the whole plant. 

Allow me to answer categorically: 

1. The plant is old. Answer: A plant that went through a major flood such 
as that of 1951, without a pump going down and without losing pressure at 
any faucet in the city and without a single case of waterborne disease sets a 
precedent heretofore unknown in city water supply. It could not be done with 
an obsolete plant. 

2. The capacity should be doubled. Answer: The plant has already been, 
or is being, more than doubled by new equipment. The pumping capacity for 
distribution, 3 times; low-lift pumping, 3 times; chemical-mixing equipment, 
2 times; clear well, 1% times; wash-water reservoir, 4 times, etc. The new 
equipment is not being designed for the next 5 years, but for the next 25 to 50 
years. 

3. The plant should be located in a safer place. Answer: There is no safer 
place along the river. There are two major items required to operate the 
water plant—water and chemicals—and it is necessary to go to the river to 
get both of them as the railroads run along the river bank. The common car- 
riers, the river and the railroad, cannot operate over the hills. The new 
machinery and the new storage bins are elevated above high water. 

4. There should be an underground never-failing water supply. Answer: At 
Topeka there is no underground never-failing water supply. All the under- 
ground water in quantities is in the valleywide submerged channel of the river, 
whose banks and bed are impervious. The river supplies the water. When 
the river fails the underground reservoir fails. 

5. Any kind of an accident would cut off the water supply. Answer: Each 
piece of equipment is a complete unit in itself. If a pump goes out another 
pump is turned on while repairs are being made. There is no shutdown of 
the whole plant. It operates year in and year out. 

6. Another plant should be built. Answer: Another plant is, or is being, 
built by the side of the older plant and operated independently. 
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7. A breakdown threatens the whole plant. Answer: The plant is composed 
of independent units. The whole plant never breaks down. 

The city has a new water plant with the most modern, up-to-date equipment. 
It has, also, the old plant in operating condition for a standby. 


TOPEKA NEEDS 


Topeka now needs to have the river brought under control, the high-water 
level lowered, the low-water level raised, and the maximum width of the river 
established. 


Mr. Paramore. I also have some resolutions from these organiza- 
tions: ‘The Kansas City, Kans., Lions Club; the Armourdale Business 
and Home Association ; the Cosmopolitan Club of Kansas City, Kans. ; 
the Chamber of Commerce of Kansas City, Kans.; the Kiwanis Club 
of Kansas City, Kans.; the Board of Commissioners of Kansas City, 
Kans.; and the Junior Chamber of Commerce of Kansas City, Kans. 

Mr. Rasavr. Those will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The exhibits referred to are as follows:) 


RESOLUTIONS TO THE House MIDWEST PANEL OF THE PUBLIC WorKs SUBCOM MITTEE 
OF THE FOLLOWING KANSAS CiTy, KANS., Crvic ORGANIZATIONS 


Kansas City, Kans., Lions Club. 

The Armourdale Business and Home Association 

The Cosmopolitan Club of Kansas City, Kans. 

The Chamber of Commerce of Kansas City, Kans. 

The Kiwanis Club of Kansas City, Kans. 

The Board of Commissioners of Kansas City, Kans. 

The Junior Chamber of Commerce of Kansas City, Kans, 


od oe 


4. 
5. 
6. 
1 


KANSAS CiTy, Kans., Lions Croup, 
March 18, 1956. 
Whereas the economic growth and development of our community is de- 
pendent upon more adequate flood protection and the conservation of our soil 
and water; and 
Whereas the construction of the Tuttle Creek Dam and Reservoir and other 
related projects are essential to accomplish this protection and conservation ; 
Now, therefore, be it 
Resolwed by the Kansas City, Kans., Lions Club meeting in the Town House 
Hotel, Kansas City, Kans., March 13, 1956, That we respectfully petition the 
Appropriations Subcommittees of the United States Congress to appropriate 
sufficient funds to continue construction of the Tuttle Creek Dam and other 
related projects of the basin. 
Respectfully submitted. 
Rosert B. SmitTu, President. 


ARMOURDALE BUSINESS AND HOME ASSOCIATION, 
Kansas City, Kans., March 14, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES. 
GENTLEMEN: On behalf of the members of our association, I want to urge 
your committee to make appropriations to continue the construction of the 
Tuttle Creeek Reservoir, and the other important flood-control projects in our 
area. 
Yours truly, ' 
W. W. Miter, President. 
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COSMOPOLITAN CLUB OF KANSAS CiTy, KANS., 
March 15, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES, 
Congress of the United States: 

In behalf of the Cosmopolitan Club of Kansas City, Kans., this is to inform 
you that at today’s meeting our membership reaffirmed previous resolutions, 
recommending that funds be appropriated to continue the construction of the 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir and other related projects in the area. 

Your consideration will be appreciated by our organization. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Dr. Grorce A. HAMILTON, President. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the future economic growth and development of our community 
depends largely upon the completion of Tuttle Creek and other related projects ; 
and 

Whereas the Appropriations Subcommittees of the House and Senate of the 
Congress of the United States will be holding hearings for additional appro- 
priations for the continued construction of such flood-control and water-conser- 
vation projects in the Kansas and Missouri Basins, March 21, 22, 1956: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That the Kansas City, Kans., Chamber of Commerce urges the Ap- 
propriations Subcommittees to approve the recommended appropriations to 
insure continued construction of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir and the other needed 
projects in the Kansas and Missouri Basins. 

HENRY BLANCHARD, 
President, Kansas City, Kans., Chamber of Commerce. 

Attest : 

ELLSWORTH GREEN, Jr., 
Executive Manager, Kansas City, Kans., Chamber of Commerce. 
Adopted this 16th day of March 1956. 


KIwaNiIs CLUB OF KANSAS CITy, KANS., ING., 
March 16, 1956. 
MISSOURI-ARKANSAS BASIN FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION, 
Care of Chamber of Commerce, Town House Hotel, 
Kansas City, Kans. 

GENTLEMEN : The following resolution was adopted by our membership at our 
regular meeting yesterday. ‘ 

“Be it resolved, That the Kiwanis Club of Kansas City, Kans., Inc., go on 
record to recommend that funds be appropriated to continue the construction of 
the Tuttle Creek Reservoir and to other related projects in the area.” 

We feel this project is very important, not only to Kansas City, but to cities 
and lands from Manhattan to St. Louis. 

Yours very truly, 
JOHN W. OyYER, President. 


CiTy oF KAnsas CITY, KANS., 
March 16, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES, 
House of Representatives and 
Senate of the United States Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 

HoNoRABLE Sirs: My name is Paul F. Mitchum and I am mayor of the city of 
Kansas City, Kans., an industrial city of approximately 140,000 people, located 
on the Kansas River at the point where it joins the Missouri River. 

The 1951 flood in the Kaw Valley Basin caused several million dollars of 
damage to our city and it is very important to us that Tuttle Creek Dam be 
completed. 
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We endorse the entire development plans for the Missouri-Arkansas Basin and 
also request that your approval be given to the $9-million appropriation recom- 
mended for the Tuttle Creek Reservoir. 

Respectfully yours, 
Pavut F. MitcHuMm, Mayor. 


RESOLUTION No. 15424 


Whereas the city of Kansas City, Kans., exists under a continual threat of 
floods in the Kansas River and of shortage of water in dry seasons; and 
Whereas the United States Army has formulated and Congress has author- 
ized a comprehensvie plan for the Kansas River watershed designed to control 
these two situations; and 
Whereas this comprehensive plan consists of— 
(a) Upstream reservoirs to be financed by Federal funds; and 
(b) Local protection works to be financed jointly, that is, the construction 
costs to be financed by Federal funds, and the cost of right-of-way and dam- 
ages to be financed by local funds; and 
Whereas Federal appropriations in the amount of $1214 million be appropri- 
ated to continue construction of an upstream reservoir known as the Tuttle Creek 
Reservoir ; and 
Whereas President Eisenhower has recommended in his budget that $9 million 
be appropriated to continue construction of this reservoir ; and 
Whereas certain other related projects which are part of the comprehensive 
plan have been authorized for construction: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Kansas City, Kans., 
That: the Appropriations Subcommittees, respectively, of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and of the Senate of the United States Congress, in hearings in Wash- 
ington, D. C., March 21 and 22, 1956, are hereby requested to approve the $9-million 
appropriation for Tuttle Creek Reservoir and such necessary recommended appro- 
priations for other related projects in the basin as might be economically feasible ; 
be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be mailed to each Kansas Senator 
and to each Kansas Congressman. 
Adopted by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Kansas City, Kans., this 
15th day of March 1956. 
Pau F. Mircuum, Mayor. 
Ear. B. SWARNER, 
Commissioner of Finance, Health, and Public Property. 
JOSEPH P. REGAN, 
Commissioner of Boulveards, Parks, and Streets. 
HOWARD PAYNE, City Clerk. 


RESOLUTION 


Considering the critical stage that has been reached in the construction of the 
Tuttle Creek Dam and the urgent need for this project as well as others in the 
Kansas and Missouri River Basins, we of the Kansas City, Kans., Junior Chamber 
of Commerce strongly urge that the Appropriations Subcommittees provide for 
the necessary funds to continue construction of these projects. 

Unanimously passed this 16th day of March 1956 by the Kansas City, Kans., 
Junior Chamber of Commerce. 

Rocer L. REISHER, 
President, Kansas City, Kans., Junior Chamber of Commerce. 


Mr. Paramore. I also have a statement of policy of the Mississippi 
River Valley Flood Control Association, which I would like placed 
in the record. 


Mr. Razavt. Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 
(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT BEFORE THE House SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL FUNCTIONS. 
Marcu 22, 1956 


At the 37th annual convention of the Mississippi Valley Association, which 
was attended by more than 1,100 delegates from 27 States, the following resolu- 
tion was unanimously adopted relating to the Missouri River tributaries: 


MISSOURI RIVER TRIBUTARIES 


“We urge Congress to appropriate funds promptly for the completion of the 
authorized flood-control reservoirs and protection works in the Kansas River 
Basin, including the construction of Tuttle Creek Dam and Reservoir, early 
completion of which will allow the continuation of flood protection projects in 
the lower Missouri River Basin. 

“We urge continued construction appropriations for Webster Dam in Kansas 
and that planning funds be made available for Perry and Milford Dams in Kansas. 

“We recommend the appropriation of funds to continue the study of recently 
discovered underground water resources in the James River Valley in South 
Dakota. 

“We urge the restudy for irrigation purposes of the glacial till and aquifer 
lands in central South Dakota in the light of research information on crop 
rotation. 

“We urge that a preliminary investigation be completed to determine the 
feasibility of bank stabilization on the Kansas River. 

“We urge congressional authorization of the approved flood-control programs 
on the Floyd River and also on the Osage River, with the early construction of 
the Pomme de Terre Reservoir. 

“We urge the study and approval of a flood control program for the James 
River and the Vermillion River. 

“We urge appropriations for the construction of the authorized flood control 
program on the Little Sioux River. 

“We urge congressional authorization of the flood control program for the 
Gering and Mitchell Valleys in western Nebraska. 


“We urge congressional approval of funds for the development of projects 
approved by the Bureau of Reclamation in the Niobrara River Valley in Nebraska, 
the first of which is the Ainsworth irrigation district unit. 

“The North Grand River report suggests six dams and local levees, but is mot 
in final document form. We urge its early completion to determine the feasibility 
of these projects.” 


EVERETT T. WINTER, 
Executive Vice President, Mississippi Valley Association. 


Mr. Paramore. Also, I have a resolution from the Topeka Flood 
Control & Conservation Association. 

Mr. Rasavur. It will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the sole objective of the Topeka Flood Control & Conservation Asso- 
ciation, a nonprofit corporation, incorporated under the State laws of Kansas, 
is to support all projects which will make any contribution toward the preven- 
tion of the reoccurrence of a disastrous flood such as that in 1951, which cased 
a financial loss to Topeka, Kans., of $34 million, and except for a near miracle 
would have destroyed our city’s water supply: and 

Whereas the board of directors of the North Topeka Drainage District, by an 
election called for the purpose of authorizing the issuance of bonds to acquire 
the necessary right of way for said project, has been authorized to issue the 
bonds of said drainage district in the sum of $450,000 to pay the cost of acquiring 
the necessary rights-of-way for said project; and 

Whereas we strongly recommend the appropriation of $400,000 contained in 
the President’s proposed budget to start construction of Topeka projects; and 

Whereas our association strongly urges Congress to make an appropriation 
providing for the continuance of the construction and completion of Tuttle Creek 
Reservoir ; and 

Whereas our association by official action, wishes to go on record in favor of 
all types of flood-control, water conservation, and water-conservation projects 
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that can be properly financed with the strong belief that the construction of 
watershed projects, large and small reservoirs and local channel improvements 
and levees combine to answer our water problems: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the facts, beliefs, and recommendations herein be made known 
by a copy of this resolution being presented to the United States Senators and 
the United States Congressmen representing the State of Kansas and to the 
appropriate congressional and senatorial committees of the S5th Congress. 

Adopted by the board of directors of the Topeka Flood Control & Conservation 
Association this 5th day of March 1956. 

Approved March 5, 1956. 

WILLARD HASKELL, President. 
JOHN F. FeEws tin, Vice President. 
L. M. PARAMORE, Secretary-Treasurer. 

Mr. Paramore. I have a statement also which the Missouri-Arkan- 
sas Basins Flood Control & Conservation Association has asked me 
to make. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Very well. 

Mr. Paramore. The Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control 4 
Conservation Association was organized shortly after the Scans 
1951 flood, and its membership consists of 17 local flood-control asso- 
ciations located in the Missouri and Arkansas River Basins in Kansas, 
Missouri, and Iowa. These local associations have a total membership 
in excess of 10,000. This organization has, since it was organized, 
consistently worked for any ‘of those projects which would “make 
contribution toward preventing the recurrence of a similar Sentiiiie 
flood. 

I am sure this committee is well acquainted with the various factors 
concerning the Tuttle Creek Reservoir located near Manhattan, Kans., 
on the Blue River. $714 million was appropriated by Congress last 
session to resume construction of this project. Contracts have been let 
and work on this project is now progressing. 

President Eisenhower’s recommended budget included $9 million 
dollars to continue construction. 

Our organization is very much in support of this recommendation 
and would like to urge this committee to consider the advisability of 
increasing this appropriation in order to speed up the land acquisition 
program to relieve any hardships which might be incurred by some 
residents in the area. 

Our organization also wishes to support the recommended appro- 
priations for construction of local flood-protection projects at Salina, 
Abilene, Topeka, and the Kansas Citys. Since the local governing 
bodies of these respective cities have taken those steps necessary to 
furnish local financial assurances, we further recommend that you 
consider increasing these appropriations for construction in those 
cases where it would help speed the completion of these important 
projects. 

We urge this committee to give favorable consideration to an appro- 
priation ‘for planning of the Per ry Reservoir. This reservoir is lo- 

cated on the Delaware River a few miles north of Perry, Kans., and 
is one of the important parts of the Kansas River development plan. 
It would afford valuable flood protection for the cities of Perry, Law- 
rence, and the Kansas Citys, as well as protection for agricultural 
land. 

In order to make proper progress toward the early completion of 
the entire Kansas River development plan, we also urge this committee 
to give favorable consideration to an appropriation to plan the Mil- 
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ford Reservoir located on the Republican River north of Junction 
City. This project is essential to the planning and construction of the 
local protection project at Manhattan. We also urge proper appro- 
priations to complete the planning of the local projects for Manhat- 
tan, Kans. 

I also have a letter from the executive manager of the Kansas City, 
Mo., Chamber of Commerce, saying their board is going to send a 
resolution, and we would like to insert that in the record in order that 
it may be inserted when it arrives. _ ; 

Mr. Ranaut. Their resolution will be placed in the record at this 
point when it arrives. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows:) 

Kansas City, Mo., April 6, 1956. 
Hon. ERREtTtT P. SCRIVNER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

If not too late please add to record of Public Works Subcommittee hearing: 
“Chamber of Commerce of Kansas City, Mo., urges favorable recommendation of 
budget items for work on Missouri River, especially its tributary the Kansas 
River which still lacks the Tuttle Creek Reservoir and others necessary for pro- 
tection from a major flood like 1951.” Regret this statement was delayed. 

Regards. 


GEorGE W. CatTrTs, 
Ezecutive Manager, Chamber of Commerce. 
Mr. Scrivner. Several years ago, I was State commander of the 
American Legion of Kansas, and at that time, we had a former lieu- 
tenant colonel in the Army, who went back into the Army and was a 
chaplain in the American Legion in Kansas at that time. We have 


a letter from him, the Reverend Alpha H. Kenna, of Topeka, Kans. 
Mr. Razavut. That may be put in the record at this point. 


(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
ToreKa, KAns., March 17, 1956. 


To Members of Committees Considering Water Problems in the Missouri River 
Basin: 


I am Alpha H. Kenna, residing at the above address. I am a retired officer 
(lieutenant colonel, Chaplain Reserve) and a Methodist minister for 50 years. 
It is a privilege to join with the great majority of our citizens in the Kansas 
River Basin in urging upon you favorable consideration and early action in 
authorizing the necessary funds for carrying forward to completion of measures 
recommended by the Army engineers for water control for this important agri- 
cultural and industrial area. 

We want to prevent another calamity such as we suffered in 1951. With the 
fine cooperation of the reclamation, agricultural, and water resources depart- 
ments, there is every assurance that the battle with the elements can be won. 

Two important statements from the Holy Scriptures come to mind here. They 
are: “No man liveth to himself alone” and ‘Where there is no vision, the people 
perish.” In our day, no community is sufficient unto itself. We are interde- 
pendent and survive or perish together. To close our eyes to the facts is to 
invite disaster. We dare not pray, “God bless me, my wife, my son John, and 
his wife, us four and no more. Amen.” Unfortunately, there are a few in our 
area, who have this narrow view. For them we have only tender pity. Our job 
is to enlighten, not to condemn. 

We are grateful for what you have done in the past and plead for your con- 
tinued support of the great Missouri-Kansas River Basin water control and 
conservation as recommended by the Army engineers. 

AtpHA H. KENNA, 
Lieutenant Colonel, Chaplain, Retired. 
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53 
STATEMENT OF KELLY LEWIS 


Mr. Scrivner. At this point I would like to present to you, Mr. 
Chairman, ere back again to the city of Topeka, Mr. Kelly 
Lewis, who is chairman of the North Topeka Drainage Board. 


Mr. Lewis. We have a statement we would like to put in your record, 
a letter from the State Highway Commission of Kansas, that I would 
like to file with you. 

Mr. Razavr. They will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The resolution and letter are as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas Congress has made an appropriation to the Corps of United States 
Army Engineers in the amount of $60,000 for the purpose of making plans and 
surveys, for the project known as the Soldier Creek cutoff in Shawnee County, 
Kans., which plan had heretofore been formulated by the United States Army 
and authorized by Congress; and 

Whereas the Board of Directors of the North Topeka Drainage District, by 
an election called for the purpose of authorizing the issuance of bonds to acquire 
the necessary right-of-way for said project, has been authorized to issue the 
bonds of said drainage district in the sum of $450,000 to pay the cost of acquiring 
the necessary right-of-way for said project ; and 

Whereas the Corps of United States Army Engineers has been making the 
necessary plans and surveys to carry out said project, and has made estimates 
of the cost of said project ; and 

Whereas the Board of Commissioners of Shawnee County, Kans., has agreed 
to build the bridges which will be necessary if said project is carried out: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Directors of the North Topeka Drainage District 
of Shawnee County, Kans., petition Congress to make an appropriation of an 
amount of money commensurate with the estimated cost of said project as made 
by the Corps of United States Army Engineers for the purpose of carrying out 
said project, according to the plans and surveys now made or to be made here- 
after, by the Corps of United States Army Engineers; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to Congressman William 
Avery, Congressman Clarence Cannon, Congressman John J. Riley, Senator 
Andrew Schoeppel, Senator Frank Carlson, Senator Ellender, and the Appro- 
priations Committee of the House of Representatives of the United States 
Congress and the Appropriations Committee of the Senate. 

Adopted by the Board of Directors of the North Topeka Drainage District 
March 1956. 

KELLY Lewis, Chairman. 
W. T. Jackson, Secretary. 
L. M. PARAMORE, Treasurer. 


STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION OF KANSAS, 
Topeka, March 16, 1956. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
North Topeka Drainage District, 
Topeka, Kans. 

GENTLEMEN: We understand that the Appropriations Committee of the Con- 
gress may quite possibly be ready to give consideration to appropriations for 
flood control projects such as the proposed Soldier Creek cutoff north of Topeka, 
Kans. In view of this desirable trend, we would like to give you our thinking 
on the Soldier Creek project for what it may be worth in assisting in furthering 
this project. 

It has long been our thought that the proposed straightening of the channel 
of Soldier Creek and its diversion easterly to Indian Creek; thence to a new 
outlet in the Kansas River is an extremely desirable flood-control project. Not 
only would such a project protect North Tokepa from overflows from Soldier 
Creek, but would also be of considerable benefit to our Highway U. S. 24 which 
more or less parallels the Soldier Creek channel for several miles west of high- 
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way United States 75 and is thus subject to flooding by Soldier Creek, especially 
when the Kansas River is at flood stage. 

We are also interested in this Soldier Creek project, since it vitally affects our 
proposed new Indian Creek on Highway U. 8. 24 northeast of Topeka. Our 
bridge project has already been delayed for a long period of years pending 
some final decision on the Soldier Creek cutoff. It is very urgent that the 
present dangerous Indian Creek bridge be replaced. We do not want to build 
a bridge for Indian Creek and then find that we have either to extend or re- 
place it because of the Soldier Creek project. 

We wish to assure you that our interest in the Soldier Creek project is vital 
and that we urge both your drainage district and the Congress to do every- 
thing possible to clear the project so that the Corps of Enginers may be in a 
position to commence actual work as early as possible this year. 

Furthermore, we would like to point out that it is our hope that the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the Congress will look with sufficient favor upon the project 
to provide the necessary construction funds, since both the construction of the 
Soldier Creek cutoff and of our new Indian Creel: bridge, which as mentioned 
above, is being seriously delayed pending a decision on the Soldier Creek cut- 
off, may go forward to actual construction this year. In fact, if nothing is 
done on the Soldier Creek project within the next 6 to 8 months, we are going 
to be forced to proceed with the construction of the new Indian Creek bridge 
without further consideration as to the possibilities of the Soldier Creek cut- 
off. 

Very truly yours, 
WALTER JoUNSON, State Highway Engineer. 

Mr. Scrivner. We have with us today a businessman from Man- 
hattan, Kans., Mr. Frank Sager. 

Mr. Sacer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Frank Sager. I reside 
Manhattan, Kans., and Mr. Hook has covered what I am here for. 

Mr. Scrivner. Now we will hear from Mr. Ralph Norton. 

Mr. Norton. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hook spoke for me. 

Mr. Scrivner. The next witness, if the committee please, is Dean 
Yingling, of Topeka, Kans., one of the commissioners of Shawnee 
County. 

STATEMENT OF DEAN YINGLING 


Mr. YrneurnG. I represent the suburban area of Topeka at the coun- 
ty level, a district completely inundated by the 1951 flood. I would 
like to place in the record two resolutions and a qualifying memo- 
randum to the county’s position of their part in this and the funds 
which are now available. 

Mr. Ranaut. Who are the resolutions from ? 

Mr. Yineuine. The county commissioners, Shawnee County, Kans. 

Mr. Razavr. Without objection, the three papers will be placed in 
the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Corps of Engineers has submitted to the United States Congress 
a comprehensive plan for flood control ; and 
Whereas it has been represented to the Board of Commissioners of Shawnee 
County, Kans., that it is the plan of the Army engineers to coordinate with their 
plan the following : 
(a) Bank stabilization and levee program, all along the Kaw River Basin ; 
(b) Soldier Creek Cutoff, at North Topeka, Shawnee County, Kans. 
Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Board of Commissioners of Shawnee 
County, Kans., That the projects above set out are of vital importance to the 
city of Topeka and Shawnee County, Kans.; that the board of county commis- 
sioners hereby endorses and recommends the ‘planning g, coordination, and comple- 
tion of the projects above set out and said board earnestly requests that a suffi- 
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cient appropriation of Federal funds to pay the amount of Federal participa- 
tion be made. 
Attached hereto and made a part hereof are the following : 
(1) Resolution containing commitment to build bridges necessitated by the 
Soldier Creek Cutoff. 
(2) Memorandum indicating availability of funds to fulfill said commitment. 
BoaRD OF COMMISSIONERS OF SHAWNEE 
CouNTYy KANS., 
DEAN E. YINGLING, Chairman. 
Rospert R. JoNes, Member. 
PAUL MADDEN, Member. 


Attest : 
Mykon H, CuSHMAN, County Clerk. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas certain plans have been submitted to the Board of Commissioners of 
Shawnee County, Kans. for a Soldier Creek Cutoff as shown by plans by the 
Army engineers, and the North Topeka Drainage Board, which are attached 
hereto ; and 

Whereas approval of the project at State and National levels is being sought: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That, subject to approval at State and National levels, and as far 
as funds may be available, Shawnee County will construct the necessary bridges 
where the channel change intersects county and township roads. 

BoarD OF COMMISSIONERS OF SHAWNEE 
CoUNTY KANS., 

DEAN E. YINGLING, Chairman. 

Rosert R. Jones, Member. 

PAUL MADDEN, Member. 


Myron H. CUSHMAN, County Clerk 


MEMORANDUM 


At the present time we have impounded in a special bridge fund the sum of 
$354,162.57, in the Shawnee County treasury, which has been accumulated from 
a tax levy, for the construction of the necessary bridges over the proposed 
Soldier Creek Cutoff. 

An additional amount necessary to cover the cost of these bridges is and will be 
levied in time to meet construction dates. 

[SEAL] 30ARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF SHAWNEE 

CouNTY KANSs., 
DEAN EB. YINGLING, Chairman. 
Rosert R. JoNEs, Member. 
PauL MAppEN, Member. 


Attest: 
Myron H. CusHMAN, County Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN FERNSTROM 


Mr. Scrivner. Another businessman of Topeka, Kans., is with us. 
He is John Fernstrom, merchant and secretary of the North Topeka 
Merchants Association, and also vice president of the Topeka Flood 
Control and Conservation Association. 

Mr. Frrnstrrom. I would like to make a statement as vice president 
of the Topeka Flood Control and Conservation Association. 

My name is John Fernstrom, Topeka, Kans. I am secretary of the 
North Topeka Merchants Association, vice president of the Topeka 
Flood Control and Conservation Association. 
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I own and operate a shoe store in North Topeka, which has twice 
seen total destruction by flood. 

Our years of excessive rainfall as well as intermittent droughts 
bring home the necessity for controlling one of the country’s most 
priceless resources, water. This condition can be accomplished only 
through coordinated conservation practices in conjunction with large 
reservoirs. The two complement each other. They are not inter- 
changeable. 

The numerous tributaries of the Kansas River, draining a large 
part of the State, empty vast quantities of water into this stream, all 
of which must pass through Topeka on the way to the Missouri at 
Kansas City. 

The opponents of the authorized, comprehensive plan for water 
control present unbelievable alternates. One, the “flowaway,” would 
widen the Kansas River in order to permit distress water to rush 
down upon the heavily populated Kansas cities. They reason once 
it passes the State line Kansas responsibility ceases: They suggest 
that areas out of the State may meet the problem by plowing under 
vast industrial installations. 

Rivers are not a State concession and must be treated from the 
national level. 

Our association endorses all private and collective programs of soil 
conservation. We understand their greatest value lies in times of 
normal precipitation when every drop should be retained and soil 
trapped. No authoritative conservationist has come forward with 
the promise that such measures supplant a comprehensive plan which 
includes reservoirs. 

We are not oppositionists. We merely embrace the deductions of 
qualified experts and accept their conclusions. We must save soil as 
well as downstream farms and cities. 

Since the 1951 flood, the first step in forestalling a repetition of this, 
one of our Nation’s greatest tragedies, came with the start on the key 
reservoir, Tuttle Creek. 

A second appropriation was granted last year and work is now in 
progress. To stop construction when present funds are depleted 
would be disastrous. The Bureau of the Budget includes the amount 
of 9 million in their recommendation. 

We hope and pray that the Congress expedite appropriation so 
that our citizens in this wide area may plan and build with a feel- 
ing of hope and security. To do otherwise would be to declare this, 
the great breadbasket of America to be expendable. 

IT would like to file a resolution by the North Topeka Merchants 
Association and a couple of statements from organizations in our 
town. 

Mr. Rasaut. We want to know the names of them. 

Mr. Fernstrom. One is from the Knights of Columbus, and one is 
from the head of the Ministerial Alliance, who describes the effects 
of the flood, morally and financially. Then I have one from the Moose 
Lodge and I have a resolution on behalf of the Soldier Creek Cutoff 
which also asks for the comprehensive plan. 

Mr. Rasavut. How many in all? 

Mr. Fernstrom. Four. 

Mr. Rapavt. They will be incorporated in the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 
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The APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives. 

GREETINGS: North Topeka consists of a highly developed area wedged between 
the Kansas River and Soldier Creek. 

The latter has, in the past, devastated this area. The so-called Soldier Creek 
Cutoff would forever remove this menace to this population, farms, and 
industry. 

Congress appropriated planning money last year. The taxpayers voted over- 
whelming to issue bonds for the right-of-way. The county government is pre- 
pared to finance bridges, etc. 

The Bureau of the Budget included funds for construction. 

Therefore be it resolved that the Congress be urged to immediately appro- 
priate funds in that this project may go forward without delay. 

Respectfully, 
THe NortH TOPEKA MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION, 
RicHARD MILLER, President. 


Marcu 19, 1956. 
Subject: Flood control. 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES. 


Dear Stirs: In the interest of flood control in this area and the establishment 
of adequate protection for future floods, I am writing as the chairman of the 
north Topeka ministerial fellowship to ask that all precaution be taken to prevent 
another disaster to our churches in this area. 

In 1951 the flood caused very extensive damage to the various churches in 
the area. This coupled to the fact that it was the people that lost their own 
homes that was the support of the churches in the area caused a very difficult 
situation. 

In the four major churches in the area (in membership) the following is the 
factual report: 

Kansas Avenue Methodist, loss of sanctuary and furnishings, remodeling, 
ete., $100,000—-$150,000 ; 

North Topeka Baptist, loss of parsonage, Sunday-school annex, remodeling, 
$70,000-$75,000 ; 

Central Avenue Christian, extensive damage to frame building, remodeling, 
etc., $12,750; 

Faith Assembly of God (new building before flood), repair, remodeling, 
etc., $9,000. 

The Second Presbyterian Church, just cleaned and repaired, to be used until 
a new church building could be completed out of the flood area spent $5,000. 

The Second Baptist (colored) spent $15,000 to repair and remodel their church 
building. The parsonage was so extensively damaged that it had to be replaced. 

We do not have the figures for the different independent church groups in the 
area, but their damage would be proportionate to the membership of each. 

These figures do not include the furnishings that we lost in the flood. For 
instance, we lost three pianos, all kitchen utensils, projector equipment, etc. 
The other churches were approximately the same. 

These figures do not include the voluntary labor that was furnished by 
churches outside the flood area and the labor of individual church members. 

I have lived in both the Little Blue area and in the Kaw Valley. 

From 1927 to 1939 I lived near Hastings, Nebr. I lived on a farm northwest 
of Hastings. I believe that it will take both the soil conservation and the dam 
in order to reasonably give a program of protection for those of the lower valley. 

On the farm where we lived we farmed the entire area including a draw that 
went through the farm. At times of the rainy period I have seen the draw 
running water in an area of 50-75 yards wide to 10 feet deep. A retention dam 
on the farm would have stopped part of the water at the one rain, but would 
be ineffective for continued rains. In a period of continued rains, such as we 
had in 1951, watershed program alone would not give protection to those who 
live in the valley from the runoff water. 

Yours truly, 
LESTER OWENS, 
Minister, Central Avenue Christian Church. 
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THE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
The United States House of Representatives. 

GREETINGS: As an organization which represents a large cross section of the 
inhabitants of a ravaged flood plain, we wish to urge that the Congress of the 
United States expedite funds with which to speed the construction of the Soldier 
Creek Cutoff. 

We further petition that funds be available for completion of the Tuttle Creek 
Reservoir and the overall plan for protection in the State of Kansas and the 
Missouri Valley. 

Respectfully, 
THE KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS, 
PETER C. GARTNER, 
Past Grand Knight. 


THE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
The House of Representatives. 

GREETINGS: AS an organization which represents a large cross section of the 
inhabitants of a ravaged flood plain, we wish to urge that the Congress of the 
United States expedite funds with which to speed the construction of the Soldier 
Creek Cutoff. 

We further petition that funds be available for the completion of the Tuttle 
Creek Reservoir and the overall plan for protection in the State of Kansas and 
the Missouri Valley. 

Respectfully, 
TorprEKA LopGE No. 555, LoyAt OrDER OF Moose, 
JOE BERGER, Secretary. 
Seoretary. 


Mr. Scrivner. Coming back now to Kansas City, Kans., I wish to 
present at this time Blake Williamson, member of the Kansas City 
Citizens Association. 

Mr. Witt1amson. The mayor of our city has said everything I care 
tosay. Thank you. 

Mr. Scrivner. Now, we have with us one of our colleagues, Hon. 
Edward Rees. Mr. Rees has 1, and perhaps 2, witnesses he wishes 
to present. 

Mr. Ress. I would like to present the mayor of the city of Abilene, 
Kans.—incidentally, the hometown of the President of the United 
States. Mayor Hoffman has a proposal that is a little different from 
some of them here. The city of Abilene is contributing part of the 
expense of the flood control in Abilene. 


Mr. Hoffman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL HOFFMAN 


Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I wish to file this report 
from the city and the chamber of commerce, and a statement of our 
peagrare at present. We ask for consideration of the amount in the 
mudget that will be announced this fall. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection it will be put in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


REPorT SUBMITTED BY THE CITY OF ABILENE, KANS. 


For many years the city of Abilene, the boyhood home of President Dwight D. 
Jisenhower, the site of the Eisenhower Museum and Eisenhower Presidential 
Library, on which construction is to start soon, has lived under a continuing threat 
of floods. Portions of the city were flooded 8 times in the 9 years preceding the 
record flood of 1951. 

Through the years there have been made various minor and futile efforts to re- 
lieve the situation. However, it was after the record 1951 flood when more than 
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half the city was under water, with losses to business, industry, and private homes 
running into the many thousands of dollars, that the entire population became 
aroused, unified, and determined as never before to obtain some type of relief 
and protection from further inundation. 

The mayor appointed a flood committee of businessmen and civic leaders to 
study the problem and make recommendations. After approximately 1 full year, 
the committee presented a program which met with approval of the United States 
Corps of Engineers. Unanimous approval was voiced by the public, and to em- 
phasize their willingness to cooperate and do something for themselves without 
waiting for outside guidance and assistance, the citizens of Abilene contributed 
over $1,000 in a 24-hour period to cover flood committee expenses and then a few 
months later voted by an overwhelming majority a $150,000 bond issue to cover 
the city’s estimated share of the cost of the proposed project. We have been told 
that Abilene is one of the few cities in the United States to have taken such 
action on its own. 

The Abilene flood-protection project has been approved by the Corps of En- 
gineers; it has been recommended by the Public Works Committee of both Houses 
of Congress; it has been authorized by Congress; it has been approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget, and it has been recommended by President Eisenhower. 

We urge you to give favorable consideration to the granting of funds to make 
construction of the Abilene project possible. We are advised that the Corps of 
Engineers has completed the preliminary survey work and is prepared to begin 
construction within a short time after the funds are made available. 

The entire Abilene business and industrial district lies within the flood zone. 
So does the boyhood home of President Eisenhower, the Eisenhower Museum 
which is visited by over 150,000 persons a year from all over the world, and the 
site of the new Eisenhower Presidential Library. 

For the future welfare and prosperity of historic Abilene, the heart of a great 
agricultural and livestock producing section of our country, the citizens of the city 
of Abilene appeal to you to make this much-needed flood protection works possible. 

Respectfully submitted. 

P. D. Horrman, Mayor. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the city of Abilene, Kans., has been living under the threat of sudden 
and destructive floods for many years and experienced a total of 8 floods in the 
period of 9 years just preceding the record flood of 1951; and 

Whereas the Corps of Engineers has prepared reports and surveys on the recom- 
mended work with respect to an adequate flood-control program for the city of 
Abilene and surrounding rural areas that are affected, and is prepared to let con- 
struction contracts within a short period of time; and 

Whereas the proposed flood-protection project for the city of Abilene has been 
recommended by the Public Works Committee of Congress, authorized by Con- 
gress, and recommended by both the Bureau of the Budget and the President of 
the United States ; and 

Whereas the citizens of the city of Abilene, to exhibit their good faith and 
unified support of the proposed local flood protection project, already have 
voted a $150,000 bond issue to be applied against the local share of the cost; and 

Whereas the governing body of the city of Abilene feels that all of the cities and 
rural communities in the Kansas River Basin area should cooperate in bringing 
about the best possible coordinated flood-protection program for the largest 
number of people: Now, therefore, be it : 

Resolved by the Board of City Commissioners of the City of Abilene, Kans., That 
we appeal to the Appropriations Committees of the Congress of the United States 
to grant the necessary construction funds to permit work to proceed on the local 
flood-protection works at Abilene, Salina, and Topeka in order that the business 
and social life of these rich and productive agricultural and industrial areas may 
continue without further threat of destructive floods as occurred in 1951 and other 
years. 

Adopted by the board of commissioners this 19th day of March 1956. 

P. D. HorrMan, Mayor. 
JOHN L. Rogers, Commissioner. 
CnHas. R. KrevuGer, Commissioner. 

Attest: 

KENNETH G. Birtet, City Clerk. 

[SEAL] 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the city of Abilene, Kans., has been living under the threat of sudden 
and destructive floods for many years and experienced a total of 8 floods in the 
period of 9 years just preceding the record flood of 1951; and 

Whereas the Corps of Engineers has prepared reports and surveys on the 
recommended work with respect to an adequate flood-control program for the 
city of Abilene and surrounding rural areas that are affected, and is prepared 
to let construction contracts within a short period of time; and 

Whereas the proposed flood protection project for the city of Ahilene has been 
recommended by the Public Works Committees of Congress, authorized by Con- 
gress, and recommended by both the Bureau of Budget and the President of the 
United States; and 

Whereas the citizens of the city of Abilene, to exhibit their good faith and 
unified support of the proposed local flood protection project, already have voted 
a $150,000 bond issue to be applied against the local share of the cost; and 

Whereas the Chamber of Commerce of the city of Abilene is representative 
of the business interests of the city and feels this local flood protection works 
is vital to the continued growth and prosperity of the community: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Chamber of Commerce of the City of Abilene, Kans., That we 
appeal to the Appropriations Committees of the Congress of the United States to 
grant the necessary construction funds to permit work to proceed on the Abilene 
tlood protection works which will offer flood protection to virtually all business 
and industrial locations in the city as well as to the boyhood home of President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, the Eisenhower Museum, and the Eisenhower Presi- 
dential Library which is to be constructed soon. 

Authorized by the Abilene Chamber of Commerce this 19th day of March 1956. 

W. V. RAMEY, President. 
Dan C. Stirr, Secretary-Manager. 


Mr. Rers. I would like to also present Mr. R. J. Hayes, of Augusta, 
Kans., and I would also like to introduce Chief Haucke. Chief 
Haucke was presented yesterday. 

Mr. Havucke. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Mr. 
George Fox is presenting our statement. I will introduce Mr. Fox, 
of Chetopa, Kans., a banker. 

Mr. Fox. We have a statement we would like to present on the 
Tuttle Creek project. 

Mr. Rapavt. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE FOX 


Mr. Fox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we, the 
undersigned, president and vice president of the Neosho-Cottonwood 
Flood Control and Soil Conservation Association, wish to state that 
our organization is solidly behind the request for appropriations, and 
do hereby request this committee to back up the te rec- 
ommended by the Bureau of the Budget for Tuttle Creek Dam located 
on the Blue River in Kansas, and other public works projects on the 
Kansas River and tributaries that have been approved and funds 
requested for appropriation at this session of the Congress. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you. 

Mr. Scrivner. At this point, I would like to present Stanley Spen- 
cer of Arkansas City, Kans., vice president and director of the Kansas 
State Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY SPENCER 


Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am vice president, 
director, and member of the water-resources council of the Kansas 
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State Chamber of Commerce, which is a statewide organization sup- 

ported by general business. It is a diversified membership represent- 
as ions every segment of the Kansas economy. It is the considered 
judgment of the State chamber of of commerce that the water situa- 
tion is the No. 1 problem in Kansas, and the State chamber favors 
measures which will implement as rapidly as possible, an integrated 
program. Therefore, we strongly urge ees for the proj- 
ects in Kansas as listed in the budget, and definitely favor the com- 
pletion of Tuttle Creek Dam at the earliest possible date, but urge 
that appropriations for this project be increased by $1,500,000. 

I would like permission to file a prepared statement. 

Mr. Razavur. Without objection, that statement will be placed in 
the record. 


(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY STANLEY F, SPENCER, ARKANSAS CITY, KANS., VICE PRESIDENT AND 
Drrector, KANSAS STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Chairmen and members of the committee, my name is Stanley Spencer, and my 
home is in Arkansas City, Kans. I am presenting this statement as a representa- 
tive of the Kansas State Chamber of Commerce. I am a vice president, a direc- 
tor, and a member of the water-resources council of this organization. The Kan- 
sas State Chamber of Commerce is a voluntary, nonprofit organization with a 
statewide membership of approximately 2,800 individuals, firms, and associations 
in the State of Kansas, representing practically every segment of the State’s 
economy. 

Proper development and control of our water resources is the No. 1 problem 
facing Kansas today. During the past 10 years, commendable progress has been 
made in Kansas in the construction of water-resources projects authorized by 
Congress. The Kansas State Chamber of Commerce supports measures which 
will implement as rapidly as possible an integrated program of watershed man- 
agement, small retarding reservoirs, larger regulatory reservoirs, levees, channel 
improvements, and other works. 

This need for implementation of the Federal program as it relates to Kansas 
was specifically stated in two resolutions passed by the 1955 session of the Kansas 
Legislature. House Resolution 24 and Senate Resolution 16 of that session both 
declare: 

“That we respectfully urge, request, and petition the Congress of the United 
States to take what actions are necessary to insure continuance of surveys and 
planning and assure cooperation in the construction of projects in the State of 
Kansas that are vital and necessary to the conservation of land and water by 
the three agencies, namely, the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and the Soil Conservation Service of the United States Department of Agri- 
culture.” 

Coming from the elected representatives of the people of Kansas, these resolu- 
tions demonstrate faith in the present Federal agencies entrusted with these 
programs. They demonstrate that despite prior controversies, the people of 
Kansas generally support the water resources program which the President 
seeks to effectuate in his budget recommendations. This point of view has been 
further borne out in the scores of meetings held over the State of Kansas by 
the State chamber on the State’s pressing water problems. 

We wish it to be understood that we in Kansas are not relying solely on the 
Federal Government to provide all of the projects so vitally necessary to 
achieve our water resources goals. The State chamber was the recognized 
leader in the successful promotion of adequate watershed district legislation 
passed by the 1953 legislature. Also, we supported the creation of a progressive 
State water resources board in 1955 established to give impetus to the State’s 
water program. This serves to illustrate that we are in good faith vigorously 
promoting the integrated program of local, State, and Federal partnership so 
highly essential in a well-rounded program of water resources development. 

While thus proceeding to get our own local house in order, we are equally 
concerned with promoting continuing Federal participation in this integrated 
program, and to press for completion of federally authorized projects such as 
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you are considering in connection with the Army’s civil functions budget for 
1957. 

As an addendum to these remarks, I submit for your serious consideration the 
current policy declarations of the Kansas State Chamber of Commerce pertain- 
ing to water resources as developed by leaders from all parts of the State. 


Poticy DECLARATIONS RELATING TO WATER RESOURCES 


(WR-1) A water management policy for Kansas 

We believe that the most serious unsolved problem facing the people of Kansas 
today is the proper development and control of our water resources. The very 
economie life of Kansas rests on the development and application of sound water 
management programs in the two basic fields of water supply and water control. 

The overall objective of developing a water resources Management program 
is to enhance the economic opportunity of the entire State—to improve the 
welfare of the people of Kansas. In developing a comprehensive program of 
water management, consideration should be given to these elements of water 
resources planning, not necessarily in order of priority: 


1. Watershed development 7. Recreation 

2. Flood control 8. Fish and wildlife 

3. Domestic, municipal and industrial 9. Sediment control 
water supply 10. Navigation 

4. Irrigation 11. Ground water recharge 

5. Pollution prevention and abatement 12. Soil moisture 


6. Drainage 


Accordingly, the Kansas State Chamber of Commerce establishes the following 
statements as its policy on water management and solicits the support of the 
individual citizens and various official and unofficial groups and agencies in 
Kansas who are concerned with development, protection, and control of water 
resources, as well as the Congress of the United States: 

1. Alleviation of droughts and control of floods are two closely related phases 
of water management—a satisfactory solution to either will have a beneficial 


effect in control of the other. Therefore, the water resources council of the 
Kansas State Chamber of Commerce endorses all justifiable water conservation 
programs. 

2. We urge the full coordination of: 

(a) The operations of the three Federal agencies concerned with flood-control 
work—the Corps of Engineers, the United States Bureau of Reclamation and the 
soil conservation agencies of the United States Department of Agriculture. Such 
coordination must exist at all levels of operation of these agencies. A proper 
flood-control program must include a coordinated plan of soil conservation, 
reservoirs of a suitable kind on upper tributaries, suitable reservoirs to protect 
main streams, levees, and necessary bank stabilization ; and 

(b) Operations of all official Kansas State agencies concerned with the 
development, conservation, and protection of the State’s water resources. 

3. With respect to all river basins in Kansas, we recommend : 

(a) Appropriation by Congress of the funds necessary for such flood control, 
soil and water conservation, and irrigation projects as have been recommended 
by the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and soil conservation 
agencies of the Department of Agriculture and authorized by Congress. It is 
stipulated that this recommendation includes only those projects which have 
been both recommended and authorized as of July 8, 1955, and does not constitute 
an endorsement of any other projects which are recommended or authorized 
after that date, until such time as the proper groups of this organization can 
give them the necessary study and consideration. 

(b) Authorization by Congress for such flood control, irrigation, and soil con- 
servation projects as have been recommended by the Corps of Engineers, the 

sureau of Reclamation, and the soil conservation agencies of the Department of 
Agriculture, as of July 8, 1955. Likewise, this recommendation also stipulates 
that only those projects recommended as of July 8, 1955, are endorsed. 

4. We pledge our cooperation with Kansas municipalities in their efforts to 
obtain adequate and safe municipal and industrial water supplies. 

5. We urge and support the most rapid extension of sound soil conservation 
and management practices possible, because they contribute to the control and 
conservation of water. We urge the exploration of the use of watershed manage- 
ment under existing Kansas law and completion of projects underway. 
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&. We oppose the establishment of any Federal valley authorities which would 
include Kansas. 

7. We agree that in determining the compensation for property owners who 
are displaced as a result of flood-control works that consideration should be 
given to the current cost of assembling an economic farm unit: that considera- 
tion should be given to the intangible losses incurred by these property owners 
similar to the price paid for goodwill in the sale and purchase of a business 
concern; and that ample allowance should be make for moving costs. 

8. It is recommended that Congress provide sufficient funds to enable the 
United States Weather Bureau and the United States Geological Survey to 
secure all possible data from which the Weather Bureau may be enabled to fore- 
cast probable stage and flow of the rivers and to disseminate such information 
at the earliest moment to the interested people in any area threatened by the 
flood. 

9. We pledge our support to the water resources board created by the 1955 
Kansas Legislature, and to all other governmental, public, and private agencies 
and organizations working for the development of a sound water resources 
policy in Kansas. 

(Approved by board, December 28, 1951; reaffirmed by board, October 
1953: amended and reaffirmed by board, July 29, 1955.) 


0 
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Mr. Scrivner. Finally, I would like to present Jim Lester, of Oska 
loosa, Kans., representing the city of Perry. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES LESTER 


Mr. Lesrer. I represent the city of Perry, Kans., which is at the 
junction of the Kansas River and the Delaware River. Likewise, I 
represent the mayor’s flood-protection committee of that city, and I 
represent all of the drainage districts, six in number, from the city 
of Topeka east to Lawrence, on to the merging of the Missouri with 
the Kansas River. I have prepared resolutions ready to file for each 
of those organizations. There are 8 organizations altogether, 6 drain- 
age districts. 

Mr. Rasavr. Does each drainage district have a paper ? 

Mr. Lester. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Are they alike or do they all give different reasons ? 

Mr. Lester. Some of them are alike. They are all urging and want- 
ing appropriations for planning of the survey on the river as soon as 
possible. No, sir; they are not alike. 

Mr. Razavr. Then the six resolutions will be placed in the record. 

(The resolutions referred to are as follows :) 


BEFORE THE GOVERNING Bopy OF THE CiTy OF PERRY, JEFFERSON CoUNTY, KANS. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States House 
Document 642 which contains authorization for the construction of the Milford 
Dam on the Republican River and the Perry Dam on the Delaware River, in 
the State of Kansas for local flood-protection projects ; and 

Whereas the authorizations in said House Document 642 are a part of the 
Pick-Sloan plan to provide flood protection along the Kansas River Valley, in 
which the city of Perry is located and the passage by the Congress of House 
Document 642 is necessary to the completion of the overall plan of flood protec- 
tion ; and 

Whereas said House Document 642 would authorize the Corps of Engineers to 
determine whether bank stabilization, bank erosion control and related im- 
provements are desirable along the Kansas River from Junction City, Kans., 
to its mouth, and along the lower reaches of the principal tributaries; and 

Whereas the residents and property owners of this city has suffered extensive 
property losses and irreparable injury to their homes, businesses, and property, 
due to frequent floods and high waters of the Kansas and Delaware Rivers; and 
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Whereas the governing body of said city has the utmost confidence in the Corps 
Engineers and their ability to determine ways and means of stabilizing said 
river banks and controlling the floodwaters thereof: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the governing body of the city of Perry in Jefferson County, 
Kans., unanimously, That the Congress of the United States be and it is hereby 
respectfuiy requested and urged to recommend as a result of its present study 
and hearings, that the Perry and Milford Dams be constructed as recommended 
and provided for in House Document 642 and that the Corps of Engineers be 
authorized and directed to study and recommend plans for river bank stabiliza- 
tion, bank erosion control and related improvements along the Kansas River 
and the lower reaches of its tributaries, and that the Congress of the United 
States be and it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to appropriate suf- 
ficient funds for surveys, planning and construction of the Perry and Milford 
Dams and bank stabilization and bank erosion control. 

The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 7th day of 
March 1956. 

GovERNING Bopy OF THE CITY OF PERRY 
IN JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANG., 
By N. R. Hamm, Mayor. 


Attest: 
[SEAL] N. E. Peterson, City Clerk. 


BEFORE THE MAyYor’s FLOOD PROTECTION COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF PERRY, 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANS. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas on the 4th day of January, N. R. Hamm, mayor of the city of Perry, 
Jefferson County, Kans., appointed a committee composed of members of all 
civic, patriotic organizations and citizens of said city of Perry, for the purpose 
of studying and making recommendations as to controlling floodwaters of the 
Delaware River; and 

Whereas said committee has held hearings and studied plans for the control of 
the frequent and devastating floods of said river ; and 

Whereas said committee is mindful of the numerous, frequent, and devastating 
floods caused by said river : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved unanimously by said committee, That it has the utmost confidence 
in the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, and their ability to determine 
ways and means and plan control of the floodwaters of said Delaware River and 
said committee being mindful of the fact that the Congress of the United States 
has authorized the construction of a dam on said Delaware River, planned and 
designed by said engineers to control the floodwaters of said river, and that no 
appropriations have been made for the necessary surveys and planning thereof, 
all as set out in House Document 642, approved and passed by Congress, therefore 
said committee unanimously urges and requests that the Congress of the United 
S.ates appropriate sufficient funds for the necessary surveys, planning, and con- 
struction of the dam on the Delaware River as provided by said House Document 
642. 

The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 15th day 
of March 1956. 

Mayor’s FLoop PROTECTION COMMITTEE, CITY 
OF PERRY, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANs., 
W. W. OLIVER, Chairman. 


Attest: 
N. E. Peterson, Secretary. 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE MuppY CREEK DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANS., 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States, House 
Document 642, which contains authorizations for the construction of the Milford 
Dam on the Republican River and the Perry Dam on the Delaware River, in the 
State of Kansas for local flood-protection projects; and 
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Whereas the authorizations in said House Document 642 are a part of the 
Pick-Sloan plan to provide flood protection along the Kansas River Valley, of 
which this drainage district is a part and the passage by the Congress of House 
Document 642, is necessary to the completion of the overall plan of flood pro- 
tection ; and 

Whereas said House Document 642 would authorize the Corps of Engineers to 
determine whether bank stabilization, bank erosion control, and related imyprove- 
ments are desirable along the Kansas River from Junction City, Kans., to its 
mouth, and along the lower reaches of the principal tributaries ; and 

Whereas the residents and property owners of this drainage district have 
suffered extensive property losses and irreparable injury to their lands, homes, 
crops, and property, due to floods and high waters of the Kansas River and its 
tributaries, and the erosion of the banks of said Kansas River ; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the above drainage district have the utmost 
confidence in the Corps of Engineers and their ability to determine ways and 
means of stabilizing the banks of said Kansas River and controlling the flood- 
waters thereof: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Muddy Creek Drainage District, 
Jefferson County, Kans., unanimously, That the Congress of the United States 
be and it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to recommend as a result 
of its present study and hearings, that the Perry and Milford Dams be con- 
structed as recommended and provided for in House Document 642, and that the 
Corps of Engineers be authorized and directed to study and recommend plans for 
river bank stabilization and bank erosion control of the Kansas River and the 
lower reaches of its tributaries, and that the Congress of the United States be 
and it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to appropriate sufficient funds 
for surveys, planning, and the construction of the Perry and Milford Dams and 
bank stabilization and bank erosion control. 

The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 15th day 
of March, 1956. 

30ARD OF D’ RECTORS, MUDDY CREEK DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
C. D. Hurp, President. 
GEORGE SHIRLEY, T'reasurer. 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE GRANTVILLE DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANS. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States House 
Document 642 which contains authorizations for the construction of the Milford 
Dam on the Republican River and the Perry Dam on the Delaware River, in the 
State of Kansas for local flood protection projects ; and 

Whereas the authorizations in said House Document 642 are a part of the 
Pick-Sloan plan to provide flood protection along the Kansas River Valley, of 
which this drainage district is a part and the passage by the Congress of House 
Document 642 is necessary to the completion of the overall plan of flood pro- 
tection ; and 

Whereas said House Document 642 would authorize the Corps of Engineers 
to determine whether bank stabilization, bank erosion control and related im- 
provements are desirable along the Kansas River from Junction City, Kans., to 
its mouth, and along the lower reaches of the principal tributaries; and 

Whereas the residents and property owners of this drainage district have 
suffered extensive property losses and irreparable injury to their lands, homes, 
crops, and property due to floods and high waters of the Kansas River and its 
tributaries, and the erosion of the banks of said Kansas River; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the above drainage district have the 
utmost confidence in the Corps of Engineers and their ability to determine ways 
and means of stabilizing the banks of said Kansas River and controlling the 
floodwaters thereof : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Grantville Drainage District, Jeffer- 
son County, Kans., unanimously, That the Congress of the United States be and 
it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to recommend as a result of its 
present study and hearings, that the Perry and Milford Dams be constructed as 
recommended and provided for in House Document 642 and that the Corps of 
Engineers be authorized and directed to study and recommend plans for river 
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bank stabilization and bank erosion control of the Kansas River and the lower 
reaches of its tributaries, and that the Congress of the United States be and it 
is hereby respectfully requested and urged to appropriate sufficient funds for 
surveys, planning and the construction of the Perry and Milford Dams and bank 
stabilization and bank erosion control. 
The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 15th day 
of March 1956. 
Board OF DIRECTORS, GRANTVILLE 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
C. L. BigHam, President. 
MayNaArp C. Hook, Treasurer. 
Attest: 
JoHN N. INGENTHRON, Secretary. 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE KAW-DELAWARE DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANS. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States, House 
Document 642, which contains authorizations for the construction of the Milford 
Dam on the Republican River and the Perry Dam on the Delaware River, in 
the State of Kansas for local flood protection projects ; and 

Whereas the authorizations in said House Document 642 are a part of the 
Pick-Sloan plan to provide flood protection along the Kansas River Valley, of 
which this drainage district is a part and the passage by the Congress of House 
Document 642 is necessary to the completion of the overall plan of flood 
protection; and 

Whereas said House Document 642 would authorize the Corps of Engineers to 
determine whether bank stabilization, bank-erosion control and related im- 
provements are desirable along the Kansas River from Junction City, Kans., to 
its mouth, and along the lower reaches of the principal tributaries; and 

Whereas the residents and property owners of this drainage district have 
suffered extensive property losses and irreparable injury to their lands, homes, 
crops, and property, due to floods and high waters of the Kansas River and its 
tributaries and the erosion of the banks of said Kansas River; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the above drainage district have the utmost 
confidence in the Corps of Engineers and their ability to determine ways and 
means of stabilizing the banks of said Kansas River and controlling the flood- 
waters thereof: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the board of directors of the Kaw-Delaware Drainage District, 
Jefferson County, Kans., unanimously, That the Congress of the United States be 
and it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to recommend as a result of 
its present study and hearings, that the Perry and Milford Dams be constructed 
as recommended and provided for in House Document 642 and that the Corps of 
Engineers be authorized and directed to study and recommend plants for river- 
bank stabilization and bank-erosion control of the Kansas River and the lower 
reaches of its tributaries, and that the Congress of the United States be and it 
is hereby respectfully requested and urged to appropriate sufficient funds for 
surveys, planning, and the construction of the Perry and Milford Dams and bank- 
stabilization and bank-erosion control. 

The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 15th day 
of March 1956. 

Boarp OF DrREcTORS, KAW-DELAWARE 
DRAINAGE DrstRrIct, 

J. E. Quintan, President. 

HoMER THOMASON, Treasurer. 

Attest: 

JosEePH T. QUINLAN, Secretary. 
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BEFORE THE BoArpD OF DIRECTORS OF THE HLMCRERK DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANS. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States, House 
Document 642, which contains authorizations for the construction of the Milford 
Dam on the Republican River and the Perry Dam onthe Delaware River, in the 
State of Kansas for local flood-protection projects ; and 

Whereas the authorizations in said House Document 642 are a part of the 
Pick-Sloan plan to provide flood protection along the Kansas River Valley, of 
which this drainage district is a part and the passage by the Congress of House 
Document 642 is necessary to the completion of the overall plan of flood protec- 
tion; and 

Whereas said House Document 642 would authorize the Corps of Engineers 
to determine whether bank stabilization, bank erosion control and related im- 
provements are desirable along the Kansas River from Junction City, Kans., to 
its mouth, and along the lower reaches of the principal tributaries ; and 

Whereas the residents and property owners of this drainage district have suf- 
fered extensive property losses and irreparable injury to their lands, homes, 
crops, and property, due to floods and high waters of the Kansas River and its 
tributaries, and the erosion of the banks of said Kansas River; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the above drainage district have the utmost 
confidence in the Corps of Engineers and their ability to determine ways and 
means of stabilizing the banks of said Kansas River and controlling the flood 
waters thereof: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Elmereek Drainage District, Jeffer- 
son County, Kans., unanimously, That the Congress of the United States be and 
it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to recommend as a result of its 
present study and hearings, that the Perry and Milford Dams be constructed as 
recommended and provided for in House Document 642 and that the Corps of 
Engineers be authorized and directed to study and recommend plans for river- 
bank stabilization and bank-erosion control of the Kansas River and the lower 
reaches of its tributaries, and that the Congress of the United States be and it 
it hereby respectfully requested and urged to appropriate sufficient funds for 
surveys, planning, and the construction of the Perry and Milford Dams and bank 
stabilization and bank erosion control. 

The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 15th day 
of March 1956. 

Boarp: or: DirrecTors, ELMCREEK DRAINAGE 
DISTRICT, 
Heten Trant, President. 


Nora ELSwick, Secretary. 


BEFORE THE BoAkp OF DIRECTORS OF THE Kaw HALFBREED DRAINAGE DistTrRicT, 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANS. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States, House 
Document 642 which contains authorizations for the construction of the Mil- 
ford Dam on the Republican River and the Perry Dam on the Delaware River, 
in the State of Kansas for local flood-protection projects, and 

Whereas the authorizations in said House Document 642 are a part of the 
Pick-Sloan plan to provide flood protection along the Kansas River Valley of 
which this drainage district is a part and the passage by the Congress of House 
Document 642 is necessary to the completion of the overall plan of flood protection, 
and 

Whereas said House Document 642 would authorize the Corps of Engineers 
to determine whether bank stabilization, bank-erosion control and related im- 
provements are desirable along the Kansas River from Junction City, Kans., to 
its mouth, and along the lower reaches of the principal tributaries, and 

Whereas the residents and property owners of this drainage district have 
suffered extensive property losses and irreparable injury to their lands, homes, 
crops, and property, due to floods and high waters of the Kansas River and its 
tributaries, and the erosion of the banks of said Kansas River, and 
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Whereas the board of directors of the above drainage district have the utmost 
confidence in the Corps of Engineers and their ability to determine ways and 
means of stabilizing the banks of said Kansas River and controlling the flood 
waters thereof: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, by the board of directors of the Kaw Halfbreed Drainage District, 
Jefferson County, Kans., That the Congress of the United States be and it is 
hereby respectfully requested and urged to recommend as a result of its present 
study and hearings, that the Perry and Milford Dams be constructed as rec- 
ommended and provided for in House Document 642 and that the Corps of Engi- 
neers be authorized and directed to study and recommend plans for riverbank 
stabilization and bank-erosion control of the Kansas River and the lower reaches 
of its tributaries, and that the Congress of the United States be and it is hereby 
respectfully requested and urged to appropriate sufficient funds for surveys, 
planning and the construction of the Perry and Milford Dams and bank stabili- 
zation and bank-erosion control. 

The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 15th day 
of March 1956. 

BoarpD OF Directors, KAw HALFBREED DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
JoYcE LEACH, President. 
JOHN LEGER, Treasurer. 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE STONEHOUSE DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, KANS. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is pending before the Congress of the United States, House 
Document 642, which contains authorizations for the construction of the Milford 
Dam on the Republican River and the Perry Dam on the Delaware River, in 
the State of Kansas, for local flood protection projects, and 

Whereas the authorizations in said House Document 642 are a part of the 
Pick-Sloan plan to provide flood protection along the Kansas River Valley, of 
which this drainage district is a part and the passage by the Congress, of House 
Document 642 is necessary to the completion of the overall plan of flood pro- 
tection, and 

Whereas said House Document 642 would authorize the Corps of Engineers 
to determine whether bank stabilization, bank-erosion control and related im- 
provements are desirable along the Kansas River from Junction City, Kans., to 
its mouth, and along the lower reaches of the principal tributaries, and 

Whereas the residents and property owners of this drainage district have 
suffered extensive property losses and irreparable injury to their lands, homes, 
crops, and property, due to floods and high waters of the Kansas River and 
its tributaries, and the erosion of the banks of said Kansas River, and 

Whereas the board of directors of the above drainage district have the ut- 
most confidence in the Corps of Engineers and their ability to determine ways 
and means of stabilizing the banks of said Kansas River and controlling the 
floodwaters thereof: Now, therefore, be it ; 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Stonehouse Drainage District, Jef- 
ferson County, Kans., unanimously, That the Congress of the United States 
be and it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to recommend as a result 
of its present study and hearings, that the Perry and Milford Dams be con- 
structed as recommended and provided for in House Document 642 and that the 
Corps of Engineers be authorized and directed to study and recommend plans 
for riverbank stabilization and bank-erosion control of the Kansas River and 
the lower reaches of its tributaries, and that the Congress of the United States 
be and it is hereby respectfully requested and urged to appropriate sufficient 
funds for surveys, planning, and the construction of the Perry and Milford 
Dams and bank stabilization and bank erosion control. 

The foregoing resolution considered and unanimously adopted this 15th day 
of March 1956. 

Boarp oF Directors, STONEHOUSE DRAINAGE DISTRICT. 
B. F. Waite, President. 
SHERMAN F. BELL, Treasurer. 


EUGENE BatTEs, Secretary. 
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Mr. Scrivner. Mr. Chairman, another colleague of ours is here from 
the State of Kansas, the Honorable Wint Smith, who has 2 or 3 pos- 
sible witnesses. 

Mr. Smirtu. I represent the city of Salina, Kans., and in the budget 
there is an item which two of my constitutents wish to present. ‘They 
are Mr. Exline and Mr. Wilson. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH EXLINE 


Mr. Exurne. I have a resolution from the Commission of the City 
of Salina, of which I am a member, stating our willingness to go ahead 
with the work, a resolution from the chamber of commerce, of Salina, 
and a prepared statement of my own, which I would like to present. 

Mr. Rapavut. Please give your resolutions to the stenographer. 

(The resolutions referred to are as follows:) 


ReEso.ution No, 1665 


A resolution pertaining to proposed flood pvotection works for the city of Salina, 
with participation by the United States of America 


Whereas the Congress of the United States of America has duly adopted Public 
Law 566, the same being expressive of proposed public works; and 

Whereas said document includes and approves flood protection works for the 
city of Salina, Kans. ; and 

Whereas the Corps of Engineers has instituted a program for a study of river 
and stream bank stabilization as part of its system of flood control, which pro- 
gram is particularly favored by the Board of Commissioners of the City of 
Salina, Kans.; and 

Whereas before such approved plan can be implemented, it will be necessary 
for the Congress of the United States of America to provide for such implementa- 
tion by appropriations of money; and 

Whereas the city of Salina, Kans., has heretofore duly expressed, and does 
now in compliance with and by authority of G. S. 1955 Supp., F2-635 et seq. 
reaffirm by resolution its intention to provide funds and do the necessary 
financing for the acquisition of right-of-way providing for changes in highways, 
construction of street and road bridges, revise and relocate utilities as neees- 
sary, operate and maintain the completed works, and pay all other costs that 
might accrue to it under the proposed plan ; and 

Whereas the Board of Commissioners of the City of Salina, Kans., deems it in 
the public interest that said flood-protection works be constructed and said 
flood-protection plan be carried out in all details: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Salina, Kans.: 

That it earnestly solicits the Congress of the United States of America to 
appropriate sufficient funds and moneys and make the same available to the Corps 
of Engineers of the United States of America in order that such agency may 
proceed with the construction of such works and do all things necessary and 
incidental thereto; and so that the city of Salina, Kans., may be advised there- 
from the nature and extent of its duties in order to facilitate the implementation 
of such construction. 

That the city clerk of the city of Salina, Kans., be and he is hereby directed 
to forward a copy of this resolution to the Honorable Andrew F. Schoeppel, the 
Honorable Frank Carlson, the Honorable Wint Smith, the Director of the Budget, 
and Maj Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis of the Corps of Engineers, aforesaid. 

Introduced and adopted March 13, 1956. 

[SEAL] Max §S. Lake, Mayor. 

Attest: 

H. E. Peterson, City Clerk. 
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RESOLUTION OB THE SALINA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., SALINA, KANS. 


(A resolution pertaining to the proposed flood protection works for the city of 
Salina, Kans., with participation by the United States of America) 


Whereas the Congress of the United States of America has duly adopted 
Public Law 566, the same being expressive of proposed public works; and 

Whereas said document includes and approves flood-protection works for the 
city of Salina, Kans.; and 

Whereas the United States Army Corps of Engineers has ilstituted a program 
for a study of river and stream bank stabilization as part of its system of flood 
eontrol, which program is particularly favored by the board of directors of the 
Salina Chamber of Commerce, Inc.; and 

Whereas before such approved plan can be implemented it will be necessary 
for the Congress of the United States of America to provide for such implemen- 
tation by appropriations of moneys; and 

Whereas the city of Salina, Kans., has expressed and reaffirmed by resolu- 
tion, in compliance with and by authority of G. S. 1955, Supp., 12-635 et seq., its 
intention to provide funds and do the necessary financing for the acquisition of 
right-of-way, providing for changes in highways, construction of street and 
road bridges, revise and relocate utilities if necessary, operate and maintain 
the comipleted works and pay all other costs that might accrue to it under the 
plan; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the Salina Chamber of Commerce, Inc., 
deems it in the public interest that said flood-protection works be constructed 
and said flood-protection plan be carried out in all details: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Salina Chamber of Commerce, Inc.: 

That it earnestly solicits the Congress of the United States of America to 
appropriate sufficient funds and moneys and make the same available to the 
Corps of Engineers in order that such agency may proceed with the construction 
of such works and do all things necessary and incidental thereto, and so that 
the city of Salina, Kans. may be advised therefrom, the nature and extent of 
its duties in order to facilitate the implementation of such construction. 

That the manager of the Salina Chamber of Commerce, Inc., be authorized, 
and he is hereby directed, to forward a copy of this resolution to the Honorable 
Andrew F. Schoeppel, the Honorable Frank Carlson, the Honorable Wint Smith, 
the Director of the Budget, and Maj. Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis of the Corps of 
Engineers, aforesaid. 

Introduced and adopted March 14, 1956. 

[SEAL] Don McPHAIL, . 

President. 

Attest : 

J. M. Cranor, Manager. 

Mr. Exutne. I, Ralph Exline, of Salina, Kans., consider it my 
public duty and a personal privilege to appear before this honorable 
body as a member of and on behalf of the City Commission of Salina, 
Kans., and also as a member and official representative of the Kansas 
River Flood Committee, thus representing more than 33,000 residents 
of the city of Salina, Kans., and over a million interested residents 
living in the affected river valleys, to call to your attention the 
desperate and immediate need for flood-control measures in the areas 
which I represent. 

As previously stated before this committee, the recent floods in 1951 
affected more than 2,500 families and cause approximately 1,500 fami- 
lies to evacuate their homes, some permanently, and caused property 
damage in Salina, Kans., in excess of $2,500,000, with the large in- 
crease in population and increased numbers of new homes a similar 
flood would cause greatly increased damages, disaster, and suffering. 

The groups which I represent are in favor of and enthusiastically 
endorse the entire project and plan for the Missouri and Arkansas 
River Basins, and solict the Congress of the United States of America 
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to appropriate sufficient funds and moneys and make the same avail- 
able to the Corps of Engineers of the United States of America so 
that it may proceed with the construction of such works and do all 
things necessary and incidental thereto for the protection of Salina, 
Kans., and all other cities represented in the Kansas River Flood 
Committee. 

We are advised by the Corps of Engineers that the proposed flood- 
control plan for Salina, Kans., will save the people over 214 times 
its cost. 

The City Commission of Salina, Kans., at its last regular meeting 
on the 13th day of March 1956, by authority of and in compliance 
with G. S. 1955, Supp. 12-635 et seq., by the unanimous vote of its 
members reaffirmed by resolution its intention to provide funds and 
do all necessary financing for the acquisition of rights-of-way, pro- 
viding for changes in highways, construction of street and road 
bridges, revise and relocate utilities as necessary, operate and main- 
tain the completed works, and pay all other costs that might accrue 
to it under the proposed plan. 

We are in full accord with the flood-control project as planned by 
the Corps of Engineers and as approved by Congress to date. 


STATEMENT OF MURRAY WILSON 


Mr. Wuson. I have a statement to file with the committee on be- 
half of the city of Salina, endorsing the entire flood-control program 
of the Kaw River Valley and especially urging the adoption of the 
budget item for local flood protection at Salina. 

T am a citizen of Salina, Kans., and by profession, a consulting engi- 
neer. I have been practicing engineering, principally in the State of 
Kansas, for the past 34 years; and for the last 24 years of that period 
I have operated my own organization as an independent engineer. I 
appear before you, however, only as an interested citizen of Salina and 
of the Kansas River V alley. 

As such a member of the Salina community, I represent the vast 
majority of the 33,000 inhabitants of Salina who favor the initiation 
of the local flood-protection works at Salina at the earliest possible 
date. We have benefited from the operation of Kanapolis Reservoir, 
not only during the flood of 1951, but in the matter of stream regu- 
lation during the vears since that time. As has been stated, how- 
ever, by the reports of the Corps of Engineers, the Kanapolis Reser- 
voir cannot furnish full protection for “the cities lying downstream 
from it, but each requires supplementary local protection in order to 
cope with floods which may originate downstream from the dam. 
Last year money was appropriated to enable the Corps of Engineers 
to perfor m the detailed studies and planning necessary for the ‘Salina 
project, and this work has been carried on. There is now included 
in the proposed budget a sum sufficient to start construction of the 
local flood-protection works, and on behalf of my fellow citizens, I 
am here to urge that this allotment of funds receive your ¢ ae al for 
inclusion in the appropriations for the coming fiscal yea 

The studies carried on for the past 9 months by the Corps of 
Engineers indicate that the project can be modified to include pro- 
tection of the Smoky Hill Air Force Base at no increase in the overall 
cost. We feel this is an important development—important not only 
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to Salina, but to the Nation—because the Smoky Hill Air Force 
Base is a vital unit in the defense plans of the Strategic Air Command, 
and any reduction in its efficiency due to a flood condition in the 
community, might conceivably have serious consequences in time of 
an emergency. 

During the flood of 1951, 2,500 families were seriously inconven- 
ienced by the flood and 1,500 families were forced to vacate their 
homes. A similar flood at this time would raise these figures to at 
least 3,000 families inconvenienced, of which two-thirds would be 
forced to abandon their homes. The proposed flood-protection plan 
would result in inconvenience to 10 or 12 farmers, and at the same 
time would provide a high degree of protection to at least 35 other 
farmers. For those who will be faced with potential damages, the 
city authorities are prepared to deal with them fairly and equitably, 
with the avowed purpose of compensating them fully for their con- 
tributions to the welfare of the community. From an engineering 
standpoint the proposed plan of protection for Salina is sound; from 
a monetary standpoint the ratio of benefits to cost is more than double; 
while from the humanitarian standpoint the ratio of families bene- 
fited to those who will be inconvenienced is at least 300:1. We there- 
fore urge the initiation of construction on this project, with planning 
to carry it through in an orderly manner until completed. 

We of Salina, while personally interested in the Salina project, are 
also in favor of extending the local protection to our neighboring 
cities downstream, and we sincerely hope that these neighbors may 
also _— appropriations so that their individual projects may be 
started. 

Salina is mindful of the fact that Kanopolis Reservoir has been of 
great service to the community since its completion, and favors the 
continuation of the major flood-control projects now under construc- 
tion and the initiation of other vital units in the program as rapidly 
as the conditions of the budget will permit. 

Mr. Scrivner. Mr. Chairman, I suppose some persons might think 
that the only portion of the Midwest that was affected by the flood of 
1951 was the State of Kansas, particularly as it relates to the Kaw or 
the Kansas River. However, that was not the case. Other portions of 
the Midwest, particularly the State of Missouri, were affected thereby. 

The Honorable Congressman Bolling has some witnesses he would 
like to present at this time. 

Mr. Bourne. I need not take the time of the committee to express 
my views. I understand my colleague, Morgan Moulder, has some 
witnesses he would like to produce. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MORGAN M. MOULDER 


Mr. Movurper. I am here to urge the committee to appropriate 
additional funds for channel stabilization on the Missouri River 
between Kansas City and St. Louis. We are also urging and sup- 
porting the projects presented here by the gentleman from Kansas. 
I believe the budget provides $2 million for channel stabilization on 
the Missouri River from Kansas City to its confluence with the Mis- 
sissippi. We urge the committee to appropriate an additional $2 mil- 
lion for that purpose and also an additional $2 million for starting 
construction of agricultural levees below Kansas City on the Missouri 
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River to the Mississippi. No section of our country has suffered more 
from disastrous floods than we have on the Missouri River. The agri- 
cultural levees have been authorized and planned for many years. 
This request presents a clear opportunity to help the farmers who 
are in desperate need for such help and protection of our natural 
resources in Missouri. I respectfully urge the committee to take fa- 
vorable action on our request for funds to start construction of the 
levees. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me to present Mr. Ralph E. Duffy, 
personal representative of the Honorable Hill M. Donnelly, Governor 
of the State of Missouri, and chief engineer of the Public Service Com- 
mission of the State of Missouri, who will make his oral statement. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH E. DUFFY 


Mr. Durry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Ralph E. Duffy. I am chief engineer of the Missouri Public Service 
Commission, Jefferson City, Mo. I appear here as representative of 
Governor Donnelly of Missouri. 

You are fully aware of the drought that has existed in the south- 
western part of our country during the last 4 years, and we are fearful 
it may be extending into the fifth year... We can also recall the great 
flood periods that have occurred at times in that same area. One ex- 
treme has followed another, and history will probably continue to 
repeat itself. These extremes bring to us our greatest distress, and 
it 1s our desire and purpose to meet these extremes as best we can. 

As you well know, our Congress has approved and authorized the 
development of the Missouri River Basin. I am here as representative 
of the chief executive of Missouri, asking you to advance the carrying 
out of that work as soon as it can be done. 

Governor Donnelly has previously indicated his interest in seeing the 
Tuttle Creek Dam constructed and considers it to be very important 
to all the areas from Kansas City to St. Louis to have that work com- 
pleted. It is his view that any construction work to the west of Kansas 
City along tributaries of the Kansas River and the Osage River coming 
into Missouri will be beneficial to our State for flood control. It should 
be kept in mind also that these benefits will continue along the Mis- 
sissippi River below the mouth of the Missouri River to the mouth 
of the Mississippi in the way of aiding in flood control along that river 
valley. 

Our State is anxious to get the agricultural levees between Kansas 
City and the mouth started. We would like to see $2 million added 
to the budget for that purpose. 

It is our firm belief that by constructing these levees along the 
Missouri River agricultural production can be assured far more 
economically than by any kee means now in use to increase or 
implement our potential food supply. 

Even though much of the danger of flood from the snow melt of 
the upper Missouri has been eliminated there still exists the danger 
from flooding caused by runoff originating below the dams. Levees 
could well contain the discharge expected from such conditions with 
the aid of the Tuttle Creek Reservoir (now under construction). We 
are so informed by the Corps of Engineers. 
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The levees at Kansas City are just about. complete and agricultural 
levees will not form any greater constriction to the river discharge 
than that which is at Kansas City. 

Landowners on the lower reach of the Missouri, below Kansas 
City, have made preparations for the construction of these levees and 
it is my considered opinion that work could be initiated without delay 
on the part of the landowners. Therefore, I hope you will seriously 
consider the advisability and feasibility of adding to the appropriation 
bill the sum of $2 million for starting construction of these levees in 
the immediate future. 

We believe that as the levee construction progresses little, if any, 
opposition will appear 

Mr. Moutper. That is all. 

Mr. Botriine. The next gentleman I would like to introduce is Mr. 
William G. Calvert of Lexington, Mo., president of the Missouri- 
Arkansas Basin Flood Control Association. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM G. CALVERT 


Mr. Catvert. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here from the 
Missouri River Flood Protective Association, Kansas City to Grand 
River, in favor of channel stabilization with increased funds and also 
the ge ‘neral overall program. 

I am William G. Calvert, of Lexington, Mo., farmer and president 
of the Missouri River Flood Protective Association, Kansas City to 
Grand River. This association represents local legally organized 
levee and drainage districts, individuals in unorganized districts and 
municipal and civic groups interested in some 300,000 acres of flood 
plain along 120 miles of the Missouri River east of Kansas City. 

Our members are concerned with both flood protection for cities 
and farmlands, and with the serious stream pollution problem affect- 
ing the many towns along the Missouri River. 

We continue to endorse the Pick-Sloan program of flood control for 
the Missouri and Arkansas River Basins and specifically request: 

(a) Continued appropriations for upstream projects on the 
Missouri River. 

(6) Continued appropriations to expedite construction of Tut- 
tle Creek Dam. 

(ec) Appropriations for immediate starts on Perry Dam, Mil- 
ford Dam, and local protective works on the Kansas River. 

(7) Appropriation of $1 million for an immediate start on 
agricultural levees from Kansas City to Grand River. 

(e) Increased appropriations for channel stabilization from 
Kansas City to St. Louis from $2 million to $5 million annually 
to complete the stabilization program in 5 years. 

(f) Appropriation of $1 million for a start on Pomme de Terre 
Dam and acceleration of the flood-control plan in the Osage River 
Basin to alleviate flooding on the lower Missouri River. 


STATEMENT OF THE MISSOURT RIVER FLOOD PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, 
KANSAS CITY TO GRAND RIVER 


I respectfully submit the following statements and resolutions ex- 
pressing the interest and concern of our area: 
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Resolution from the Ray County Flood Control and Conserva- 
tion Association, resolution from Ray County court, resolution 
from Carroll County court, resolution from Saline County court, 
statement from Marshall, Mo., Chamber of Commerce, statement 
from No. 1 Drainage District, Ray County, Mo., and statement 
from No. 5 Levee District, Ray ¢ ‘ounty, Mo. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, it will be so recorded in the record. 
(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE Missourt RIvER F'Loop PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, KANSAS CITY 
TO THE GRAND RIVER 


The membership of our association is comprised of drainage and levee dis- 
tricts along the Missouri River between Kansas City and the Grand River. 

This organization sincerely requests that Congress include funds to com 
mence an orderly construction of agricultural levees below Kansas City. We 
have prepared a recommended schedule, which, in our opinion, would be a 
reasonable and fair procedure, that would meet with the approval of the people 
in the area. 

Since closures of several upstream reservoirs have already been effected, 
and since Tuttle Creek Dam is progressing, we believe a start toward the 
orderly completion of these levees should be made. The majority of the dis 
tricts have met all legal requirements for their immediate participation in this 
program. 

We have already spent millions of dollars on local farmer levees. What is 
needed is a coordinated plan of protection, and the districts stand ready to 
issue bonds to spend further millions on their share of the rights-of-way, ease- 
ments, ete. Complete coordination, however, cannot be had without the co- 
operation of the Federal Government. 

We also wish to go on record as urging the orderly completion of the entire 
Missouri Basin development plan, including upstream reservoirs on both the 
Kansas and Missouri Rivers, river stabilization and agricultural levees from 
Sioux City, Iowa, to the Grand River. We are requesting $2 million for the 
fiscal year 1957, and, for your informaticn, are attaching hereto maps and 
copies of our recommended schedule for agricultural levees from Kansas City 
to the Grand River. 

For the information of this committee, os same recommendation was made 
before the Bureau of the Budget, October 25, 1955. 


Missour! River AGRicuLTURAL LEVEES 


Recommended schedule pee from Kansas City) 





1958 1959 | 1960 


' 
bs 
L-366-330_....... $2, 000, 000 | $2,000,000 | $1, 030, 000 | 
R-351 : | 1,000,000 | 310, 000 
L-330-319. 1, 160,000 | $2,000,000 | $1, 230, 
R-330-328___ 400, 000 | 235, 000 | 
R-336......- toe — 260, 000 170, 000 | 
a td “ ‘ } 840, 000 |-- 
1-304. ....---. ‘ ee | 2 595, 000 
|) ee : aad ae % 
R-289- 272... .-.. ba as 
! 


6, 040, 


2, 000, 000 | 3, 000, 000 | 4, 000, 


Dinas UTION 


The Ray County Fiood Control and Conservation Association comprising all 
the levee and drainagle districts in Ray County, does hereby resolve that: 

We endorse the continued cooperation of Congress in the construction of up- 
stream reservoirs on the Kansas and Missouri Rivers. 

We endorse the bank stabilization works now being carried on under the 
auspices of the Corps of Engineers. 
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We endorse the agricultural levee program for the Missouri River below 
Kansas City and urge that funds be granted for the planning of these levee sys- 
tems at this session of Congress. 

We think that the construction of Tuttle Creek Dam and other reservoirs on 
the Kansas River is mandatory and their completion should be rushed as rapidly 
as possible. 

In summary, we endorse the Pick-Sloan plan and the agricultural conservation 
program under the Department of Agriculture as it relates to our area, and feel 
it to be to the best interest of our country as a whole for Congress to give con- 
tinued and increased support to these programs. 

A. H. TELEGEMEIER, President. 
LUTHER STANTON, Vice President. 
W. W. CHENAULT, Jr., Secretary. 
Ep Limsere, J'reasurer. 


Original signed copy of this resolution is on file with Mo-Ark Basins Flood 
Control and Conservation Association. 


RESOLUTION 


On this, the 14th day of March 1956, the county court of Ray County, Mo., 
hereby orders the clerk of the court to inform the Congress of the United States 
as follows: 

That the court is in favor of continued appropriations to carry out the Pick- 
Sloan plan, particularly as it affects the completion of Tuttle Creek Dam and 
other planned reservoirs on the Kansas River. 

That the court is in favor of the bank stabilization program below Kansas 
City and requests that these funds be increased that the program might be com- 
pleted within 5 years, to the mouth of the Grand River. 

That the court is in favor of the agricultural levee program below Kansas 
City and urges Congress to appropriate $1 million at this session to plan the 
start of these levees. 

That the court endorse the features of the conservation plan by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture as they relate to our area and asks Congress to grant us con- 
tinued support for these programs. 

R. C. Stockton, Presiding Judge. 
Ep Dove.as, Judge. 
Boyp CRAVEN, Judge. 


Original signed copy of this resolution is on file with Mo-Ark Basins Flood 
Control and Conservation Association. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Congress of the United States is now considering appropriations 
for the continued construction of Tuttle Creek and Perry Dams and for appro- 
priations for the stabilization of the channel of the Missouri River together with 
the appropriations for the construction of levees along the banks of the Missouri 
River ; and 

Whereas it is the opinion of the county court of Carroll County, Mo., that the 
appropriations should be made for the continued construction of said dams and 
for an increase in the appropriations for channel stabilization for Missouri River 
from $2% million and for an appropriation of $1 million for levee construction 
on the Missouri River between Kansas City and Brunswick, Mo.; Now Therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the members of the county court in meeting duly assembled that 
the Congress of the United States be urged to make said appropriations afore- 
said and to do everything necessary in order to assure the construction of said 
improvements in order to aid in the protection of the lands and other property 
from floods of the Missouri River, Be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be mailed to the group of the Missouri 
River Flood Protective Association for the purpose of submission to the Appro- 
priation Committee of the Congress of the United States. 
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Introduced and unanimously voted by the members of the county court of 
Carroll County, Mo., this 12th day of March 1956. 
Drew STANTON, 
Presiding Judge. 

HENRY BORCHERDING, 
CLINTON HUBBARD, 
Don G. WILLIAMS, 

Clerk of the County Court of Carroll County, Mo. 


Original signed copy filed with Mo-Ark Basins Flood Control Association. 


RESOLUTON, SALINE County Court or SALINE County, Mo., AbOPTED AT THE 
SALINE CoUNTY COURTHOUSE, MARCH 17, 1956 


Whereas 55,000 acres of this county’s fertile land lay in the Missouri River 
Basin and is constantly exposed to flood disasters such as occurred in 1903, 
1909, 1915, 1927, 1935, 1942, 1943, 1944, 1947, 1951, 1952; and 

Whereas the direct agriculture and commercial losses sustained by the citi- 
zens of this county have amounted to many millions of dollars ($6 million in 
1951 alone), Missouri agriculture suffering in excess of $100 million being the 
State’s proportionate share of the billion dollar flood; and 

Whereas this elected court of the people believes that such losses are unneces- 
sary, can and should be prevented, and that the obligation for the correction 
of the cause of such flood disasters is a direct obligation of the Federal Govern- 
ment. We implore the Congress of this United States to assume its just respon- 
sibility for the alleviation of this reoccurrence of national tragedy. We further 
believe it to be wise, timely, and expedient to Marshall plan the heart of 
America for the appropriate development and defense of our great Nation. 

Now therefore, in order to prevent reoccurrence of such economic losses and 
flood catastrophes recited above; be it 

Resolved, That the county court of Saline County, Mo., on behalf of the com- 
mercial, civic, and agricultural interests of this county, unqualifyingly endorse 
the purposes and activities of the Marshall Chamber of Commerce Flood Con- 
trol Committee, the Saline County Flood Control Association, the Missouri 
River Flood Protective Association, Kansas City to Brunswick, Mo., together 
with the seven organized levee districts of this county, all directly or indirectly 
affiliates of the Missouri-Arkansas Basins Flood Control & Conservation Associa- 
tion; be it further 

Resolved, That this first session of the 85th Congress give serious and favor- 
able consideration to an appropriation of $5 million for bank-stabilization and 
channel-improvement work on the main stem of the Missouri River from Kansas 
City to St. Louis; $1 million for initial construction work for Pomme de Terre 
Dam and a sufficient appropriation to expedite the earliest possible completion 
of Tuttle Creek Dam on the Kansas River. We further recommend a minimum 
of $1 million be appropriated to initiate construction of agricultural levees 
below Kansas City; be it further 

Resolved, That this body urgently requests that appropriation of Federal 
funds be approved by the Congress for the continued orderly and earliest possi- 
ble completion of other projects in the basin now under construction; be it 
further 

Resolved, That we wholeheartedly commend the Congress for the Flood Con- 
trol Act of December 22, 1944 the results of which are obviously bearing fruit. 
At this point it would be gross ingratitude not to gratefully acknowledge the 
assistance given by our Government to rebuild our levees, roads, homes, and 
farms when damaged in the past by floods, 


SALINE County Court, 
Jos. M. Dawes, Presiding Judge. 
FraANK Evans, Associate Judge, 1st District. 
GEO. W. WILSON, Associate Judge, 2nd District. 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of the resolution adopted by 
the county court of Saline County, Mo., at their regular meeting March 17, 1956. 
In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
county court this the 17th day of March 1956. 


[SEAL] G. F. SterpHens, County Clerk. 
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STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY MARSHALL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE FLOOD CONTROL 
COM MITTEE 


As a public body we are ever becoming more aware of the natural resources of 
the Missouri River Basin, principal of which are land and water. In passing 
of time we are frequently being reminded of the importance of water with its 
ever perplexing problem of too little or too much, flood or drought. The cause 
of staggering economic losses and life itself is man’s misuse of one of God’s 
greatest gifts to man, water. 

Saline County, of which Marshall is the county seat, is bordered on two sides 
by the Missouri River, which river has flooded many thousands of acres of this 
county far too frequently resulting in the unnecessary loss of many millions of 
dollars. 

It is high time the people of this community, yes the county, the State, the 
valley, and the Nation, consider the facts and harness the river that it may 
be our servant rather than master. We are convinced it can be done and are in 
the process of observing the accomplishment of the fact. Brietly we believe the 
immediate problem to be to expedite in every reasonable manner the earliest 
possible completion of the comprehensive flood-control program conceived by the 
Congress in 1944 and commonly referred to as the Pick-Sloan plan. 

For many years competent personnel of our boards and committees have 
pondered, studied, and discussed the development problems of the basin. At 
this point we commend the Congress and the Federal agencies involved for the 
accomplishments to date. Without burdening the record with unnecessary de- 
tails which are already in the hands of the committees we at this time seek the 
serious and we hope the favorable consideration of the committees for an appro- 
priation of $5 million for bank stabilization and channel improvements from 
Kansas City to St. Louis, $1 million for start on Pomme de Terre, sufficient appro- 
priation to expedite construction of Tuttle Creek for its earliest practical com- 
pletion, and an initial appropriation of $1 million for the start of agricultural 
levees below Kansas City (this we have looked forward to for many years), 
together with sufficient appropriations to aggressively pursue the earliest pos- 
sible completion of the Pick-Sloan plan. 

MARSHALL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
FLoop ContTROL COMMITTEE, 
By W. M. Huston, Chairman, 


To the Congress of the United States: 

We, the undersigned commissioners of No. 1 Drainage District, Ray County, 
Mo., representing approximately 30 landowners owning 3,200 acres of land, do 
hereby unanimously endorse the Pick-Sloan program. We favor the flood-pro- 
tection policies now being carried out or proposed by the Corps of Engineers and 
the reclamation features that are sponsored by the Department of Agriculture. 

We solicit your continued support of their programs with the feeling that 
they are not only sound as concerns our particular area but are for the universal 
betterment of our Nation as a whole. 

We urge that funds be appropriated for an immediate start on agricultural 
levees from Kansas City, Mo., to Brunswick, Mo., to match those now under 
construction from Rulo, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo. 

March 1, 1956. 

A. H. TELGEMEIER, President. 

W. W. CHENAULT, Jr., Secretary. 
Sam Hicks, Mencber. 

MARTIN NADLER, Member. 

A. C. OWINGS, Member. 


Original signed copy of this resolution is on file with Mo-Ark Basins Flood 
Control & Conservation Association. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

We, the undersigned commissioners of No. 5 Levee District, Ray County, Mo., 
representing approximately 32 landowners owning 3,000 acres of land, do hereby 
unanimously indorse the pick-Sloan program. We favor the flood-protection 
policies now being carried out or proposed by the Corps of Engineers and the 
reclamation features that are sponsored by the Department of Agriculture. 
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We solicit your continued support of their programs with the feeling that they 
are not only sound as concerns our particular area but are for the universal 
betterment of our Nation as a whole. 

We urge that funds be appropriated for an immediate start on agricultural 
levees from Kansas City, Mo., to Brunswick, Mo., to match those now under 
construction from Rulo, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo. 

March 1, 1956. 

W. W. CHENAULT, Jr., Prseident. 
RUEBEN BoRCHERDING, Secretary. 
Ray Git, Member. 


Original signed copy of this resolution is on file with Mo-Ark Basins Flood 
Control & Conservation Association. 

Mr. Botiinc. The next witness is Bishop Willard Becker, Chureh 
of Latter Day Saints Reorganized of Independence, Mo. 


STATEMENT OF BISHOP WILLARD BECKER 


Bishop Becker. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement from the Ather- 
ton Levee District relative to channel stabilization and agricultural] 
levee work south of Kansas City. 

I would like to present it for consideration. 

Mr. Rasavur. It will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION TO THE MEMBERS OF THE MIDWEST PANEL OF THE House Pusiic WorKS 
SUBCOMMITTEE FROM THE ATHERTON LEVEE DIstrRIcT 


On March 15, 1956, the Atherton Levee District adopted the following reso- 
lution: 

Whereas the management and conservation of water and soil are basie to our 
national economic well-being; and 

Whereas successions of floods and droughts are recurring in the valleys of the 
Missouri and Kansas Rivers; and 

Whereas there has been developed and approved an overall coordinated and 
comprehensive flood-control and water Management plan; and 

Whereas the execution and completion of the entire basins development plan 
is dependent on the availability of funds; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Atherton Levee District respectfully requests the members 
of midwest panel of the House Public Works Subcommittee to— 

(1) Increase the funds allocated for channel stabilization on the Missouri 
River from 2 to 5 million dollars; and 

(2) Appropriate $1 million to start work on the agriculture levees from Kansas 
City to Brunswick, Mo.; and 

(3) Appropriate funds to begin work on Pomme de Terre in the Osage River 
Basin; and 

(4) Continue appropriations for work on Tuttle Creek Dam and Reservoir and 
related projects. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ATHERTON LEVEE DISTRICT, 
A. J. BunpscHu, President. 


Mr. Bourne. The next, and I believe the last, witness in this presen- 
tation is the gentleman who represents all of the city in which my 
district is and I can think of no better person to speak for the area 
from my point of view and his point of view and the area’s point of 
view, the Honorable H. Roe Bartle, mayor of Kansas City. 


STATEMENT OF HON. H. ROE BARTLE 


Mayor Barrie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you Congressman 
Bolling. 


75562—56—pt. 2——31 
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The metropolitan area of Kansas City, composed of Kansas City, 
Mo., Kansas City, Kans., North Kansas City, lidependence, Mo., and 
adjacent areas, has long been recognized as a great marketing, in- 
dustrial and tr ansportation center, adv antageously situated at the gate- 
way tothe West. The dynamic growth and expansion of Kansas City 
in the past several years has far exceeded the fondest hopes of the most 
optimistic prophets of prosperity. This era of unprecedented develop- 
ment is the result of the great faith of IKansas Citians in the future of 
the heart of America. 

In 1951 the Kaw River visited a tragic, disastrous flood upon the 
Kansas City area resulting in a loss of more than one-half billion 
dollars, termed by many the greatest natural disaster in the history 
of the Nation. 

The local flood-protection works at Kansas City were designed to 
work in conjunction with upstream reservoirs and alone could not 
and presently will not provide protection against major floods. 

More than 26 square miles of Metropolitan Kansas City hes in the 
area protected by the local flood-protection project, approximately 
15.5 square miles in the State of Missouri and 10.5 square miles in 
Kansas. 

This protected area which includes the great central industrial dis- 
trict represents nearly 90 percent of the industrial facilities of Greater 
Kansas City, with a current valuation in excess of $2 billion. 

Virtually the entire tragic loss occasioned by the 1951 flood could 
have been averted had substantially all the pl: anned upstream reser- 
voirs in the Kansas River Basin been in operation. 

In the true tradition of the “Kansas City Spirit” and as indispu- 
table evidence of their great faith in the future of Kansas City and 
their sincere belief that - upstream reservoirs on the Kansas and Mis- 
souri Rivers would be constructed to insure a similar tragic flood 
would be prevented, Kansas Citians were hard at work before the 
floodwaters had completely subsided rebuilding homes and businesses 
with all the strength and enthusiasm at their command. 

Therefore, as mayor of the great city of Kansas City, Mo., I feel 
it is my duty to appear per: sonally before you and ur cently request 
adequate appropriations to insure that the construction of upstream 
reservoirs on the Kansas and Missouri Rivers proceeds with speed 
and dispatch, and in this regard I would mention specifically the 
Tuttle Creek Dam in Kansas, representing as it does the key flood- 
control project in the Kansas River Basin. 

Surely the citizens of Kansas City must not continue to dwell in 
the shadow of disaster when an effective plan is well known that holds 
the key to the solution of this great problem imposed by nature. 

While the importance of flood control, of preventing a tragic re- 
occurence of the disasters of the past, cannot be overemphasized, the 
construction of upstream reservoirs to permit a regulated flow of 
the Missouri and Kansas Rivers at Kansas City is also essential to 
the rapidly expanding navigation program on the Missouri River. 

The system of inland waterways may well be considered as one 
of our Nation’s greatest assets, both in time of peace and war. 

Certainly it is immediately apparent that Kansas City, strategically 
located for the manufacture of materials for the Nation’s defense 
as well as serving as the gateway of the great Middle West, must 
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again become, as it was in the early years of its existence, an important 
river port, a well-integrated segment of the inland-waterway system. 

Recently the city of Kansas City expended a substantial sum for 
the improvement of facilities at the municipal wharf. 

Transportation by water represents a relatively new and rapidly 
developing area of the transportation industry which will contribute 
much to the prosperity of the city and the surrounding trade territory. 

Indicative of the growth of navigation and shipping on the Mis- 
souri River is the fact that tonnage handled at the municipal wharf 
increased from 27,143 tons in 1949 to nearly 90,000 tons in 1955. 

Accordingly, I most strongly urge that the present recommendation 
of $2 million for bank stabilization from Kansas City to the mouth 
be increased to a minimum of $5 million in order that the vitally 
needed 9-foot channel may be completed within the next 4 years, 
thus keeping pace with the development and expansion of other modes 
of transportation serving the heart of America. 

In summary, I say to you that the Corps of Engineers of the United 
States Army has developed after years of study the well-laid plan that 
will permit the optimum use and development of our water resources, 
that will insure that death and destruction, as well as staggering 
economic losses, will not again be visited upon the residents of Kansas 
City. 

Surely in the interest of the greatest good for the greatest number 
of our citizens whose abiding faith in the processes of democracy 
has been dramatically demonstrated, we cannot fail to take all action 
appropriate to prosecute with speed and dispatch all work necessary 
to the eagy completion of the Missouri River Basin development 
program. 

[ think that this entire problem that you have had under discussion 
today is of vital concern to the whole basic economic structure of the 
Midwest. It is true that I am a citizen of Kansas City, Mo., and I 
am the mayor of that great city but I would like to say to you, Mr. 
Chairman, that the whole economy of Kansas City, Mo., hinges upon 
the great State of Kansas. 

I for one tasted of the bitterness of that flood in 1951. I saw the 
flood with my own eyes. I worked literally day and night in wrestling 
with the problems that related themselves to that flood and I had 
vested interests in the territory that unfortunately was wiped out 
completely by that devastating flood. 

I would say without mental reservations that the most vital part 
of this whole package is flood control. If we have another flood of 
the type that we had in 1951 I fear as to the long-time result. that 
might relate itself to such a disaster. 

It is true that we are vitally concerned about the Missouri River 
as it relates itself to bank stabilization, Kansas City, Mo., and Kansas 
City, Kans., that we are the hub insofar as the transportation in the 
Far West and the Southwest is concerned. 

When you take a look at the railroads, between the two cities we 
definitely are the railroad center and the hub as it relates itself to 
rail transportation. 

In the matter of air transportation, between the two cities we 
are certainly a nerve center in the whole field of aviation. In recent 
years as Your Honors will recognize the Missouri River has played 
an important part in the whole field of transportation and we do need 
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the additional sum of $3 million, as the distinguished Congressman 
from Missouri has stated, in order that we might have a channel 
sufficiently large to have proper usage of the river in navigation. 
When I would say to you Mr. Chairman that in the municipal wharf 
alone we have handled three times as much in the way of tonnage this 
past summer as was handled some 5 years ago it will indicate to you 
the usage of the river as it relates itself to the whole picture of 
navigation and transportation. 

There is one thing that I want to say in conclusion. I have made 
my living out of the banking business for more than a third of a 
century, I think I know something about money and the value of 
money and I recognize fully that you, Mr. Chairman, sitting where 
you are today must safeguard the tax structure of our cherished 
Republic but I do submit to you, sir, that this Government of yours 
and mine lost more in income taxes in 1 year because of that devastat- 
ing flood of 1951 than would be appropriated this year and for sev- 
eral years to come from just a sound economic point of view in my 
humble judgment. The increased appropriations that have been re- 
quested could certainly be justified on the basis of protection of life, 
limb, and property and there are some human values relating to this 
picture as well as economic values and the human values in my judg- 
ment far outweigh the economic structure as it relates itself to the 
whole Midwest. 

I want to assure you in this concluding word, Mr. Chairman, that 
this matter of flood control and this matter that relates itself to the 
development of the Missouri River as far as our Missouri constituents 
are concerned there is no argument, there is no debate, we are all of 
one mind. 

The leaders of finance and commerce and business all are of one 
mind. May I say to you that this is one question on which the leaders 
of both great political parties can agree. 

It is one of the few in the State of Missouri that we can agree upon, 
Mr. Chairman, but this is one thing that. we think is vital to the well- 
being of the whole of the Midwest, not only the great State of Missouri 
but our sister State of Kansas. 

I am grateful for your patience. 

Mr. Ranavr. I would say that the mayor summed it up very well. 

Mr. Scrivner. On behalf of all of those present here today I do 
wish to thank you and the members of the committee for your cour- 
tesy and your patience in listening again to the story of the tragedy 
that has occurred and afflicted so many of us personally. 

We appreciate what the committee and the House of Representatives 
did last year and of course we will be appreciative of the action that 
the committee takes this year. 

Mr. Razavt. Thank you. 
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ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR AND TURTLE CREEK 


WITNESSES 


HON. LEON H. GAVIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. ELMER J. HOLLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Rasavur. Congressman Gavin. 

Mr. Gavin. My name is L. H. Gavin, and I represent the 23d Con- 
gressional District, Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, 1 want to thank the committee for giving me an 
opportunity to appear here. : 

A recent meeting was held with the Pittsburgh Chamber of Com- 
merce with the following members of the congressional delegation 
representing western Pennsylvania: 

James E. Van Zandt; Augustine B. Kelley; John P. Saylor; Carroll 
D. Kearns; Frank M. Clark; Thomas E. Morgan; James G. Fulton; 
Herman P. Eberharter; Robert J. Corbett; and Elmer J. Holland. 

The group requested that I, named as chairman of the bipartisan 
group, present this matter to your committee. I regret I did not 
come with a prepared statement, so I will briefly outline to you the 
situation that exists in the Allegheny Valley. 

Mr. Rapnavr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Gavin. The situation in Pennsylvania, you no doubt have read 
the newspaper reports, was a rather drastic devastating one as a 
result of a flood which was visited on this area of the State March &. 
The tremendous snows of the past winter, coupled with several days 
of heavy rains, brought down a deluge of floodwater from New York 
State into Pennsylvania, and down to Pittsburgh, that was really 
terrific and damaging and destructive. 

In the area of southwestern New York and northwestern Pennsyl- 
vania there is a drainage area of 11,580 square miles. It is one of the 
greatest drainage areas in the eastern part of the United States. 
We have several days of heavy rains, along with the winter snows, 
and the water moves out in great volume and has been responsible for 
serious and damaging floods in the Allegheny Valley for many years. 
It has a terrific and devastating impact on all towns in the Allegheny 
Valley and on their industrial and economic life. 

In the 1936 flood the city of Pittsburgh had a property damage loss 
of approximately $300 million and the loss of many lives. 

The result of that flood brought the establishment of a Pittsburgh 
flood-control group that developed a comprehensive flood-protection 
program in the tristate area. This program is now underway, and 
a number of dams have been completed—Conemaugh River, Crooked 
Creek, Loyalhanna, Mahoning, East Branch, Clarion River, and Tio- 
nesta Dams—all of which have contributed greatly to the protection 
of the Allegheny Valley and the city of Pittsburgh from floodwaters. 

I might say to the committee that the Allegheny River contributes 
approximately four-fifths of the flow of the Ohio River at Pittsburgh 
and the Monongahela one-fifth. The city of Warren, Pa., a small 
progressive community, had an estimated $2 million property damage 
as result of the flood on March 8 of this year. 
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Thousands of homes were flooded, thousands of people were home- 
less, people had to be evacuated from the hospital, and it was a very 
desperate situation that existed all the way from Salamanca, N. Y., 
down into Warren, Oil City, Franklin, and on down the valley to 
Pittsburgh. 

Fortunately, these flood-control dams that had been completed and 
are now in operation were responsible for affording relief to the city 
of Pittsburgh, or it would have been hit hard with a loss of many mil- 
lions of dollars. They afforded great protection to the city of 
Pittsburgh. 

Now I might call to your attention that this project in which we 
are interested, the Allegheny River Reservoir at Kingman, Pa., was 
authorized in 1938. This is 1956. No action to any great extent has 
been taken on it for several years, but I would say that for the past 
4 or 5 years some interest has been evidenced. The United States 
engineers have recommended and Congress has appropriated approxi- 
mately $241,000 toward the project report. In this year’s recommen- 
dation from the United States engineers, in the budget, there is $100,- 
000 for fiscal 1957. However, it requires $459,000 additional to com- 
plete the project report for the Allegheny Reservoir; the plans, the 
specifications, the necessary surveys, the estimated costs and all those 
things that go into developing a complete project report. 

The people of the valley have suffered for many long years. They 
have waited patiently for relief from these threatening floods. I am 
requesting now that the committee increase the established hundred 
thousand recommended to $559,000 so this project report can be 
completed and the estimated cost determined. Then an appropriation 
can be requested or a recommendation can be made by the United 
States engineers so the project can be initiated and the work can 
be undertaken to remove for all times the threat of flood in the Alle- 
gheny Valley and the city of Pittsburgh. 

Mr. Razavt. Off the record. 

(Off the record discussion. ) 

Mr. Gavin. I might say that we are also requesting for fiscal 1957 
$33,000 to complete a project report at Turtle Creek which is imme- 
diately outside the city of Pittsburgh. A wire I received today from 
the Pittsburgh Chamber of Commerce says: 

Relative to the Turtle Creek project local flood-control authority will spend 
up to a million, underwritten by Turtle Creek industry. This money is com- 
mitted anticipating the $33,000 Federal funds enabling United States engineers 
to complete study. 

Again these local funds obviously insufficient to complete adequate flood-con- 
trol protection from extremely important segment of Pittsburgh industry in that 
area. Our appreciation for your prompt action on both the Allegheny River 
Reservoir and Turtle Creek project. 

In other words if this committee will recommend this $33.000 for 
the completion of the Turtle Creek report, the people themselves, the 
industries in that area are ready to spend $1 million in cooperation 
with United States engineers to have the flood-protection work 
undertaken. 

So my request today is that the $100,000 that is in the budget or 
recommended by the United States engineers be increased to $559,000 
for the Allegheny River Reservoir and $33,000 for the Turtle Creek 
Reservoir project report. 
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I ask permission, Mr. Chairman, at this time to revise and extend 
my remarks and include such extraneous material as may be submitted 
to me. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection it is so ordered. 

We have to go to vote. 

We will recess for 10 minutes. 

(Short recess. ) 

Mr. Ranaut. We will continue with our colleague from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. Gavin. I just want to thank my good and able friend, the chair- 
man, who has turned in a magnificent performance in matters of 
flood control that has made a great contribution to the economic and 
the industrial life of our Nation. 

And I want to say that in coming here today, my object is to request 
that the committee give serious consideration to increasing the recom- 
mendation of the United States engineers of $100,000 which is in the 
budget, to $559,000 for the Allegheny Reservoir and $33,000 for the 
Turtle Creek survey and report at Pittsburgh. 

T believe that this project, had it been constructed—and it was 
authorized in 1938—would have saved the entire valley from this last 
devastating flood which occurred on March 8 and caused several mil- 
lions of dollars in property damage. The recent flood had a terrific 
impact on the industrial and economic life of the valley from Sala- 
manca, N. Y., to Pittsburgh, Pa. 

T think it should have a high priority on the flood-control list. The 
project report should be completed at an early date and the work under- 
taken to prevent further devastating floods in the valley. This water 
should be harnessed for useful purposes of industry and domestic pur- 
poses. rather than have these devastating floods. 

In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, the spending of the taxpayer’s dollar 
in the develonment of flood-protective works throughout the Nation 
is one of the finest investments that we can make. And the chairman 
knows mv favorable position on all flood-control matters over a long 
period of years. I sincerely hope that the committee will concur in 
such recommendations as I have made here today and increase these 
appropriations so these project reports can be completed and the work 
undertaken. 

Mr. Razavt. Thank you, Mr. Gavin. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ELMER J. HOLLAND 


Mr. Razavut. Congressman Holland. 

Mr. Hotiann. T am Congressman Holland, 30th Congressional Dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania. 

IT want to reiterate what my colleague has spoken about. T am 
very well acquainted with the problem of flood control because T spent 
21 years in the General Assembly of Pennsylvania and during that 
time I introduced a great number of the flood-control bills. 

T am particularly interested in the flood conditions of the Turtle 
Creek Valley because Turtle Creek is in my 30th Congressional Dis- 
trict. For years and years, the people and industry, and business 
epi have asked for help to end the devastating floods that plague 
this area. 
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It is my understanding that the budget contains $33,800 which 
is necessary to complete the surv ey which was begun this past year. 

It is a matter of record that Turtle Creek is badly in need of flood 
control. My appearance before the committee is designed to insure 
that the money will be included in the appropriations bill. 

Over the years Turtle Creek and its tributary, Thompson Run, 
have flooded periodically causing great damage to property and ex- 
treme suffering and hardship to individual families. ‘Two great 
industries, essential to national defense, Westinghouse E lectric Corp. 
and Westinghouse Airbrake Co., together lost $7,500,000 in the 1954 
flood, alone. 

Whenever there is a bad flood, production at both plants is seriously 
curtailed and thousands of employees laid off. 

When you have the case of thousands losing work, their household 
goods lost, their homes destroyed, and industries paralyzed, it is, 
indeed, a serious matter. Yet that is exactly what happened in this 
area in 1954 and many times in the past. 

The community has organized a flood-control authority, and local 
contributions of $1,250,000 have been subscribed. But much more 
remains to be done if the area is to be spared the threat of other 
serious floods in the future. 

Of course, nothing can be done in the way of an effective flood- 
control program until this survey now underway is completed. The 
flood-control project previously authorized for Turtle Creek many 
years ago is apparently no longer feasible, and what is needed is an 
entirely new approach to tell us just what can be done to protect the 


area. With the money already appropriated, and with the money 
contained in the budget for this coming year, that survey can be 
completed expeditiously and then the engineers can come forth with 
a plan for protection of the Turtle Creek Valley. So it is urgent 
that you approve the amount in the budget for the completion: of 
this survey. 

Thank you very much. 


Marcu 21, 1956. 


DELAWARE River Prosecr, Bear Creek RESERVOIR, AND ALLENTOWN 
AND BETHLEHEM LOCAL ProrectTton Progsects 


WITNESSES 


HON. KARL C. KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

WILLIAM C. HENWOOD, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE MEENAN OIL CO., 
LEVITTOWN, PA. 


Mr. Razavut. Congressman Kar] King of Pennsylvania. Do you 
want to introduce Mr. Henwood ? 

Mr. Kina. I am Congressman Karl King from the Eighth District 
of Pennsylvania, just ‘north of Philadel yhia, along the Delaware 
River. I would like to present Mr. William Henwood, as an indi- 
vidual businessman to express his interest in the deepening of the 
channel. 

Mr. Rasavut. Where are you from? 

Mr. Henwoop. Levittown, Pa. 

Mr. Razavut. We would be pleased to hear from you. 

Mr. Henwoop. Mr. Chairman, my name is William Henwood, vice 
president of the Meenan Oil Co., a New York corporation engaged in 
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the fuel oil distribution business in and about Levittown and Tully- 
town, Pa. I urgenty request congressional Appropriations Commit- 
tee approval of the $6 million appropriation recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget for commencing the congressionally author- 
ized improvements to navigation in the Delaware River between the 
United States Naval Base, Philadelphia, Pa., and Trenton, N. J. 

If the Delaware River Channel is deepened as authorized by Con- 
gress there would be the possibility within the next 5 years of bring- 
ing T-2 tankers directly to our existing dockage of Tullytown, Pa. 
This would eliminate the present necessity of taking such tankers to 
our terminal in Pennsauken, N. J., placing the oil in storage tanks at 
Pennsauken, and subsequently barging the same oil from Pennsauken 
to Tullytown. 

We would average 4 to 5 T-2 tankers a year, each carrying approxi- 
mately 115,000 barrels of No. 2 fuel oil. The saving, according to pub- 
lished rates, would approximate 8 cents per barrel for barging and 
6 to 8 cents per barrel throughput charge. These unit savings would 
yield the following estimated annual savings: 

Throughput charge at Pennsauken per barrel__ $0. OF 
Barging charge to Tullytown ae... 0. 08 


Total estimated unit saving do____ 0.15 


5 tankers at 115,000 barrels each barrels__ 575, 000 
Multiplied by unit saving ‘ per barrel__ $0.15 


TOURE IONE BOUTIDT GOV IIN no oi eer ctticciecicniemececda $86, 250 


Of course, with the proper industrial, commercial, and residential 
development of the lower Bucks County area, these figures may be 
considerably increased. We regard the deeper channel as being a 
potent factor in such development and, therefore, request approval of 
the $6 million appropriation in order that an early start may be 
made. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for your time. 

Mr. Kine. The significance of this statement lies in the fact that 
it shows that there are small business enterprises which can be bene- 
fited by this deeper channel, the contention having been made, as 
you know, that there will be just one beneficiary. It would be un- 
doubtedly a very great boom to the Meenan Oil Co., and certainly 
in our competitive system, to all of their customers. 

Thank you very much. 

I also have a statement on the Lehigh Valley flood control for your 
consideration. 

Mr. Rapavt. Proceed. 

Mr. Kina. The flood situation in the Lehigh Valley, Pa., has been 
before the Congress since 1942, when, in May of that year, the major 
flood of record shut down for an extended period 385 industrial and 
commercial operations, including the great Bethelehem Steel plant, 
and important transportation facilities to greatly interfere with vital 
war production. In addition, over 1,200 residential property owners 
suffered severe damage. Recognizing the urgency of the Lehigh 
River flood problem and the long history of floods on this flashy 
river, the Army engineers were directed to make a thorough investi- 
gation despite the fact that Federal flood-control activity was greatly 
curtailed because of World War II. 
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A plan of improvement for the Lehigh River was authorized by 
Congress in 1946 and funds were prov ided each year to advance the 
engineering studies on three projects constituting the overall plan of 
improvement. These are: 

(1) Bear Creek Reservoir, to be formed by construction of a dam 
of earth-fill structure in the Lehigh River 60 miles above Allentown, 
Pa., below the mouth of Bear Creek in Luzerne and Carbon Counties. 
The dam will be 234 feet high and 3,000 feet long and will provide 
110,000 acre-feet of storage, of which 108,000 will be reserved for 
flood control and the remaining 2,000 acre-feet maintain as a perma- 
nent pool for conservation and recreational purposes. 

(2) Local protection at Allentown, Pa. (a principal damage cen- 
ter), by means of channel rectification and enlargement, a training 
dike and levees and appurtenant structures. 

(3) Local protection at Bethlehem (major damage center) con- 
sisting of concrete flood walls and earth levees along the Lehigh 
River and Monocacy Creek, with appurtenant facilities, including 
pumping stations. 

Detailed plans covering the first phase of construction of Bear 
Creek Reservoir were completed by the engineers in 1949. During 
House hearings in the spring of 1950 on fise: rk year 1951 appropriations 
the Chief of E ngineers included Bear Creek Reservoir among 22 
reservoirs in the Nation eligible for construction funds but the Presi- 
dent’s budget recommendations provided only for construction of 
projects already under construction because of the Korean war mo- 
bilization. During the Korean emergency when no new construction 
was started, some planning was done on the Allentown project, includ- 
ing a model study at the Vicksburg testing station of the Army 
engineers. 

It is unfortunate indeed that construction of Bear Creek Reservoir 

ras not undertaken in 1950 because it would have been completed 
bates the August 1955 flood and would have prevented flood damage 
in the Lehigh Valley exceeding $19 million. Disregarding Lehigh 

iver floods | prior to 1942, 2 major floods within a per riod of 13 years 
have resulted in tangible damages totaling $34 million and minor 
floods in the interim have caused damages approaching $5 million. 

It should also be noted that the current estimated cost of the entire 
plan of improvement for the Lehigh River is $28,180,000, broken down 
as follows: Bear Creek Reservoir, $17,900,000; Bethlehem project, 
$8,150,000; Allentown project, $2,130,000. These are the Federal 
costs. While the total cost of these flood-control measures is con- 
siderably less than the flood damage sustained over the short period of 
13 years, the estimated costs of construction have increased almost 
$6,300,000 since the project was authorized in 1946, due to the change 
in dollar value. 

Anyone can see how costly, in every respect, the delay in constructing 
the Lehigh River projects has been to date, and the prospect of future 
flood disasters has become a matter of deep concern to residents of the 
Lehigh Valley. The increasing frequency of hurricane storms has 
added greatly to the anxiety of Lehigh Valley residents. 

The President's budget very w isely pr ovided the sum of $300,000 to 
initiate construction of Bear Creek Reservoir in the current fiscal 
year. This sum was allowed by your committee and it is my under- 
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standing that there will be a real celebration at the site on April 26 
ata ground- breaking ceremony. 

Budget recommendations for fiscal year 1957 include the sum of 
$2,295,000, to permit the engineers to proceed expeditiously on this 
project. I have attempted to outline as briefly as possible the reasons 
why the full amount of fiscal year 1957 construction funds recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget for Bear Creek Reservoir should 
also be approved by your committee. 

The supplemental appropriations for the current fiscal year also 
included the sums of $60,000 to advance the planning on the Allen- 
town ee t, and $50,000 to initiate detailed planning on the Bethle 
hem project. I was very happy to see these allocations restored by 
floor action on February 7 after the committee, in its judgment, sug- 
gested delaying action on these two projects until construction of Bear 
Creek Reservoir got underway. Allentown and Bethlehem are the 
principal damage « centers on the Lehigh River. The local protection 
planned for these two centers will afford protection beyond that af- 
forded by the reservoir upstream in controlling major ‘floods, and it 
will alleviate in a large measure damage at these two points from 
minor floods which occur more frequently. Completion of the proj- 
ects at Allentown and Bethlehem at the earliest possible date is, 
therefore, highly desirable and is urgently requested by the local 
interests. 

The communities concerned, and the Commonwealth of Pennsy]- 

vania are prepared, I understand, to meet the local costs and obliga- 
tions that attach to these projects. 

In conclusion, it is my earnest hope and strong recommendation 
that the entire plan of improvement for urgently needed flood control 
on the Lehigh River be constructed and put into operation without any 
unnecessary y delay. 


Marcu 21, 1956. 


Hotitanp HaArpor (LAkre Macatawa) 


WITNESS 


HON. GERALD R. FORD, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Rasaut. Congressman Ford, of Michigan. 

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am ap- 
pearing on behalf of a part of the project which is inc luded in the 
supplemental portion of the President’s budget. It is referred to in 
Document No. 343, 84th Congress, 2d session, ‘dated Februar y 21, 1956. 
It is part B of the project modification of the Holland Harbor in the 
State of Michigan. 

In addition to my appearance on behalf of part B of the project, I 
am also appearing to testify for part A of the project. The entire 
project, both part A and part B, was initially approved by authoriz- 
ing legislation in 1954. In part A of the project, the total estimated 
cost is $416, 000. It involves the improvement of the entrance channel 
into Lake Macatawa from Lake Michigan by construction of a new 
revetment and removal of the old revetment. The benefit-to-cost ratio 
on that part of the overall project is 1 to 1.4. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is the entrance of the channel ? 





490 


Mr. Forp. From Lake Michigan into Lake Macatawa, which is the 
Holland Harbor. 

Mr. Razavt. All right. 

Mr. Forp. As I indicated, the part A portion, the entrance channel 
is not included in the President’s budget. I do feel, however, that as 
long as the Army engineers are in the area doing the construction 
work, that they ought to undertake part A, as well as part B. 

Part B is in a slightly different category. It involves the dredging 
of the channel in the Black River 21 feet deep and 110 feet wide, 
extending 2,600 feet upstream from the existing turning basin with 
suitable widening in the v icinity of its junction. with the turning basin, 
and for widening the turning basin for 600 to 750 feet at a depth of 18 
feet and extending it upstream to join the new river channel. 

The part B portion of the project has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 
1 to 1.6. 

The unique part of the part B portion is this. At the time of the 
authorization bill in 1954, it seemed to me that the community of 
Holland, Mich., could show good faith by indicating a willingness 
to make a contribution in cash over and above what the Corps of 
Engineers recommended in the initial survey. 

I contacted the local officials and they came down and testified 
that the community would contribute over and above the original 
survey recommendation up to 25 percent of the cost. 

Mr. Ranaut. Over and above that suggested by the engineers? 

Mr. Forp. That is correct. They would provide over and above 
that to 25 percent of the cost of part B, or a maximum of $45,500. 

That was incorporated in the authorizing legislation. 

Subsequent to that, I contacted the local ‘officials in Holland and 
convinced them that they might be even in a better position to get 
part B in the budget if they would eliminate the dollar limitation 
of $45,500, and simply indicate a willingness to pay at least 25 percent 
of the cost of part B. By official action of the city council that was 
done, and that information was made available to the Corps of 
Engineers, so that now the city of Holland, Mich., has agreed to pay 
up to 25 percent of the cost of part B over and above what the original 
survey recommended. 

It is now estimated that that extra local contribution will be 
$52.700. The Federal estimated cost of part B, in addition to the 
local contribution, is $160,000. That is included in the President’s 
budget, as I indicated originally. 

It is my firm belief that it would be wise and economical for 
both parts, part A and part B, to be constructed at this time. Together 
the total cost for both would be $628.700, of which the local commu- 
nity would pay 25 percent of the cost of part B, estimated to be 
$52,700. Total estimated Federal cost will be for both part A and 
part B, $574,000. 

As you know from what I have said already, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, the benefit-to-cost ratio is excellent and 
indicates a sound basis for the investment of Federal funds. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is it? 

Mr. Forp. It is 1 to 1.4 for part A and it is 1 to 1.6 for part B. 

If there are no questions, that completes my testimony. 

Mr. Razavr. That is a good statement. Thank you very much. 
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Do you want to submit a written statement for the record? 
Mr. Forp. I believe my statement is adequate, Mr. Chairman. 


Marcu 21, 1956. 
BatrrLe CREEK 


WITNESSES 


HON. AUGUST E. JOHANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 

FRANK C. WAGNER, MAYOR OF BATTLE CREEK, MICH. 

RUDOLPH HABERMANN, SECRETARY OF THE CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE, BATTLE CREEK, MICH. 

HORACE F. CONKLIN, PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY NATIONAL 
BANK, BATTLE CREEK, MICH. 

WILLIAM V. BAILEY, FORMER MAYOR OF BATTLE CREEK, MICH. 


Mr. Razaur. Congressman August E. Johansen of Michigan. 

Mr. Jowansen. Mr. Chairman, I am August E. Johansen, Repre- 
sentative of the Third District of Michigan. 

I am privileged to testify in support of the $500,000 item in the 
President’s budget for the Kalamazoo River flood-control project at 
Battle Creek, Mich., and to introduce four witnesses from my own 
city. In their very brief testimony they wish again to record to the 
Congress their earnest support of this program and to report on sub- 
stantial local progress toward its accomplishment. 

I have followed this project for many years and have firsthand 
knowledge of its necessity to protect the community from flood hazards 
and to preserve the city’s tax base. As assistant to my predecessor, 
the late Honorable Paul W. Shafer, I worked with him in his efforts to 
secure congressional authorization. As a Member myself I have con- 
tinued to work for the program, testifying last year before a panel 
of this subcommittee in behalf of funds for advance engineering and 
design, which were appropriated. 

The Federal Government to date has expended or appropriated 
nearly $200,000 in connection with studies for this project. The city 
of Battle Creek has spent many thousands of dollars making its own 
studies and has advanced $125,000 to the Corps of Engineers with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Army to make the definite proj- 
ect studies. 

The cost-benefit ratio in this project is 1.58 to 1 which, I know you 
are aware, is an exceedingly high ratio of benefits. 

Local interest in this project is very substantial. The city’s share 
of the total cost of $7,741,000 is approximately 40 percent, or $2,816,- 
000. One striking evidence of the high degree of local interest and 
support is a recent gift to the city by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation 
of $400,000 to permit expediting necessary land acquisitions for flood 
control. 

Contributory to this public interest and cooperation is the fact that 
the flood-control program itself is intimately interrelated with a 
program of railroad consolidation—involving elimination of 1 of 2 
railroad lines through the heart of the city—highway construction, and 
slum clearance. 

So far as the direct flood control need is concerned, records for 100 
years show a serious flood occurs an average of once every 10 years. 
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The last serious flood in 1947 caused almost $1 million in damage. 
It has now been 9 years since this flood. It is my fervent hope that 
prompt action in starting construction this year under this $500,000 
appropriation may enable us to prevent another catastrophe. I ear- 
nestly hope this committee will recommend, and the Congress will ap- 
prove, this appropriation. 

I am now privileged to present, for very brief testimony, the Hon- 
orable Frank C. Wagner, mayor of Battle Creek. 

Mr. Rapaut. Mr. Wagner, will you come forward. 

Mr. Wacner. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, in the last 
few years, the city of Battle Creek has expended $175,000 in studies 
and plans involving flood control, railroad consolidation, highway im- 
provements, slum clearance, and related programs. It has advanced 
$125,000 in addition to the Corps of Engineers to make the definite 
project studies relative to flood control. 

We are presently about to market a bond issue involving $1,900,- 
000 covering the several bridges which we must build for flood control 
and a number of roads. The amount of this bond issue plus the $400,- 
000 grant from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation for land procurement, 
assures the city of our share of all funds necessary for the first stage 
of the flood-control program. 

We are in tentative agreement with the State highway department 
relative to a new expressway involving expenditures of over $4 mil- 
lion within the city of Battle Creek, of which our share will be 
$862,000. 

In order to expedite this program, we have proceeded to option the 
vital properties in connection with flood control and at the present 
time we have 157 properties under option, most of which are under 
option for flood-control purposes. The value of these options exceeds 
$1 million. We hope by this method to be able to reduce the time 
required to protect our city by at least an additional year. 

In closing, I would like to emphasize that the city’s share of the 
flood-control program is $2,816,600, or almost 40 percent of the total 
cost involved. I hope that this committee will see its way clear to 
recommend to the Congress that the funds requested be appropriated. 

I might say one w ord here to get a balance on the thing. Our city 
has a population of 50,000, and the surrounding suburban areas would 
make the total population about 80,000. 

Mr. Jonansen. Mr. Chairman, the second witness is Mr. Horace F. 
Conklin, president of the Security National Bank, vice chairman of 
the city planning commission, and treasurer of the railroad consolida- 
tion board. 

Mr. Rasavt. Let’s hear from Mr. Conklin. 


STATEMENT OF HORACE F. CONKLIN 


Mr. Conxurn. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would 
like to address myself briefly to the financial matters involved in 
connection with the flood control and related programs. Battle Creek 
has made a strenuous effort for the past 9 years to put itself in posi- 
tion to take care of its major problems. 

Asa result, tremendous improvements have been made in the streets, 
equipment, sewer fac ilities, water plant and lines; in fact, in every 
phase of the city’s responsibilities. 
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The result is the city today finds itself ready to undertake this sub- 
stantial program of flood control along with a number of other 
programs. 

At the present time neither the city nor the schools in Battle Creek 
have any general obligation bonds outstanding. The high standing 
of our community financially is reflected in the fact that Moody’s have 
just given a double A rating to our $1,900,000 revenue highway bond 
issue Which is a vital part or Battle Creek’s contribution to flood con- 
trol as well as to highway improvements. 

It is my considered opinion that the city can and will meet its 
financial responsibilities in connection with this program and that the 
general financial condition of the city will not be impaired but will 
be improved by the carrying out of the flood-control program. It 
is my hope that this committee and Congress will act expeditiously 
in connection with the flood-control program and will appropriate 
at least $500,000 so that the construction under this program can begin 
this year. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jonansen. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Rudolph Habermann, who is 
now in his 30th year as the secretary of the Chamber of Commerce 
of Battle Creek. 

Mr. Rasaut. Heisnostranger tome. I have seen him before. 


STATEMENT OF RUDOLPH HABERMANN 


Mr. Hasermann. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the 
central part of Battle Creek, which is the largest area subject to flood- 
ing, has an actual value of around $100 million. It is assessed for 
approximately $45 million and pays 33 percent of the real and per- 
sonal-property taxes of our city. 

I am convinced that the estimates of the Corps of Engineers as to 
the potential damages are entirely within the realm of possibility. 

I would like to point out also that the flood threat is one of the pre- 
dominant reasons why it is difficult to lease or sell the Oliver Corp. 
plant No. 2, which formerly employed almost 4,000 people. 

The retail, commercial, and industrial interests of Battle Creek 
have considered this program and are heartily in support of it. I hope 
that this committee and Congress will vote to appropriate funds nec- 
essary to start construction this year. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jonansen. Our final witness is the Honorable William V. Bai- 
ley, former mayor of Battle Creek and executive director of the 
railroad consolidation board—which board, | might explain, is the 
creature of the city commission. It is authorized by the commission. 

Mr. Ranaut. Mr. Bailey. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM V. BAILEY 


Mr. Battery. Mr. Chairman, I am William V. Bailey, of Battle 
Creek. I have following the flood-control program in Battle Creek 
since its inception in 1947. During the past 9 years I have worked 
diligently to eliminate the flood threat of our city. 
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In studying the flood-control program, it becomes most obvious that 
it is related with railroad consolidation, slum clearance, highway im- 
provements, parking, and the sewer and water programs. 

Any of these programs can be undertaken individually but if they 
can be coordinated in the constructive stage, as we have coordinated 
them in the planning stage, it is possible to save millions for all of the 
partners involved in solving the difficulties facing Battle Creek. 
Flood control is essential for the protection of a large number of the 
people and property of Battle Creek. It is also the key to many of our 
major highway improvements, our slum clearance, parking, and other 
programs. It is because of these facts that we are prepared to acquire 
properties and to construct bridges, make utility changes, and make 
our cash contribution to the F ederal Government, the total cost which, 
in 1956 alone will be approximately $2,126,000, or over 75 percent of 
total share of the flood-control program. 

Timing is the essence of the matter. The time has now come to 
commence construction in connection with flood control. The future 
of Battle Creek is in your hands. I hope that you will see fit to 
recommend this appropriation to Congress and that Congress will 
appropriate construction funds this year. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bartry. We have here a couple of pictures we would like to 
show you. We can, of course, and will stay as long and show you 
as many pictures as you want to see and answer all the questions you 
would care to ask. 

This shows the Kalamazoo and the Battle Creek River Valleys 
[referring to pictures flashed upon a screen]. This is the Kalamazoo 
River Valley and this is the Battle Creek River Valley. Here is the 
area where 35 percent of our taxes are paid, the heart of Battle Creek, 
and that is the area subject to floods. 

This is a picture of the 1947 flood. And you will notice the busi- 
ness district in here. And this part right above this building here is 
the junction of the two streams right in the heart of our city. 

This is a more detailed picture. You can’t see the streambed. But 
this is where the Kalamazoo stream runs through the city 

This shows the Kalamazoo River Valley back in here. This is 
Ralston’s, one of our big factories. This is the Oliver No. 2, which 
Mr. Habermann spoke about, which we don’t seem to be able to 
lease or sell. This is the flod district, also our slum-clearance area 
here. Down through here is where the cutoff channel will go, which 
will make effective a substantial route-construction program. 

This is an individual shot at one of the intersections of the streets 
in the flood area. 

This is another. You will notice the depth of the water here on 
the houses. 

Here is another one in the same general area. 

And still another. You will notice the depth on the cars there. 

This is the entrance to one of our major plants, the Ralston plant. 
There is a man, you see, in a rowboat. 

Notice the waves in this picture. We had to evacuate over 200 
‘families in this area. This is one of the trucking firms in the 
area. You notice the water came up so fast that they didn’t have 
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time to get their cars out; the only people who got them out were 
those already underway when the water began to rise. 

There is another picture. Notice the height of the water. Here is 
a man’s shoulder in a boat from which this picture was taken. 

This is looking down Liberty Street in Battle Creek. Notice the 
“Stop” sign, indicating the depth of the water. Incidentally, just 
opposite these trees here is where the new flood channel will go. And 
all the property on the right here is under option at the present time. 

This is a picture of the Battle Creek stream as it will be following 
flood control. You can see it is widened and straightened down 
through here. Here is the joint river from the junction in here. 

That is the Kellogg Co. in Battle Creek. 

Here is the millpond in the Kalamazoo stream. And notice the 
congestion on the Kalamazoo stream here, the millrace going through 
here. With flood control we will eliminate that bridge; saving a 
lot of money. 

This is the way this area will look when flood control is complete. 
Here is the cutoff dam. You will notice we have taken out the old 
stream at the center of town, have taken out the millrace, and we have 
all of these related highways, and incidentally, this road around 
here—all of this is ready to go this year, and we have all the proper- 
ties around here optioned, ready for this flood-control program. And 
we are ready to build this bridge here, a bridge there, and one here. 

This is a more detailed review of the same general area showing the 
bridges here and here, and then there is another one here that we will 
build this year. 

This shows our slum-clearance area. This is the area where you 
saw the pictures of the houses under water. And this would be re- 
developed into an industrial and commercial area. Again, here is the 
flood control and the cutoff channel we talked about and the several 
bridges which tie in. 

Mr. Rasaut. How wide is that stream ? 

Mr. Barrry. The stream through here is about 70 feet wide, and 14 
feet deep. It will carry 8,000 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Ranaut. Where does it take it ? 

Mr. Banrry. It takes it down here, which is the Kalamazoo River 
running west of Kalamazoo. This is a very fast drop. 

Mr. Ranaut. You are not just dropping it down there to flood—— 

Mr. Batrry. No; this runs down about 5 or 6 miles where the river 
joins the normal course of the river valley, which is swampy and 
spreads the water out. It has no adverse effect downstream or on the 
city of Kalamazoo, which is twenty-odd miles below us. It does carry 
the water through and by Battle Creek. 

Mr. Raravr. All right. 

Mr. Jomansen. Mr. Chairman, one thing more. I would like to pay 
tribute to the Corps of Engineers for the very splendid work they 
have done and, especially, to Assistant Secretary of the Army George 
Roderick. 

Mr. Razavt. Thank you. 


715562—56—pt. 2-82 
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Marcu 21, 1956. 
Hastincs Harsor, Minn. 


WITNESS 


HON. JOSEPH P. O'HARA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Rasaut. Now we have Congressman O’Hara. 

What project are you addressing yourself to? 

Mr. O'Hara. The Hastings, Minn., small-boat harbor, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Ragavut. We will be pleased to hear from you at this time. 

Mr. O'Hara. I thank you and the members of the committee for this 
opportunity to be heard briefly with reference to this harbor. 

Public Law 525 of the 79th Congress authorized the construction of 
a small-boat harbor at Hastings, Minn. A letter from the Secretary 
of War transmitting a report dated April 8, 1946, from the Chief of 
Engineers, contained in House Document No. 599, 79th Congress, 2d 
session, in detail amplifies the positive need and necessity of this 
project. 

Subsequently, in the 81st Congress, 1st session, the Congress appro- 
priated and earmarked the sum of $34,270 to be expended on this 
harbor. 

I am informed that until this past year all such construction proj- 
ects were suspended, generally speaking, throughout the country, and 
that it has been the policy of the Government, commencing last year, 
to proceed with these projects. 

From what information I have been able to obtain, the United 
States engineers—and I must rely, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, on 
the engineers for the details of this report, which I have not been able 
to get—have reviewed this project and have recommended an addi- 
tional $52,000 be expended and that the construction of this project 
be proceeded with. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended the additional appro- 
priation. And Iam very grateful to the Corps of Engineers for their 
review of this matter. 

Hastings, Minn., is located on the Mississippi River 39 miles below 
Minneapolis, adjacent to and down the river to lock and dam No. 2. 
The nearest authorized Federal harbor improvements are at St. Paul, 
Minn., 26 miles above Hastings, and at Red Wing, Minn., 23 miles 
downstream from Hastings, so that there exists a gap of about 49 miles 
without any place for small boats to go in event of an emergency. 

Small craft make considerable use of inadequate and limited dock 
facilities at Hastings. Small-craft traffic in the waters near Hastings 
was estimated in the engineers’ report in 1946 to have reached 100 
craft per day. I believe there is a very strong possibility that the 
river traffic has been increased since then. 

Potable water, gasoline, and supplies are transferred to small craft 
at the waterfront at a hazard to these craft and to. passing commercial 
traffic because of the restricted channel, and use of the inadequate 
dock facilities is further complicated by the bend in the channel of the 
river at Hastings and a reasonably strong current at the dock points. 

Local civie and other organizations desire construction of a small- 
boat harbor in order to provide adequate stopover and service facilities 
for transient craft and a refuge from storms. 
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At the hearings held, it was developed that the present small-boat 
facilities are inadequate and unsafe; that small craft which are now 
moored adjacent to the main navigation channel are in constant danger 
of being crushed by passing tows—these are large tows that go 
through there—carried off course by wind or current; and that the 
proposed harbor would remove a hazard to moored small boats and 
to commercial shipping on the river channel. 

Small-boat owners along the river from La Crosse, Wis., to St. Paul 
and Minneapolis also urged constructing of the harbor improvement 
at Hastings. 

It was also emphasized that a harbor at Hastings would afford 
needed protection for small craft when storms prevent safe move- 
ment through the pool above lock and dam No, 2. 

The city of Hastings offered to provide the required land, police, and 
fire protection, street lighting, and maintenance of approach roads. 

Interest and need for this harbor was shown by the representation 
of the United States Coast Guard Auxiliary, an organization com- 

sed of 9 flotillas averaging 24 full-time members and 20 boats each, 
ana ot at communities between Minneapolis, Minn., and La Crosse, 
Wis. This is all shown more fully in the report of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, House Document No. 599, 79th Congress. 

The report of the district engineer discloses that improvement of 
a safe harbor at Hastings is especially desirable for the safety and 
convenience of transient boatmen; anticipated benefits to small-boat 
owners would justify the proposed project; and, furthermore, that 
consideration of certain items not susceptible to monetary evaluation 
indicates the improvement to be definitely warranted. Such items 
include the personal safety of boatmen and the removal of a definite 
hazard to commercial navigation. 

The district engineer considers that the proposed harbor improve- 
ment at Hastings would constitute a logical link in the chain of small- 
beat harbors currently authorized or under consideration along the 
upper Mississippi River and believes that this harbor is definitely 
needed. He recommended its construction by the United States sub- 
ject to conditions of local cooperation, with which report the division 
engineer concurred. 

I might say that there is a peculiar situation existing at Hastings, 
in that there-is a substantial bend of the river, and Hastings being on 
the eastern bank of the river, which is where the bend occurs, there is 
considerable current. And they have these large commercial tows, 
and they have sometimes some difficulty getting under the railroad 
bridge. And they come along to this point where the harbor facilities 
are, the inadequate ones that they have, and the tows are inclined by 
the current, and also by wind. They are shifted over, and that makes 
the place hazardous as it exists. It is hazardous to the commercial 
operations, and it is very hazardous to the people in these private 
boats. 

It is respectfully and earnestly urged that, in the interest of the 
public welfare and the national welfare, an appropriation to make 
possible the*construction of the small-boat harbor at Hastings hereto- 
fore authorized by the Congress would be warranted, conditioned 
upon the terms of cooperation on the part of the local interests as 
recommended by the report of the Chief of Engineers. 
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I have been advised that the city of Hastings, as well as various 
other organizations and citizens, have a deep local interest in and 
anxiety for construction of the proposed small-boat harbor. It is also 
my understanding that the city of Hastings either has complied or is 
able and willing to comply with any requirements on its part to be done 
and performed in connection with this project. 

This project has been long authorized by law; it is of great impor- 
tance to the people along the river generally, and it is in the interest 
of the public welfare and the national welfare that this harbor be 
constructed. In the event of emergency or serious storm there exists 
a serious lack of safe facilities for those who use the river. By con- 
struction of the project this serious hazard and inadequate facilities 
will be remedied at a very small cost, and it will further expedite the 
traffic upon the river and remove the hazar ds to both life and property. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to take up unduly the time of the com- 
mittee, but I do say to you that it is urged in the interest of the public 
welfare and the national welfare that the appropriation be made for 
the construction of this harbor. And I am informed by the city attor- 
ney, Mr. Ganfield, by letter dated March 17, 1956, that the city has 
proceeded with the acquiring of the land which was part of their con- 
tribution and have the title to it, and they are ready and able and will- 
ing to do any other part of their part of the contribution which still 
a to be done. 

I do sincerely urge the favorable report of the committee. And it 
means a great deal, not only to the people of Hastings, but the other 
users, general public users of the river, the Mississippi River near 
Hastings. 


Thank you. 


CLEVELAND HARBOR 
WITNESSES 


HON. CHARLES A. VANIK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OHIO 

HON. WILLIAM E. MINSHALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

HON. FRANCES P. BOLTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Rasavt. We have three of our colleagues here, Congressman 
Charles A. Vanik, of Ohio, Congressman William E. Minshall, of 
Ohio, and Congresswoman Frances P. Bolton, of Ohio, who each have 
statements they want to make on the Cleveland Harbor improvement 
project. 

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES A. VANIK 


Mr. Vantk. Gentlemen, on behalf of the Cleveland community and 
in particular the 21st District of Ohio which I represent, I urgently 
request your favorable consideration of the appropriation request 
which is made for $2 million to continue construction work on Cuya- 
hoga River bridges ‘during the fiscal year 1957. This appropriation is 
necessary to complete the construction of three new railroad bridges 
now under construction in accordance with the Cleveland Harbor 
improvement project, more fully described in House Document 629, 
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79th Congress, 2d session. This appropriation for the Cleveland 
Harbor improvement project was included in President Eisenhower’s 
budget message to Congress. 

As you already know, the overall proposal includes the replacement 
of a number of old highway and railroad bridges which were consid- 
ered to be hindrances to navigation by the United States Corps of 
Engineers as well as a widening of the Cuyahoga River in a number 
of locations and construction of several miles of new bulkheading, 
which is necessary because of the heavy loads that the docks must 
carry in connection with the unloading of raw materials for the 
heavy industrial plants of the Cuyahoga River Valley. 

This Cleveland Harbor improvement project is essentially a coop- 
erative project in which the Federal Government, the city of Cleve- 
land, the railroads and the industries of the Cuyahoga Valley are 
participating. The railroads, of course, share in the bridge construc- 
tion program. The industries in the Cuyahoga River Basin have 
spent millions of dollars in plant improvement and bulk-heading 
along the riverfront. The city of Cleveland in November 1955 
passed a port and harbor bond issue in the sum of $8 million to 
be spent on Cleveland Port and Harbor improvement. The city of 
Cleveland and the private industries of the Cleveland community are 
contributing their share toward the proper development of the Cleve- 
land Harbor in the interests of the community as well as the Nation. 
This harbor improvement work will make it possible for the large 
vessels of the Great Lakes to move freely in the inner harbor and to 
river dockage. 


I will certainly appreciate every consideration given to this appro- 
priation request by your committee. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM E. MINSHALL 


Mr. Mrnswautz. Mr. Chairman, I am very anxious that the Cleve- 
land Harbor project, which has been under construction for several 
vears, be completed at the earliest possible date in order that the 
large vessels operating on the Great Lakes might carry raw materials 
to the plants on the Cuyahoga River. This project is included in 
House Document 629, 79th Congress, 2d session, and that part which 
is now under construction includes the building of three bridges, 
Nos. 1,3, and 15. Work is progressing on these bridges very rapidly, 
and I hope the committee now will recommend that the Congress 
authorize $2 million to continue this work during the fiscal year 1957. 
This amount was recommended in President Eisenhower’s recent 
budget message. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN FRANCES P, BOLTON 


Mrs. Botron. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it has been 
a pleasure to appear before the aearee te Committee over a 
period of years to urge appropriation of funds for continuing work 
on the Cleveland Harbor project. 

As you know, this project is described in House Document 629, 79th 
Congress. It includes the replacement of a number of obsolete high- 
way and railroad bridges which have been hindrances to navigation, 
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the cutting back of banks in a number of locations, and bulkheading 
along a considerable section of the waterfront. 

A ‘large part of the construction work on this project has been 
completed. President Eisenhow er, in his budget message, recom- 
mended that $2 million be appropriated for fiscal year 1957. I under- 
stand that if this amount is approved by Congress, 90 percent of the 
project could be finished by the end of fiscal year 1957. 

The budget request seems modest in view of the importance of 
this project to our whole defense effort. The greater portion of re- 
ceipts at Cleveland Harbor consist of iron ore and limestone—neces- 
sary for the manufacturing of steel. According to information given 
me by the Office of the Chief of Engineers, Cleveland is the most 
important ore-receiving port on the Great Lakes. 

The great steel companies located on the banks of the Cuyahoga 
River in Cleveland have spent over $200 million in plant improve- 
ments. Most of these new facilities were built in the interest of 
national defense and were authorized after the Defense Production 
Administration and the Munitions Board declared the port of Cleve- 
land improvements now under construction necessary in connection 
with the national-defense program. 

It is my hope, Mr. Chairman, that the committee will approve the 
full amount recommended by the President so that work may go 
forward without any delays. 

Mr. Oliver Reynolds, vice president of the Cleveland Chamber of 
Commerce, will discuss the technical details with you. 

May I thank you for what I know will be your most earnest and 
understanding consideration of this matter. 


Witxksporo Reservorrn, YADKIN RIVER 


WITNESSES 


HON. HUGH Q. ALEXANDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

J. T. SANDERS, YADKIN VALLEY CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 

T. W. FERGUSON, PRESIDENT, YADKIN VALLEY CITIZENS ASSO- 
CIATION 

CHARLES WINKLER, CALDWELL COUNTY, N. C. 


Mr. Rasaur. Congressman Alexander, what subject are you going 
to address yourself to ? 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HUGH Q. ALEXANDER 


Mr. Atexanper. Tothe Yadkin Valley project. 

For the record, I am Hugh Alexander, Representative from the 
Ninth District of North Carolina. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand that it was recommended in the budget 
that there be an appropriation of $25,000 for advanced planning to 
determine the feasibility of constructing a dam or dams on the Yadkin 
River, which is in Wilkes County, N. C. My predecessor, the Honor- 
able Robert L. Doughton, now deceased, had for many years fought 
against the construction of these dams, due to the fact that it affected 
so vitally the people that lived in Caldwell County, having rich, fer- 
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tile, agricultural land, which would be adversely affected if the dams 
were constructed. 

I certainly am not going to take much time, due to the lateness of 
the hour, and due to the fact that Mr. Sanders, who has made quite 
a study of this project, will talk about it in detail. 

I do want to impress upon you oe of the committee, however, 
the deep feeling of the people in Caldwell County, and in the upper 
Yadkin River Valley in opposition to the continuation of the study. 
Over the years, back as far as 1926, I believe, there has been appro- 
priated $165. 000 for the study of the feasibility of constructing dams 
at or near Wilksboro, in regard to this project. I am unalterably 
opposed to any further appropriation for the study for construction 
of the big dam now under consideration at North Wilkesboro, N. C. 

Now, I certs ainly would not want to be put in the position of being 
against flood control or soil conservation. Iam not. I think, though, 
that this particular project would do more damage than it would 
rectify and, for this reason, I join my constituents in opposing this 
appropr iation. 

Mr. Rasaut. Your constituents are opposed to it? 

Mr. Avexanper. That is right. 

Now, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to put in 
the record some protests here from the county commissioners of Cald- 
well County, the — of the Yadkin Valley, also the Chamber of 
Commerce of Lenoir, Caldwell County; and then also a petition 
signed by some 400 citizens of that county, together with a telegram 
from the president and secretary and treasurer of the Soybean Grow- 
ers Association of the Yadkin Valley. 

Mr. Razavur. Without objection, it will be put in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 

Lenore, N. C., March 20, 1956. 
Hon. Hueu Q. ALEXANDER, 
Congressman, Washington, D. C.: 

The Yadkin Valley Soybean Growers Association, Inc., which represents 
farmers of the Yadkin River Valley in Caldwell and Wilkes Counties, N. C., is 
unanimously opposed to any further appropriation being granted the Army 


engineers for flood-control surveys and/or detention dam construction on the 
Yadkin River watershed of said counties. 
J. C. HAWKINS, 
President. 
L. J. STEELE, 
Secretary and Treasurer. 


Lenore, N. C., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. HuGu ALEXANDER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. ALEXANDER: The board of county commissioners at a meeting held 
this morning discussed the proposed appropriation for further survey on the 
upper Yadkin River, in regard to dams or a dam being built. 

I would like to say that the people in the Yadkin Valley are very much upset 
over this matter, and we would like very much for you to oppose this appro- 
priation. This question has been discussed, as you know, for a long time, and 
I certainly would hate to see anything done that would upset these good people. 
They have their homes, schools, roads, and it is one of the best sections of our 
country, so if there is anything you can do for them, the people in Caldwell 
County will certainly appreciate it. 

Sincerely, 
MARGARET B. Moore, 
Register of Deeds. 





Lenoir, N. C., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. HuecH ALEXANDER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: The Board of County Commissioners of Caldwell County, in session 
Monday morning, March 19, 1956, discussed at length the work of the Army 
engineers on the upper watershed of the Yadkin River in Caldwell and Wilkes 
Counties. The plans for the possible construction of large dams for flood control 
in this area on the above-mentioned watershed. 

The board is unanimously opposed to the possible approval in Congress of 
an additional $25,000 for further survey work on the upper Yadkin. The board 
requests that you please oppose this current request made by the Army engineers 
for this appropriation. 

The Caldwell County commissioners are very much in favor of a complete 
and an impartial survey being made of the entire upper Yadkin watershed, such 
survey to give full consideration to the agricultural, forestry, industrial, and 
community life of this region. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
R. L. Braptey, 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners, Caldwell County, N.C. 


Lenorr, N. C., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE C. CANNON, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GREETINGS: Today a group of citizens of the Yadkin Valley, the city of Lenoir, 
and Caldwell County at a meeting held in the Lenior Chamber of Commerce 
board room, unanimously adopted the following resolution : 

Whereas your committee is now considering a request by the United States 
Army engineers for additional funds with which to continue surveys on the 
highly controversial and so-called flood-detention dams proposed for the Yadkin 
Valley west of Wilkesboro, N. C. 

Now, therefore, we urgently request you deny any further appropriations for 
this unsound, impractical, and uneconomical project. 

F. L. GerMAn, for the group. 


Lenorr, N. C., March 19, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE C. CANNON, 
Chairman, House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: At a meeting of the board of directors of the Chamber of Commerce 
of Lenoir, N. C., held on Monday afternoon, March 19, 1956, a resolution was 
unanimously passed opposing the proposed appropriation directed toward 
enabling the Army Corps of Engineers to begin and complete a series of dams 
on the Yadkin River Valley lying in Caldwell and Wilkes Counties in North 
Carolina. 

As a group which is vitally interested in the welfare and progress of this 
section of North Carolina, we feel that such a proposal will do serious harm to 
this area. We ask that you and your committee take the necessary action to 
eancel this appropriation. 

Yours truly, 
LENOIR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 
JAMES T. BroyHILy, President. 


PETITION 


To the Honorable CLARENCE C. CANNON, CHAIRMAN, APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Howse oF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES CONGRESS, WASHINGTON, D. C., 
Greetings: 

Whereas the Department of the Army, through its Corps of Engineers, is 
recommending and proposing to construct large detention dams on the Yadkin 
River west of the towns of North Wilkesboro and Wilkesboro in the counties 
of Wilkes and Caldwell, N. C.; and 
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Whereas according to the reports of the engineers, the said dams are calcu 
lated to cost approximately $12 million and will partially protect only $5 million 
worth of agricultural and industrial property below the dams, while requiring 
$466,000 annual upkeep; and 

Whereas the United States Power Commission reserves the right to convert 
said project into power units that will probably back water to the foot of the 
Blue Ridge Mountains and the Blowing Rock-Lenoir Highway No. 321 with 
permanent inundation ; and 

Whereas such dams of whatever nature and magnitude are calculated to ruin 
many acres of valuable farmlands for profitable agriculture, dislodge numerous 
homes, communities, roads, telephone and power lines, schools, cemeteries, and 
churches in the submerged areas and render impotent and useless thousands of 
acres of adjoining territory; and 

Whereas the damages and losses will far exceed benefits derived for flood 
control or power and that the project of whatever nature is obviously unsound, 
uneconomical, and impractical and will yield (according to the reports of the 
engineers) only $1.35 for each dollar expended; and 

Whereas the Department of the Army has refused to cooperate with other 
agencies like the Department of Agriculture and the United States Soil Con- 
servation Service in an overall study of the entire watershed, preferring to pursue 
independent action; and 

Whereas the Army plan confiscates farm and timber lands without the consent 
of the owners and their approval and the overall flood-control plan requires the 
approval and cooperation of the landowners ; 

Therefore, we the undersigned citizens, landowners, and taxpayers residing 
in or near the Yadkin Valley and its tributaries in Wilkes and Caldwell Coun- 
ties do hereby go on record as vigorously opposing the said Army project and 
respectfully petition your honorable committee not to appropriate any funds 
now or later for surveys, the construction and maintenance of said dams. Fur- 
thermore, it is distinctly understood that the undersigned citizens oppose and 
are on record as opposing dams of any kind on the said Yadkin River or any of 
its creeks except by the consent and approval of the landowners. 


(The above petition is signed by over 400 Wilkes and Caldwell 
County farmers above Wilkesboro. } 

Mr. AvexAnper. I appreciate, Mr. Chairman, your courtesy in 
hearing me. And now I would like to present Dr. J. T. Sanders who 
would like to be heard. 


Mr. Ranaut. Dr. Sanders will you come forward now. 


STATEMENT OF J. T. SANDERS 


Mr.’ Sanpers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is J. I. Sanders. I represent the Yadkin Valley Citizens Asso 
ciation. I have worked in the fields of agriculture, especially land 
economics and flood-control planning, since 1919. The representatives 
< the association appear today in opposition to a budgeted item of 

25,000 requested by the Corps of Engineers for advanced planning 
aa engineering on the Wilkesboro Dam on the upper Yadkin River 
of North Carolina. It is our judgment based on a careful study 
of all material presented by the Corps of Engineers and now avail: ible, 
that to appropriate this item will be a clear-cut waste of public funds. 

We oppose this item of costs at the present session for two main 
reasons : 

1. Current costs and benefits of the proposed dam cannot be ac- 
curately or dependably estimated at the present on the basis of avail- 
able facts. These data are almost entirely wanting. 

We appear here today in opposition to an item that was budgeted 
for the North W ilkesboro Dam, which is $25,000 for advance engi- 
neering and planning of this dam. 
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The history of this dam reveals a very hectic history, and one that 
within itself would cast a doubt on the advisability and the economic 
justification for the dam. 

The first proposal was in 1879, which was a proposal for a flood- 
control dam at approximately the same site as the present dam, which 
is 6 miles north of North Wilkesboro, N.C. 

This project was for power, navigation, and flood control. It was 
abandoned in 1926 at the request of the Corps of Engineers. 

The second stage was in 1933, when a dam of 630,000 acre-feet was 
proposed for navigation, power, and flood control, costing $8.40 then 
per acre-foot. 

The third stage was in 1944, the 1933 program having been aban- 
doned, for a dam of 440-000 acre-feet for power and flood control only. 
This cost $24 per acre-foot at that time. 

The fourth stage was in 1946, when a dam of 142,000 acres—I beg 
your pardon, 4 dams, concrete dams, of 142,000 acre-feet were pro- 
posed, and cost at that time $43 per acre-foot. Those four dams were 
for flood control only. 

Then the fifth stage, or the present stage, which was begun in 1950 
and is unfinished at the present. A survey was made of two of the 
dams which are on the Reddies, a tributary of the Yadkin just above 
Wilkesboro, with the view of substituting an earthen dam for the two 
concrete dams. And this revealed a marked change in the cost of 
the dams, according to the Army survey. 

Although they surveyed an earthen dam for Wilkesboro only 4 
years before they substituted the concrete dams for the earthen dam 
at that time. 

This fifth stage proposes 2 earthen dams, 1 at the lower end of the 
Reddies, just above where it flows into the main Yadkin, and 1 
6 miles north of North Wilkesboro. These 2 dams will have a com- 
bined capacity of 185,000 acre-feet, which cost in 1952 $64 per acre- 
foot. 

The total cost, according to the most recent figures which were given 
last year by the Corps of Engineers, is $11,900,000 for those 2 dams. 

Now, I want to call your attention to the fact that we believe very 
strongly—and I have had many years of study of agricultural eco- 
nomics and flood control as applied to agriculture—we believe there 
is decidedly a more satisfactory plan than a plan for strictly flood 
control. 

At the time the corps made this survey in 1946, they surveyed 14 con- 
erete dams in the narrow gorges and tributaries that completely sur- 
round this upper valley. 

They surveyed at the same time the Reddies Dam which they are 
proposing as an earthen dam now. They surveyed and got figures on 
the cost of a concrete 9,500 acre-foot reservoir on the Reddies, which 
cost $286 per acre-foot built as a concrete dam. They changed the 
specifications and recommend this dam at the present time as a 40,000 
acre-foot earthen dam, which reduces the cost to $71 per acre-foot. At 
the same time on the same site as the original 9,500 acre-foot concrete 
dam, they planned a 76,000 acre-foot dam for $51 an acre-foot—a re- 
duction from the small concrete dam at $286 per acre-foot to $51 for 
the larger earth dam. 
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Now, that additional impounded water cost them, I think, $26 an 
acre-foot, which brought the cost of water for conservation—once 
flood-control capacity is built—well within the reach of profitable irri- 
gation in that area. And the 14 small concrete dams surveyed for the 
tributaries at the same time the Reddies was, cost $12 million. And if 
you change that figure to a 1954 cost figure on the same basis as Reddies, 
you will find they cost about $15 million as concrete dams. 

If you could reduce the cost of these concrete dams as the Reddies 
was reduced by changing them from concrete to larger earthen dams, 
you would get $41 per acre-foot of water. 

Now, $41 per acre-foot again would be very profitable water in that 
area for irrigation, as I will show in just aminute. This $41 compare 
very favorably to costs of the two big dams that the Army is planning, 
which will cost approximately $63 per acre-foot. 

Now, I am not saying that if they plan these earthen dams in the 
tributaries that those figures would pan out. I don’t know. But ac- 
cording to their estimates of reduction of costs of concrete dams as they 
planned bigger earthen dams in the Reddies, and using the same figures 
on these other dams, you would have an impoundment of $11 per acre- 
foot. 

Now, let’s see what that water conservation would do when used for 
irrigation. The South Carolina experiment station conducted a 6-year 
experiment on irrigating hybrid corn. They found that above all cost 
of applying water, above all labor costs, all fertilizer costs, that that 
water was worth $10 per inch applied at irrigation. 

These 14 dams, if you build them as larger than flood-control dams 
only, and in addition to the flood-control requirements you would have 
about 270,000 acre-feet of water conservation in addition to flood con- 
trol, if you built the intermediate sized dams. If you built the larger 
size, which was 76,000 acre-feet on the Reddies, you would have 600,000 
acre-feet of conservation water, and if you could say that water was 
worth, when applied to irrigation, the same value as that the South 
Carolina irrigation experts stated it was worth, you would have that 
water worth $120 per acre-foot annually. 

And that water, when and if applied to Yadkin Valley land would 
be worth $36 million a year. 

Now, the point I am trying to make, Congressman, is that there 
is a far better way to develop this watershed, a far more profitable 
way, a way that the city of Wilkesboro and the city of Elkin would 
also receive much greater profits. 

By the way, I would like to say one thing about the cities of Wilkes- 
boro and Elkin. They testified at Lenoir at the last hearing the 
Army held in Lenoir, that there were $6 million worth of property 
in the damageable zone in Wilkesboro; and the chamber of commerce 
man testified that much of it had been built since the 1940 flood. 

The Elkins Chamber of Commerce man testified that there were 
$2 million of damageable property in the flood plain in Elkin, or a 
total of $8 million damageable property in those 2 cities. 

And those two cities are practically the only agitators for this 
dam, there is practically nobody else down there agitating for this 
project. 

Mr. Rasaut. Have you any more witnesses you are going to call? 

Mr. Sanpers. I have two more. 
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The point I am trying to make is that there is $8 million worth 
of property in the flood zone, according to their testimony. They are 
asking for a $12 million dam, which would buy the property out, 114 
times over, for the cost of building the dams. 

The dam, according to the Army figures, will cost $600,000 a year 
to maintain, and that within itself would replace the property in 
13 years. , 

The point I am trying to make is that there is simply no economic 
justification for the proposed dam, I am sure. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is covered in your general statement, what you 
say now? 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. I would like to put the full statement in. 


Mr. Razavt. You may do that. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Sanders is as follows :) 


My name is J. T. Sanders. I represent the Yadkin Valley Citizens Association. 
I have worked in the fields of agriculture, especially land economics, and flood- 
control planning, since 1919. The representatives of the association appear 
today in opposition to a budgeted item of $25,000 requested by the Corps of 
Engineers for advanced planning and engineering on the Wilkesboro Dam on 
the upper Yadkin River of North Carolina. It is our judgment based on a careful 
study of all material presented by the Corps of Engineers and now available, 
that to appropriate this item will be a clear-cut waste of public funds. 

We oppose this item of costs at the present session for two main reasons: 

1. Current costs and benefits of the proposed dam cannot be accurately or 
dependably estimated at the present on the basis of available facts. These 
data are almost entirely wanting. 

2. There is indisputable evidence that there is a far better way of developing 
the water resources of the upper Yadkin than the presently proposed plan; 
and there is also strong evidence that if this plan is carried out it will actually 
be a future block to full beneficial development of the resources of the Yadkin 
Valley. 

I propose to outline and show briefly with dependable information that a 
sound overall plan of development will undoubtedly yield benefits many times 
in excess of its costs. 

First stage of project, 1879: The history of the project casts a serious doubt 
on its feasibility. It was first proposed in 1879 as a navigation, power, and 
flood-control project (77 years ago) and was abandoned completely at the request 
of the Corps of Engineers in 1926 (see Doc. No. 467, 69th Cong., 1st sess., p. 8). 
It was revived again in 1933 with a proposal for a large earthen dam at the 
present proposed North Wilkesboro site of the dam for which $24,000 is now 
budgeted—a site 6 miles above North Wilkesboro on the main stem of the Yadkin 
River. The project has gone through four distinct stages since 1926, as follows: 

Second stage in 1938: An earthen dam of 630,000 acre-feet storage was pro- 
posed, costing then $5.5 million, or approximately $8.40 per acre-foot. This dam 
was planned as a navigation, flood-control, and power reservoir. The corps 
abandoned it in 1944 with the following proposal (see 78th Cong., 2d sess., H. Doc. 
652). 

Third stage in 1944: A dam with 440,000 acre-feet capacity for power and 
flood-control functions was substituted. This dam was estimated to cost in 
1944, $10.4 million, or approximately $24 per acre-foot. The corps then said 
it would yield only $1.15 of benefit for each dollar of cost. The proposal was 
abandoned in 1946, as a result of a request by the Senate Commerce Committee 
for a review of it by the corps (see 8ist Cong., 1st sess., S. Doc. 31, p. 5). 

Fourth stage, 1946: This proposal substituted 4 concrete dams for the previ- 
ously described dam—2 concrete dams on the Reddies River, a tributary flowing 
into the Yadkin immediately above the town of North Wilkesboro, 1 on the pres- 
ently proposed site on the Yadkin, and 1 concrete dam 9 miles upstream. These 
4 concrete dams were to cost in 1946 just over $6 million, would have had a 
combined storage capacity of 142,000 acre-feet, costing $43 per acre-foot. The 
corps said costs and benefits were valued as a part of an overall Yadkin plan of 
development, yielding $1.35 of benefits for each dollar of cost (see 81st Cong., 
ist sess., S. Doc. 31). 
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Fifth stage, beginning in 1950 and unfinished at present, with a study of cost 
and benefit now incomplete: This proposal arises out of a resolution of the 
House Public Works Committee of 1952 requesting a resurvey of the Wilkesboro 
Dam. A preliminary preposal is for 1 large earth dam on the lower Reddies site 
to substitute for the 2 concrete dams, and a larger earthen dam 6 miles above 
Wilkesboro on the Yadkin as a substitute for the 2 concrete dams. Preliminary 
estimates of costs of these 2 earthen dams are given for 1954 to be $11.9 million, 
with storage capacity of 185,00 acre-feet, or approximately $64 per acre-foot. 
No ecost-benefit ratio is now available, since the current study will not be fin- 
ished for several weeks, according to telephone information which I got last 
week from the corps’ Charleston office. Fire in the Charleston office destroyed 
all detailed 1946 survey data, the last flood-damage costs, and benefit data for 
the project. With construction costs rising and farm prices falling, cost-benefit 
ratios will be adversely affected. 

The current authorization of these two dams is based on the action of Congress 
in passing the Flood Control Act of June 1946 which authorized proposal, or 
stage No. 4, for 4 concrete dams “with such modifications thereof as in the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers may deem advisable.” 
On the strength of this sweeping authority clause, the corps has radically shifted 
the proposal from 4 concrete dams to 2 large earth dams, and all costs (except 
those for the Reddies Dam), and all benefits, on which justification are based, 
are now nearly 11 years old, are very undependable, and are, without doubt, 
inaccurate, 

Neither the Charleston office nor the Washington headquarters office of the 
corps could supply me with original data or any data secured thereafter, since 
all their records in which justification was based were destroyed. So there is 
no possibility of checking the economic justification of this project at this time. 

To complete the history and throw further doubt on the advisability of appro- 
priating funds to start a project on such a blind basis, the Flood Control Act of 
1936 authorized an upstream survey of the upper Yadkin by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, and the preliminary results of this survey of 1949 
were reported to the Congress in House Document 395 of the 82d Congress, 2d 
session. This survey indicated that only 11 percent of all flood damage to agri- 
culture on the watershed occurred on the main stem of the Yadkin and that the 
proposed agricultural program would yield benefits of $5.60 for each $1 of costs— 
nearly 5 times the rate of benefits of any survey by the Corps of Engineers. 


A tabular history of the proposals for the Wilkesboro Reservoir on the Yadkin River 
of North Carolina 





Date Date | Capacity Cost 

’ aban- of reser- ‘ per 
8S » of propos: ( ‘0- . a > se 1 

tage of proposal aa doned or voir in Purpose acre- 

, changed | acre-feet foot 


2d stage 1933 1944 90 N,P,andF...| $8.4 H. Doe. 652 of 78th 


Cong., 2d sess. 
ON 41it 3. Sats ¢ 1946 440 | Pand F....--. ; 8. Doe. 31, 81st Cong., 
ly Ist sess. 
4th stage tr oy ¢ g! BA By peck mani canh a | S. Doe. 31, 81st Cong., 
| | Ist sess. 
Ry OUR ae on sented fe 4185 ‘ .00 | All detaileds records 
destroyed by fire. 


Ist stage. .._.. coun 1879 1926 | Ne N, P, and F. 2 None. 
| P 








1N, navigation; P, power; F, flood control. 
3 Not known. 

34 concrete dams. 

4 2earth dams. 


This survey indicated also that flood damage in the main stem would be 
reduced by 20 percent which would, of course, duplicate damage prevented by 
the Army’s program. Certainly, wisdom and sound judgment dictate that this 
plan and the Army’s plan should be coordinated, which has not been done in the 
least up to now. 

The Department of Agriculture now feels that these data (although they are 
4 years more recent than the Army’s data on which current authorization rests) 
need to be revised to date because of economic changes and improved methods 
of arriving at costs and benefits. All agricultural damage on which the corps’ 
benefits are based was that obtained by this survey. I visited the Soil Conser- 
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vation Service offices where these data are filed, examined them over a period 
of 2 days, and found them not satisfactory on present-day soil-conservation 
standards. The SCS office declared them so. I also worked a number of days 
in the corps’ office in Charleston and have presented in this statement the sum- 
total of available data. 

Finally, to cast still more doubt on the advisability of appropriating funds for 
beginning this project because of lack of sound cost and benefit facts, I wish to 
call your attention to the cost of the project compared with the property subject 
to flood damage. The testimony of city interests of North Wilkesboro and of 
Elkins (who, by the way, are the sole active agitators for the Army’s proposed 
program) testified at the corps’ hearings at Lenoir, N. C., March 16, 1953, that 
there was a total of $6 million worth of damageable property in the flood plain 
at North Wilkesboro (testimony of Harry Wayland, manager of Wilkesboro 
Chamber of Commerce). A considerable part of this property, Mr. Wayland 
stated, had been built since the big flood of 1940. Mr. Harry Heusel testifying 
for the Elkins business interests, gave figures, and stated that there were $2 
million of damageable property in the flood plain at Elkins. 

These groups are the only active proponents of the Army’s project costing 
almost $12 million in 1954 with an annual maintenance cost of $600,000 (see pre- 
liminary report of Corps of Engineers, Charleston office, submitted to the 
House Comittee on Public Works in 1955). This $12 million original costs 
would buy outright 1144 times the entire property subject to flood damage in 
North Wilkesboro and Elkins. Annual maintenance costs of the dams alone 
would replace the damageable property in these 2 cities in a little over 13 years. 
One wonders if it would not be better for the Government to appropriate money 
and move the property out of the damage zone than to build a flood-control struc- 
ture costing more than all this urban damageable property. Yet the Army found 
very little benefits from its program below Elkins. 

But a most dominant other reason for not appropriating Federal funds to 
start a project with so little sound data on which justification is based is that 
there is a far better way to develop the water resources of the Yadkin than that 
proposed by the Army. Indeed the Army’s proposal will prevent this full, sound 
development of the watershed, for it proposes to rush the sorely needed water 
of the upper Yadkin out to sea as fast as the channel will safely carry it. This 
is diametrically opposed to the best use of these water resources of the Yadkin. 

This Nation faces a desperate shortage of water almost everywhere during the 
years ahead. Especially is this true for the Yadkin Valley, and this holds true 
both for Wilkesboro and Elkins, which will benefit by increased use of water 
for industry and especially for supplemental irrigation on surrounding farms. 

The Army’s plan not only wastes water resources, but inundates and destroys 
the use of much of the lands that would be more than doubled in value by supple- 
mental irrigation under a water-conserving development plan with water im- 
pounded in the mountain gorges that completely surround the beautiful and 
fertile upper Yadkin Valley. 

I would like to present what I believe is irrefutable evidence of the soundness 
of a better plan of development and evidence to show that it is also to the interest 
of the people of North Wilkesboro and Elkins to work for this improved plan of 
development instead of the current proposal for maldevelopment of the upper 
Yadkin. I will show that great additional benefits may be had by building such 
dams as the lower Reddies Dam larger than is needed for flood-control only, but 
also to conserve water for industrial purposes and for supplemental irrigation 
puroses in the upper Yadkin. 

The survey report dated March 15, 1950, of the Army for the lower Reddies 
Dam, which is the only detailed, reliable recent data available on costs, recom- 
mended to Congress an earthen dam for flood-control purposes with a capacity 
of slightly over 40,000 acre-feet, at a cost of $75 per acre-foot. This dam would 
replace the two previously recommended concrete dams on the Reddies. At the 
same time, the corps gave figures showing that by building the new earthen dam 
higher a total storage of 76,000 acre-feet could be obtained. This additional] 
36,000 storage almost doubles the capacity of the proposed earthen dam, and 
the additional storage would cost, according to the Army’s estimates, only $26.50 
per acre-foot, slightly more than only one-fourth the $94.23 cost of the smaller 
earthen dam. 

Yet this additional storage would be almost a net gain of water conservation 
which will be sorely needed in the future.It comes cheap enough to make it very 
profitable for supplemental irrigation and industrial uses. The proposed Reddies 
Dam does not supply any water for conservation whatever. 
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Also, the larger and far cheaper. dam per acre-foot would serve as a much 
greater flood-protection reservoir than the recommended smaller reservoir. 

This is an extremely important fact when considered in connection with the 
requested $25,000 budgeted item for the proposed Wilkesboro Dam. The Wilkes- 
boro flood-contro! dam, if built, would prevent the use of water in the future not 
only on the large tertile area flooded by the Wilkesboro Dam (nearly 4,000 acres 
of good bottom land), but would not conserve any water for lands below Wiikes- 
boro for future irrigation and industrial needs. It would destroy this great 
future use of the upper Yadkin’s invaluable water resources. 

The study which the Corps of Engineers made in 1949 on the change of the 
conerete dams on the Reddies to earthen and large dams reveals startling facts 
on the potential good which can be derived by building reservoirs on the deep 
canyonlike tributary sites that are sufficiently large to function in the dual 
capacity of flood control and water conservation. 

At site No. 1, a concrete dam of 9,500-acre-foot capacity would have cost $286 
per acre-foot in 1949. When changed to an earthen dam of 40,500-acre-foot 
capacity storage cost $71 per acre-foot, and when plans for this earthen dam 
increased its capacity still larger to 76,000 acre-feet cost per acre-foot was 
only $51. 

In 1946 the corps gave data on 14 concrete dams for flood control only on the 
mountain tributaries of the upper Yadkin. Combined capacity of these dams 
was 91,000 acre-feet and this capacity would control 76 percent of all the area 
that a high dam at the Wilkesboro site would control, and for the largest known 
flood. These 14 dams, therefore, if built for flood control only, would reduce the 
damage to a negligible amount. These concrete dams would have cost $12,- 
224,000 in 1946 which, when corrected to 1954 cost levels, would be around $15 
million, or $165 per acre-foot. If change of these dams to large earthen dams 
would make corresponding reduction of costs, as in the Reddies, costs per acre- 
foot would be reduced from $165 to $41. If this could be increased in size 
comparable to the larger size given for the Reddies, cost per acre-foot could be 
still further reduced. 

In April of last year the corps made preliminary estimates of costs of a dam 
of 145,000-acre-foot capacity at Wilkesboro and a 40,000-acre-foot capacity dam 
on the Reddies costing $63 per acre-foot, which is 50 percent more than the $41 
calculated above for the adjusted 14 tributary dams. These data are not pre- 
sented as an accurate comparison but as indicative of great potentials of eco- 
nomically sound water conservation on the Yadkin. 

The lower Reddies Dam would flood a total of 1,670 acres of land less than 
one-fourth of which would be bottom land. Approximately 4,000 acres of good 
bottom land would be taken by the Wilkesboro Dam. All of this good bottom 
land could be saved and doubled in value at least by potential irrigation if the 
improved plan of development could be put into effect. 

Inundating the farmers’ good cropland does him far more damage than the 
inundated land is worth. Indeed, it destroys his farm business. Data collected 
from the SCS offices at Lenoir and Wilkesboro for about 35 farnis, in the Yadkin 
Valley, indicated that out of a total of 4,952 acres owned or operated, 13 percent 
only was in crops, 34 percent was grazed, 4 percent was in permanent meadow, 
and 52 percent in woods. Thus crops, livestock, and woods are the basis of live- 
lihood. Take away the cropland by inundation and the whole farm as a sound 
going business is destroyed. This is what the Wilkesboro Dam will do to the 
farms, the cropland of which is destroyed. A farmer who loses his cropland by 
flooding had better quit at once, for his whole business will become unprofitable. 

All the tributary dams, other than the Reddies Dam, combined would occupy 
for flood control alone only about the same land as the one large Wilkesboro land, 
but only a very small amount of this land could be classed as good agricultural 
land. 

If the tributary dams were built larger than the flood-control needs, propor- 
tional to that given for the Reddies, it would give 270,000 acre-feet for irrigation 
above flood-control capacity for the intermediate size of dams and around 
600,000 acre-feet for the larger size. Such a large amount of water would be more 
than is needed as supplemental irrigation water for the Yadkin, and would leave 
ample supplies for present and future expanded industrial and sanitary needs. 

Studies made for 5 years by the South Carolina Experimental Station on 
irrigated hybrid corn gave a net above water, labor, and other costs of nearly 
$10 per acre-inch of water applied. At this rate an acre-foot of irrigated water 
applied to farmland would be worth $120 annually. Figures on more than 25 
experiments in supplemental irrigation scattered throughout the Southeastern 
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States, some extending for as much as 11 years, show equally good results from 
supplemental irrigation. Crop yields were increased an unweighted average of 
approximately 66 percent. Irrigated-pasture income increased income from 
dairy herds around $60 per cow. Net gains per acre of land above costs of 
water and labor averaged $50 per acre. 

If 300,000 acre-feet of the conserved water were put to such use as the South 
Carolina Experiment Station shows, in the Yadkin Valley, it would amount to 
an additional net income of $36 million annually, yet the total first cost of the 
tributary dams to impound sufficient water to supply 80 percent flood protection 
and this 300,000 acre-feet for irrigation would be around $18 million if all 
earthen dams on the tributaries were to cost in proportion to the Reddies Dam. 

Obviously these figures are not accurate estimates. They may be considerable 
overestimates or underestimates in view of the nature of the data on which they 
are based. They, however, show conclusively, I believe, that such a program is 
far sounder, far more economically feasible than the proposed dams for flood 
control only, for which the $25,000 budgeted item is to be spent. 

These facts indicate, I believe, that it would be a great mistake to appropriate 
this money and thus start such an ill-advised program for the Yadkin. They also 
show that what is needed above everything is an overall study of both the water- 
conservation needs and potentials as well as the flood-control needs of the Yadkin. 
This certainly calls for a joint study by the Corps of Engineers and Agriculture 
under one directing head or board and not two separate uncoordinated studies 
as have heretofore been made. Until such a survey is made, development of the 
water resources of the Yadkin is likely to founder as it has done for the past 77 


vears. 

Mr. Razsavt. Who are your other witnesses ? 

Mr. Sanpers. Two witnesses that represent the Yadkin Valley 
Association, one from Wilkes County, and one from Caldwell. 

The Army has stated in its proposal that the Caldwell County 
objections have been eliminated. This is not true and we want these 
two witnesses to testify as to the present opposition. 

Mr. Raravt. Are they going to put their testimony in the record ? 

Mr. Sanpers. They will make brief statements. Mr. T. W. Fergu- 
son, who is the president of the Yadkin Valley Citizens Association. 

Mr. Rarnavt. Will you proceed, Mr. Ferguson. 


STATEMENT OF T. W. FERGUSON 


Mr. Fercuson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am a citizen of Yadkin Valley, which Mr. Sanders has just told 
vou about. I heartily concur in the report he has made. I have read 
it, and it is a very comprehensive statement. 

I want to say this: The opposition has always been very pronounced 
against this project and a number of projects that have been proposed 
for a number of years. And the opposition is still more pronounced, 
even more so than it was before, and it comes from both my own 
county of Wilkes and from Caldwell County, which are the two coun- 
ties most affected. 

This is a beautiful valley; it is of historic interest; its citizens have 
lived there for around 200 years, since the days of Daniel Boone. 
It is certainly a great valley, and we don’t want it destroyed. We 
favor flood control as much as anybody, but we feel that there is 
another more feasible, more economical, more practical method of 
doing the work. 

Mr. Rapavt. Thank you. 

Mr. Sanpers. This is Mr. Charles Winkler, from Caldwell County. 

Mr. Rapavut. You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES WINKLER 


Mr. Winkter. I am Charles Winkler, Caldwell County. 

I want to say that we in Caldwell County are as much opposed to 
these dams as we ever were—I believe more so. We have a beautiful 
valley there, and we think that better methods could be worked out, 
for the good of all people, to save our beautiful valley. 

That is about all that I have to say. 

Mr. Rapavut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sanvers. Thank you very much. 

Mr. ALexanper. I want to say we are grateful for your courtesy 
in hearing us. I don’t want to hold up all these other projects. 


Marcu 22, 1956, 


APALACHICOLA-FLINT-CHATTAHOOCHEE WATERWAY DEVELOPMENT 


WITNESSES 


HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

HON. GEORGE W. ANDREWS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. JOHN SPARKMAN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. E. L. FORRESTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

HON. JAMES C. DAVIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

W. P. FARRAR, CLERK OF THE CITY OF PHENIX, ALA. 

J. EDWARD DODD, CITY COUNCILMAN, ABBEVILLE, ALA. 

R. L. PULLEY, VICE PRESIDENT, GULF POWER CO., PENSACOLA, FLA. 

CLAUDE R. KIRK, VICE PRESIDENT, FLORIDA GRAVEL CO., CHAT- 
TAHOOCHEE, FLA. 

W. N. CREEKMORE, CITY MANAGER, APALACHICOLA, FLA. 

EDWIN H. PETERS, PRESIDENT, CALHOUN COUNTY CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, BLOUNTSTOWN, FLA. 

J. M. SIMS, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF MARIANNA, FLA. 

LEE A. SHERWOOD, PRESIDENT, CITY COUNCIL, CHATTAHOOCHEE, 
FLA. 

DAVID C. GASKIN, ATTORNEY FOR THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, 
GULF COUNTY, FLA. 

JIM WOODRUFF, JR., COLUMBUS, GA. 

HON. ALBERT KILLINGSWORTH, MAYOR, FORT GAINES, GA. 

HARRY SAUNDERS, GENERAL MANAGER, ST. JOE PAPER CO., PORT 
ST. JOE, FLA. 

GEORGE VAPPER, STATE SENATOR, PORT ST. JOE, FLA. 

MAX KILBOURN, PORT ST. JOE, FLA. 

E. C. HARDEN, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, WEWA- 
HITCHKA, FLA. 


Mr. Rapavutr. Congressman Sikes. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ROBERT L. F. SIKES 


Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, we are here in support of the Apalachi- 
cola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway, which extends from the Buford 
Dam at Atlanta, Ga., through Columbus, Ga., Fort Gaines, Fla.-Ala., 
Chattachoochee, Fla., to Apal: achicola on the Gulf of Mexico. 

Proper de .velopment and appropriate conservation of our soil and 
water resources affect the welfare and happiness of all of our people 
to no lesser degree than the adequate defense of our Nation; the de- 
livery of our mail; our health, education, and welfare; protection of 
our persons; and other functions of Government historically dedi- 

‘ated to the general welfare. 

In keeping with the trend of our times the demands on our re- 
sources are increasingly greater and therefore impetus must be given 
to their development and conservation. I believe Congress is r ready 
and willing to fulfill its obligation to assist in sponsoring and ac- 
celerating those developments which are necessary to our economy. 

This is not news to this committee when I say that adequate port 
and waterway facilities are indispensable to the economic welfare 
of the Nation and the national defense. 

Commercial shipping and the use being made of the country’s ports 
and waterways has greatly increased during the past dec: ade, now 
totaling more than 1 billion tons. The size of vessels being placed in 
service is increasing, requiring deeper and wider channels and port 
improvements for efficient and safe nav igation. 

One of the greatest projects in the Nation from the standpoint of its 
effect upon the economic life of an area is the Apalachicola-Flint- 
Chattahoochee Waterway. This great project, which affects all of 
the Southeast and ties in the industrial heart of Al: abama, Georgia, 
and Florida with the Nation’s inland waterway system, is now well 
along toward completion. 

A great deal of money already has been spent on the project. All 
of this has been well justified. It should be obvious, however, that 
it is now good judgment to press for the earliest possible completion of 
remaining key installations in the waterway so that its navigation 
facilities and its power output can become available for use more 
quickly and so that the Government can begin to realize a return on 
this investment. 

I would like to touch upon the projects now under construction and 
urge that appropriations be provided which will expedite their 
completion. 

Dredging of the Apalachicola River, $445,000. 

One of the most important items is a fund for the completion of the 
dredging of the Apalachicola River. $445,000 has been recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget. The total estimated cost in this con- 
nection is $980,000, $500,000 of which was provided for the channel in 
the public works appropriations bill for 1955. 

It is anticipated that work will be initiated on this very important 
project during this month = available funds will be sufficient to al- 
low the contractors to operate at an economical rate until June 30, 
1956. An earlier date for the initiation of the work was considered by 
the engineers to be inadvisable because it would mean that available 
funds would probably be exhausted before June 30, 1956, or the con- 
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tractors would not be able to proceed with construction at a norma! 
rate, 

We, therefore, appear here this morning to request additional funds 
for the continuation of construction and completion of this great 
project. The Jocks of the Jim Woodruff Dam were built at a cost of 
$43 million and are at the present time unreachable because of the lack 
ofachannel. It has been previously shown that 1,200,000 tons of ship- 
ping annually will use this channel after dredging has been completed. 

I am sure you realize and that the Congress will recognize the 
wisdom of making ‘this great and expensive project usable as quickly 
as possible and, of course, the only way by which this can be accom 
plished is through the appropriation of additional funds with which 
to operate. 

The United States Government cannot commence to receive optimum 
returns on its investment at Jim Woodruff Dam until this dredging 
of the Apalachicola River is completed. The Apalachicola River 
Channel will connect the industries at Chattahoochee, those of the 
towns bordering the Jim Wodruff Lake, those along the Flint River, 
and, eventually, Columbus, Ga., and Fort Benning with the Intra- 
coastal Waterway and the Apalachicola River. 

St. George Island Channel, $313,000. 

This project was authorized by Public Law 780, 83d Congress, 2d 
session, and provides for the construction of a channel across St. 
George Island from the Gulf of Mexico into Apalachicola Bay, Fla. 

Funds in the amount of $300,000 were prov ided in the Public Ww orks 
Appropriations bill for the St. George Island Channel in 1955. The 
total estimated cost, according to the United States engineers, for this 
project is $613,000. This will provide for dredging ‘of the channel, 
installation of jetties, and annual maintenance in addition to aids to 
navigation. 

The channel across St. George Island joins the Gulf of Mexico 
and Apalachicola Bay. By means of this waterway the facilities of 
Apalachicola Bay are made accessible for direct shipping to and from 
the Gulf of Mexico, to the enhancement of imports and exports to and 
from the areas of the Apalachicola, Flint, Chattahoochee Rivers of 
Florida and neighboring States. The economic future of this entire 
area has been stimulated by the development of this project. 

Due to the dire necessity for this channel, Franklin County and 
Apalachicola have spent a total of $71,355.25 to initiate work on this 
channel. Certified copies of the final cost of this work to local interests 
are attached. 

A House Subcommittee on Public Works passed a resolution prior to 
the time the project was authorized recommending that local interests 
be repaid for moneys which were expended on the channel. 

All dredging on this channel was done under the supervision of 
the United States engineers and was in accordance with their plans 
and specifications. 

Thus, it is respectfully requested that the committee e approve reim- 
bursement in the amount of $71,355.25 to local interests for funds 
expended. 

It is my understanding that the item of $313,000 recommended by 
the Bureau of the Budget is intended to acta money already 
expended by local interests and that reimbursement will leave sufficient 
funds for the completion of the work. 
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The importance of the completion of this project cannot be too 
highly emphasized. I have already pointed out how much the channel 
means to the economic future of this area. Therefore, I respectfully 
request that approval of funds for the completion of the project be 
given by the committee. 

Jim Woodruff Dam, $1,197,000 for construction and $70,000 for 
operation and maintenance. 

I strongly urge the approval of the request for the final increment 
of funds for the purpose of completing this key installation in the 
entire waterways project. I feel that it is imperative that favorable 
consideration be given to this request both from the standpoint of 
the urgency of the situation and to hasten a return on the investment 
of the United States Government in the Jim Woodruff Dam. IT am 
sure that the committee already is so familiar with the Jim Woodruff 
Dam and the part this key installation will play in the project that 
it is not necessary to further elaborate on the importance of the final 
appropr lation that is needed for its completion. 

Construction of a channel at East Point in the Apalachicola Bay, 
$98,000—Important for seafood interests: The construction of a chan- 
nel at Kast Point in Apalachicola Bay, Fla., was authorized by Public 
Law 780, 88d Congress. At the time authorization of this project 
was approved testimony was presented showing that this channel 
at East Point would revolutionize the fishing industry in that area; 
that it would permit the seafood workers to land their catches on 
any tide and conduct a much more efficient operation; that the break- 
waters would serve as a refuge in time of bad weather. 

Because of these facts and the urgent need for this channel, the 
citizens of Franklin County agreed to finance the initial work on the 
channel, acting on the assumption that they would be reimbursed 
when funds for the channel were made available. Therefore at this 
time IT urge that favorable consideration be afforded of this amount. 

Fifty-one thousand six hundred dollars is requested to reimburse 
Franklin County, Fla., for funds already exnended by that county 
in the construction of the channel at East Point. In justification of 
this request T attach hereto conies of the final cost of the job. T trust 
that it will be possible for the committee to act favorably on this 
request. 

A total of $98.000 is requested for the channel at East Point and 
for the mooring basin along the south bank of Scipio Creek at Ana- 
lachicola with a 9- by 80-foot connecting channel to the Apalachicola 
River; $93,000 is for actual construction; $5,000 is for preliminary 
engineerine. No request is included in the fiseal 1957 budget for this 
project. This project, I understand, is programed for the fiscal 1958 
budget request. 

The new channel at East Point has been of tremendous value to the 
seafood industry in the area. Prior to its construction lighterine was 
required in order to unload vessels. T believe that it is right and 
proper that local interests be reimbursed and that annual maintenance 
he assumed by the United States Government to help this thriving 
industrial community. The annual maintenance is estimated at $4,000. 

Dredging of a boat basin at Apalachicola, $45.000. 

I am requesting an appropriation of funds in the amount of $45,000 
for the dredging of a boat basin at Apalachicola, Fla., as authorized 
by Public Law 780, 83d Congress, 2d session. 
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The United States engineers have recommended the dredging of a 
basin along the south bank of Scipio Creek, with a connecting channel, 
9 feet deep and 80 feet wide, through the creek to the Apalachicola 
River. The improvement would be w vithin the ¢ ity limits of Apalachi 
cola and sufliciently near Apalachicola Bay to be accessible to boats 
based west of Apalachicola and at East Point. 

The district engineer estimates the total cost at 845,700. The 
Federal annual cost of maintenance is estimated at $2,000 for dredg 
ing and $100 for aids to navigation. ‘The engineers concluded that 
this improvement is economically justified. 

The Chipola Cutoff, $250,000: The present authorized project in 
the lower Apalachicola River follows the present channel through- 
out its course. I would like to call attention to the fact that the 
Chipola River Cutoff, which I am pointing out to you on the map 
before you, was the route followed by river steamers in the early 
days when shipping was plentiful on the river. 

There are important reasons why the Chipola Cutoff should again 
be opened to traffic. The communities along this part of the river can 
receive no benefit whatever from the Apalachicola Waterway system 
unless the ¢ ‘hipola Cutoff is opened to traffic. Wewahitchka, county 

at of Gulf County, Fla., and the great recreational area of the Dead 
lade are affected. Wewahitchka is an important timber-producing 
area which would ship tonnages of pulpwood and timber via the river 
if a channel were available. The development of this area is essential 
and I earnestly hope that the committee will give its assistance. 

The Chipola Cutoff is approximately 1 mile longer than the main 
river. It is a deep river, but it is narrower and the engineers have 
estimated that the construction cost will be higher because of the total 
amount of earth to be moved in order to insure a channel of 9 by 100 
feet. There has been no detailed survey, but it is estimated the at ap- 
proximately $250,000 additional would be required to divert the chan- 
nel through the Chipola Cutoff instead of following the main river. 

I have here tonnage figures submitted in affidavit form which J 
believe will clearly show the justification for the following of the 
Chipola Cutoff. Although there is not an authorization for the work 
in the Chipola Cutoff, 1 trust the committee will recognize the im- 
portance of proceeding with the development of all phases of the 
project simultaneously. It is my recommendation and my request 
that the Chipola Cutoff be funded so that the people who live along 
its course can participate and enjoy the benefits of the Apalachicola 
Waterway. 

Fort Gaines lock and dam, $6 million. 

Mr. Rasavr. Is that budgeted ? 

Mr. Sixes. Three million of the six is budgeted. The budget figure 
is 8 million, and we are asking for 6, in order to expedite work and 
make its facilities available at an earlier date. 

The Fort Gaines lock and dam is another of the key installations 
of the waterway system. Work already has been initiated on it. Its 
completion will mean a great supply of hydroelectric power and will 
open the river for navigation to Columbus, Ga. This, without ques- 
tion, will quadruple the tonnage which will utilize the river. It 
should be expedited in every way possible. 

Other congressional witnesses will give in greater detail the im- 
portant characteristics of this project. 





516 


Buford Dam, $3,300,000 for construction and $150,000 for operation 
and maintenance. 

The Buford Dam, the northernmost dam in a series of four dams 
on what is known as the Chattahoochee, Apalachicola, and Flint 
Rivers project, has been under construction for nearly 9 years and 
is now nearing completion. This is the key dam in this entire project 
because being farthest north in the heavy rainfall area with its huge 
reservoir capacity, it will control the flow of water down the Lineths 
of the river. Its reservoir will have a water reserve over 300 billion 
gallons. 

Thus. during the dry seasons the channel from the Gulf of Mexico 
to Columbus, Ga., could be maintained by releasing water from the 
Buford Dam. The recreational potential of Buford Dam is immense 
and constitutes an important plus factor in the consideration of this 
project. It is my hope that adequate funds will be made available 
for the rapid completion of this self-liquidating project 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have the privilege of introducing at this 
iime the Honorable George Andrews, Congressman of Alabama, which 
also borders on this great waterway. 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. Sikes, this question of the reimbursement of the 
channel which is already constructed by the seafood interests; was that 
built under some statutory authority where they are to be reimbursed ? 

Mr. Sixes. Yes. 

Mr. Rapsavt. This is Mr. Andrews, a member of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. Anprews. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 


have a small group of speakers here from our State of Alabama, the 
first of whom I would like to present to you is our junior Senator, 
John Sparkman. 

Senator Sparkman. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN SPARKMAN 


Senator SparkmMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of this subcom- 
mittee, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you today as 
you consider the budget recommendations for the Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint River development project. I wish to urge your 
favorable consideration of these recommendations. 

Three States--Alabama, Georgia, and Florida—will be directly 
benefited by this program. The Apalachicola- -Chattahoochee-Flint 
River Basin extends from the northern boundary of Georgia south- 
west through east Alabama and west Georgia into western Florida. 

The Chattahoochee River flows southwest from its beginning in 
north-central Georgia; it passes near Atlanta; and then it forms the 
Alabama-Georgia boundary for some 150 miles. The Flint River 
flows in southwest Georgia passing through Albany, and joints the 
Chattahoochee in the southwest corner of Georgia to form the 
Apalachicola River. 

There are 5 projects currently being studied or under construction 
on these 3 rivers. Buford Dam and Reservoir is being built on the 
Chattahoochee River some 35 miles northeast of Atlanta. Construc- 
tion has started on the Fort Gaines lock and dam which will span the 
Chattahoochee River near Fort Gaines, Ga. The Columbia lock and 
dam which is to be built on the Chattahoochee River at Columbia, 
Ala., is in the planning stage. The Jim Woodruff lock and dam which 
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is located on the Apalachicola River just below the confluence of the 
Flint River is nearing completion. 

This water-development program will serve three primary func- 
tions. It will give needed dood. control protection to the areas in the 
drainage basin of the three rivers, The program will improve the 
region’s transportation facilities with a 9-foot navigation channel 
over a part of the river system. Equipment will be installed for 
producing approximately 250.000 kilowatts of electric power. 

In addition to these benefits there are a number of other advan- 
tages which will be acquired by the adjointing communities. A 
needed source of water supply for municipal and industrial use will 
be available from the water stored in the reservoirs. ‘The surround- 
ing forest and agricultural lands will have a more dependable under- 
ground water supply. New and improved uses can be made of the 
recreational features of these waterways. 

An appropriation of $3,300,000 is recommended for Buford Dam. 
This is a $41 million project. It is very near being completed. There 
have been appropriations in past years of some $35 million. If the 
appropriation requested for fiscal year 1957 is granted, a final appro- 
priation of $2,589,000 would complete the job. Generating equip- 
ment at this dam for producing 86,000 kilowatts of electric power 
is scheduled to go into service in the spring of 1957. 

The overall cost for building Fort Gaines lock and dam is $86 
million. Construction on this multiplepurpose project began only 
a short time ago. * 

I may say that I had the pleasure of being there, along with Con- 
gressman Andrews, Senator Hill, and other Members of Congress, 
Bob Sikes, Senator George, and Congressman Forrester, Congress- 
man McMillan, and others, a great host. of people from Alabama, 
Florida, and Georgia, at the ground: breaking commencement of that 
project. 

Three million dollars is included in the 1957 budget estimate for 
this dam. Upon completion of the project, the Chattahoochee River 
will be navigable as far north as Columbus, Ga. Facilities for gen- 
erating 130,000 kilowatts of electrical energy will be included in the 
construction. 

Plans for the construction of the Columbia lock and dam are being 
made now. Although there is no budget recommendation for this 
project, I understand that approximately $75,000 will be allocated 
during the next fiscal year for preconstruction planning. 

The Jim Woodruff lock and dam is being built on the Apalachicola 
River just below where the river is joined by the Flint River. If the 
$1,197,000 recommended in the budget for this project is granted, a 
subsequent appropriation of only $500,000 will be sufficient to finish it. 

Upon completion of the Jim Woodruff project, the Flint River will 
be navigable for 47 miles as far up the stream as Bainbridge, Ga. 
Its completion will permit navigation of the Chattahoochee River for 
52 miles above the dam to Columbia, Ala. The hydroelectric generat- 
ing capacity of the equipment installed at the dam will be 30,000 
kilowatts. 

The budget estimate contains a provision for an appropriation 
of $445,000 to be used in dredging the Apalachicola River. This work 
will be done below the Jim Woodruff Dam, clearing a 9-foot channel 
to Apalachicola, Fla., on Apalachicola Bay. At this point, the river 
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will meet the Intercoastal Waterway. Continuous shipping will be 
possible from points on the Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers south- 
ward toward Tampa and westward to Mobile, New Orleans and be- 
yond. 
~ I believe that the amounts requested for the three dams—Buford, 
Fort Gaines, and Jim Woodrutf—as well as the amount asked for 
dredging the Apalachicola River, all should be approved. Buford 
and Jim Woodruff Dams are very near completion. The value of 
the entire program already has been established. For the country 
to realize the benefits which the dev elopment of these river basins 
will provide the construction of the projects should be continued 
on their present schedules. 

Gentlemen, I know that the activities of this subcommittee require 
a great deal of your time. I appreciate very much your allowing 
me this opportunity to express my interest in the Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint River waterway program. I consider it to be 
very worthwhile. I ask that you give it your most favorable con- 
sideration. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ranaut. I must remind my colleagues that you can always spot 
a Senator that started in the House. 

Mr. Anprews. Most of them did. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a delegation here from Phenix City, Ala., 
a city located on the banks of the Chattahoochee: Mr. O. L. Randall, 
of the chamber of commerce, is here, and Mr. W. P. Farrar, the city 
clerk. I understand Mr. Farrar has a brief statement he would like 
to submit for the record. 

Mr. Farrar. 

STATEMENT OF W. P. FARRAR 


Mr. Farrar. I am W. P. Farrar, of Phenix City, and represent 
Mayor Knowles. 

We in Phenix City feel that this development coming from the 
Fort Gaines Dam will bring to us the necessary opportunities that 
we need to grow. Every person in Phenix City knows and feels, as 
we do, that this will be what we need. 

Our chamber of commerce and the city commission have initiated 
and appointed committees already, we are working on them. And we 
are inviting industries and businesses and other people who want to 
take advantage of this opportunity. 

We have since passed a resolution proclaiming Port City Day there 
in Phenix City, in honor of this, and we hope, and urge you to lend 
your support to this development of the Fort Gaines lock and dam. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Anprews. Now we have Mr. J. Edward Dodd, councilman from 
the city of Abbeville, Ala., and editor of the paper in Abbeville. He 
would like to make a brief statement for the record. 


STATEMENT OF J. EDWARD DODD 


Mr. Dopp. My name is J. Edward Dodd, from Abbeville, Ala. I 
want to concur in what the gentleman from Phenix City "has just 
said. I want to assure you that all of our people in Abbeville and 
Henry County are thoroughly behind this project. We have commit- 
tees appointed, and we will work any way we can. 
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We have continually been in complete cooperation with the United 
States Army Engineers in the communities affected along the river 
on both the Georgia and Alabama sides. 

The completion of the lock and dam will add greatly to the eco- 
nomic condition of this area, which our people greatly need. 

We ask the committee to earnestly consider the amount asked to 
continue the work on this subject. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Anprews. Mr. Chairman, we have Mayor Marvin Edwards of 
Eufaula, who does not care to make a statement. But he has a group 
with him from Eufaula, and they are supporting this request 100 
percent. 

Mr. Ranaut. Will you give the names? 

Mr. Anprews. Mr. Marvin Edwards, mayor; Mr. Fred Clark; Mr. 
Sam Lemastre; Mr. Seymour Trammel: and Mr. Sam Robinson. 

With your permission I would like to submit a resolution from the 
city of Dothan, Ala. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, it will be placed in the record at 


this point. 
(The resolution is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION No. 1933 


Whereas the United States Government now has three dams under construe- 
tion on the Chattahoochee River, the Jim Woodruff (Fla.), Buford and Fort 
Gaines (Ga.), the first two of which are nearing completion, which will be of 
great value to the Chattahoochee Valley area from Atlanta to the gulf as well 
as to all tributary areas; and 

Whereas the entire wiregrass area of the Chattahoochee Valley through the 
actions of its citizenry by expressions of chambers of commerce, Rotary, Ki- 
wanis, Lions Clubs, exchange clubs and veterans organizations have expressed 
interest in the early completion of this development because of : 

(1) The need for electrical and navigational benefits for this section to share 
in the decentralization of industry. 

(2) The economic benefits to the whole of our country by the location of in- 
dustry near an abundance of raw products and workers. 

(3) The need of inland water transportation for bringing products from other 
parts of the Nation into this area. 

(4) The Government’s need to begin realizing some return on the vast amount 
already spent on parts of this development. 

Therefore be it resolved by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Dothan, 
{labama, as follows: 

Section 1: That the subcommittees on appropriations in the Senate and the 
House of Representatives in the United States Congress be and they are hereby 
urged to appropriate funds for the navigation dam at Columbia, so that it can 
be constructed simultaneously with the construction of the Fort Gaines Dam in 
order that maximum benefits may be realized by both the Government and the 
southeastern area at the earliest possible date. 

Section 2: That Mr. J. W. Woodruff, Jr., executive vice president, three Rivers 
Development Association, Columbus, Ga., be and he is hereby empowered and 
directed to represent the city of Dothan, Ala., before hearings of these sub- 
committees to present this resolution and to make such oral testimony as they 
may require. 

Passed, adopted, and approved this the 20th day of March 1956. 

RicHMOND ©, MCCLINTOCK, 
President 
J. H. Hower, 
EARLE C. Woopy, 
Board of City Commissioners. 

Attest: 

L. R. DricGers, 
City Clerk. 
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Mr. Anprews. And a statement from our senior Senator from Ala- 
gama, the Honorable Lister Hill, who is a member of the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee, and at this time is engaged in a hearing over 
on the Senate side. 

Mr. Razaur. The Senator’s statement will be placed in the record. 

(The statement of Senator Lister Hill is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. LISTER HILL, UNITED SraTes SENATOR FROM ALABAMA 


Mr. Chairman, I want to associate myself with the facts in the case that has 
been presented to your committee, and emphasize my interest in the appropria- 
tion of funds for continuing work on the various units of the Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint River project. 

I notjce that the budget for fiscal year 1957 includes funds for construction 
on three projects. These are: 

Jim Woodruff lock and dam_____-~- EOE _._.. $1, 197, 000 
Buford Dam and Reservoir__ 8, 300, 000 
Fort Gaines lock and dam__-__--~- ; 3, 000, 000 


JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM 


The Jim Woodruff project is one of the multiple-purpose projects for power, 
navigation, and flood control on the Apalachicola River, immediately below the 
confluence of the Flint River. It is now nearing completion, and the funds in 
the budget will essentially complete the project. The estimated cost is 
$46,379,000. There has been appropriated to date $44,683,000. ‘The amount of 
$1,197,000 in the budget for 1957 will only leave about $500,000 to be appropriated 
in sul’sequent years to complete the project. 

It should be noted that the benefit-cost ratio of the basin development, of which 
the Jim Woodruff project is a unit, is 1.16. 

This project will have a power installation of 30,000 kilowatts, in an area where 
additional power is sorely needed. Over 50 percent of the cost of this project 
will be reimbursed to the Federal Government from power revenues. ‘The first 
power will be generated this fall if construction remains on schedule. 

Completion of this project will permit 9-foot navigation about 47 miles up the 
Flint River to Bainbridge, Ga., and 52 miles up the Chattahoochee River to 
Columbia, Ala. Both of these communities are planning dockside facilities to 
handle large barge shipments. The completed reservoir will also have tremen- 
dous recreational benefits. 

The projects for improving the Apalachicola River channel below Jim Wood- 
ruff Dam and cutting the channel across St. George Island have been initiated, 
and we will soon be in a position to realize the full navigation benefits from 
the project. 

I urge that the committee approve the budget estimate for the Jim Woodruff 
project. 

BUFORD DAM AND RESERVOIR 


The estimated cost of the Buford Dam and Reservoir is $40,700,000. There 
has been appropriated to date $34,811,000 for construction work on the project. 
The budget estimate for fiscal year 1947 includes $3,300,000 for the Buford Dam. 
This would leave only $2,589,000 to be appropriated for completion of the project. 

While this project is located in Georgia, its benefits affect the States of Georgia, 
Alabama, and Florida, and I am 100 percent in favor of its early completion. 

Buford Dam is a multiple-purpose project on the Chattahoochee River about 35 
miles northeast of Atlanta, Ga. It will provide much-needed flood control in the 
Chattahoochee River Valley below the dam which is now subject to severe floods. 
Protection will also be afforded to the city of West Point, Ga., and other com- 
munities in the valley. 

This project is a step in the full development in this river basin. It will pro- 
vide a regulated and increased flow which is essential for the 9-foot navigable 
channel in the river downstream therefrom. The project will include a power 
installation of 86,000 kilowatts. In addition to the power generated at the site, 
reservoir operation will increase the minimum flow at existing downstream power 
developments, thereby increasing their firm capacity and providing a large block 
of power in an area where it is urgently needed. 





Due to its proximity to Atlanta, the reservoir (Lake Sidney Lanier) will 
have a large value for public use. The reservoir, and the regulated flow pro- 
vided therefrom, will be availamMe for water supply purposes for industrial and 
municipal use by the cities in the valley below the dam. 

The project is located in an area of high rainfall, and will provide storage for 
accumulated water to be used for regulated flow, for flood control during heavy 
rainfall periods, for maintaining navigation during dry seasons, and for 
power production throughout all seasons. It will produce about 810 million 
kilowatt-hours of electrical energy. On the present schedule, this power will be 
in production in the spring of 1957. 

This project is the key unit in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint project, 
and I urge that funds be appropriated for continuing its construction. 


FORT GAINES LOCK AND DAM 


The Fort Gaines lock and dam is a multiple-purpose lock and dam to be located 
on the Chattahoochee River near Fort Gaines, Ga. At this point the Chatta- 
hoochee River forms the State boundary between Alabama and Georgia. 

The estimated cost of this project is $86,400,000. In past years Congress has 
appropriated $603,000 for planning work on this project. We were very happy 
last year when the Appropriation Committees included $1,800,000 for initiation 
of work on this dam. The budget for fiscal year 1957 includes $3 million for 
continuing construction on the Fort Gaines lock and dam. 

As the Buford and Jim Woodruff projects are nearing completion, work at 
Fort Gaines should proceed without delay in order that the large benefits will 
be realized at an early date. This project will provide flood-control benefits, and 
the stored water will be used for development of hydroelectric power and re- 
leased downstream for navigation purposes and for increasing power production 
at Jim Woodruff. 

Construction of the Fort Gaines Dam will impound water over an area which 
will make possible recharging underground aquifers through the sandstone and 
limestone formations and insure a more dependable supply of underground 
water in the coastal plain. 

It is an integral unit of the basin project, and will have a power installation 
of 130,000 kilowatts. The power produced can be advantageously absorbed in 
the area. The project will also exert a beneficial influence on the economic 
structure of the region by providing more economical transportation. The re- 
servoir will permit extension of navigation 85 miles up the Chattahoochee River 
to the vicinity of Columbus, Ga. 

I earnestly request that the approved budget amount be included in the Appro- 
priation Act for fiscal year 1957. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN GEORGE W. ANDREWS 


Mr. Anprews. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say briefly that I am 
of course very much interested in this request before this committee 
for all the projects on the Chattahoochee, and particularly the Fort 
Gaines Dam and the Apalachicola River. 

All of these projects are necessary to give us the full benefit that 
we need from the project to make it self- -sustaining. 

There is a dam almost completed at the headwaters of the Chatta- 
hoochee, at Buford, Ga. There is one completed down at the end of 
the Chattahoochee River at Chattahoochee, Fla., the Jim Wodruff 
Dam. 

The Fort Gaines Dam is between those two dams, and is the heart 
of the whole project. 

We have tried for years to get money for the Fort Gaines Dam, 
because we realized that without a dam at Fort Gaines there could 
be no navigation on the river, there would not be enough power to 
be ec onomically justified in the Jim Woodruff Dam. 

For years the budget refused to recognize our request. Last year 
the full committee was good enough to give use starting money for 





the Fort Gaines Dam. With that money, the engineers have made 
remarkable progress during the past 12 months. This committee 
gave us $1,800,000, and from that amount 2 major contracts have 
been awarded, each at less money than the engineers anticipated. They 
have moved a tremendous amount of dirt. They are now working on 
a cofferdam. 

The budget request before the committee is $3 million. We would 
like to see it made $6 million, because we think it is certain that the 
project will be completed. But we won’t argue with you about the 
amount, Mr. Chairman. 

I flew over the site not too long ago, and the amount of work done 
there in the last 6 months is almost unbelievable. 

We hope to have this project completed by 1962. All we need is a 
small dam at Columbia, which won’t amount to much, just for 
navigation. 

The heart of the whole project is the Fort Gaines Dam. And when 
it is completed we will have one of the finest natural resources in 
America developed. And it will be a moneymaking project for the 
taxpayers. 

I want to thank you for the patience you have shown us through 
the years by hearing us. And I am so happy that this day for the 
first time the budget is on our side. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have the privilege of pre- 
senting the Honorable E. L. Forrester, of Georgia, a sponsor of the 
Fort Gaines Dam. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be pleased to hear our colleague. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN E. L. FORRESTER 


Mr. Forrester. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, first I want to express my deep appreciation for 
the privilege of appearing before this honorable committee. 

I was impressed by the statement on the part of the chairman where 
one of these witnesses said he did not wish to trespass unduly upon 
your gentlemen’s value time. 

The response on the part of the chairman of this committee was 
just exactly what I knew it would be, that you gentlemen would 
patiently listen to each and every one of these witnesses. 

Now, knowing that that is the temper and position of this com- 
mittee, I think that I have a duty as a Member of Congress and one 
who is familiar to some extent with the burdens imposed upon you 
gentlemen to see to it that so far as IT am concerned we do not trespass 
upon you gentlemens’ patience, and that we realize that while some- 
times some people have the idea that statements placed in these rec- 
ords are not. read, I assure them with the majority of the committees, 
and particularly with this committee, they can with impunity under- 
stand that the statements that they put in he record will be read by 

each and everv member of the committee. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say to you that IT am thoroughly 
familiar with the testimony delivered by mv colleagues, Mr. Sikes of 
Florida, Mr. Andrews of Alabama, and Mr. Davis of Georgia, who 
will have a statement to make on that later. 
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As a matter of fact, we have been working in complete harmony 
on an agreement from the very inception of this waterw: ays project. 

We have counseled with each other; there is a complete meeting of 
the minds upon the part of all four of us. And so I think that I can 
with impunity, realizing your situation, ask that you simply permit 
me without going into any more detail to endorse and say to you that 
I would appreciate it if your committee would make the statements 
of those gentlemen my statement also. 

Now, I would like to say that it pleases me to take notice of the 
fact that the Corps of Engineers in this last survey has re ported that 
this project is not only feasible, but they revised their figures con- 
cerning the revenues from this project, and the *y far exceed the esti- 
mates that the ‘y made when they recommended and found this project 
to be feasible. 

The quicker this project is completed, the quicker the returns will 
be made to the Federal Treasury. 

I know that that statement and that fact is something that appeals 
to this honorable committee. 

I will certainly be grateful if this committee can consistently ap- 
prove the recommendations made by the gentlemen I have referred to, 
and which I incorporate and make a part of my own. 

I certainly do want to pay tribute to the fine statement made by the 
junior Senator from Alabama. I am delighted that he could appear 
here and be with us. And I want to go on record as endorsing his 
views also. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have with me this morning as a part of the 
Georgia delegation some of the outstanding businessmen down in the 
third district which I have the privilege of representing. I do not 
believe that any person in this chamber this morning would resent- 
as a matter of fact, 1 think that they would gladly agree with the 
statement that I am now about to make—that is, that Jim Woodruff, 
of Columbia, Ga., Jim Woodrulf, Jr., and I believe that we will all 
agree that probably he knows more about this project than any living 
man. 

And so I would like to ask that after this committee has heard from 
Congressman Davis I be allowed to present Jim Woodruff, Jr., and 
ask that he be afforded not only the opportunity to summarize our 
views, but that he be allowed to present the other gentlemen that are 
here with him. 

I certainly appreciate your courtesy, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. I want to say to the gentleman here that it was my 
privilege to be the instrument of putting the words “under God” in 
the pledge of allegiance to the flag, and no one helped me greater on 
the Committee on the Judiciary than my friend who has just finished 
addressing this body. 

Mr. Forresrer. | appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. I considered 
that a privilege. 

Mr. Sixes. I want to present to the committee the Honorable Jim 
Davis, Congressman from Atlanta, and the sponsor of the Buford 
Dam. 

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JAMES ©. DAVIS 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as you 
will recall I appeared yesterday and submitted a statement on behalf 
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of myself and Mr. C. B. Culpepper, the secretary and general manager 
of the Atlanta Freight Bureau on behalf of the Buford Dam. 

It has been my privilege to appear before this subcommittee nine 
times previous to this, and on each of those occasions we have pre- 

sented to you the details regarding the Buford Dam, and also regard- 
ing the other dams which are in this Chattahoochee-Flint- -Apalachi- 
cola River project. For that reason I will be most brief in what I 
have to say today. 

I know that you gentlemen recall from previous years the details 
of the Buford Dam, and you have been very kind and understanding 
in appropriating the necessary funds each year to carry on the Buford 
Dam, which is the northernmost dam in this series of pr “ri and 
which is in the rainfall area, and has a reservoir capacity of 2,232,000 
acre-feet for storage purposes to release the water as it is needed 
in the dry season and so that it can go on down and serve the purpose 
of navigation and power in these dams which are farther down the 
river. 

[ listened very intently to the statement which was made by Senator 
Sparkman, of ‘Alabama. And he has covered in great detail the 
projects from the Buford Dam on the north on down to the Jim 
Woodruff Dam at the lower part of this series of projects. If he 
has no objection, I would like to associate myself with him in that 
splendid comprehensive statement, and thus not take any further 
time of the committee. 

I do endorse the Fort Gaines Dam, the completion of the Jim 
Woodruff Dam, and hope that it will be possible to give planning 
money for the Columbia Dam so that it may also proceed. 

I would like to ask permission to insert a statement by Mr. C. B. 
Culpepper in behalf of this entire project at this point. 

Mr. Rasavr. Without objection, the statement may be placed in 
the record. 

(The statement of C. B. Culpepper is as follows :) 

Representatives of the Atlanta Freight Bureau have frequently appeared 
before appropriate committees and subcommittees of both the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate in support of various individual projects covering 
development of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee River system for navigation, 
electric-power development, soil conservation, water resources, recreation, etc., 
and have uniformly urge dthe approval of worthy projects and requested 
necessary appropriations for their completion. 

The Atlanta Freight Bureau is a highly professional, ethical, nonprofit, civic 
organization interested in the business and industrial development of the entire 
State of Georgia, particularly in regard to all phases of such development that 
will affect the growth and well-being of our section from a transportation stand- 
point. As such, it claims a direct interest in the present provisions of the 
appropriations bill now before Congress and under study by your subcommittee. 
Because of this legitimate interest in these projects, I have been instructed by 
my board of directors to urge upon this subcommittee its approval of the various 
items carried in such bill that will provide funds for the development of our 
water resources throughout the State and with particular regard to the develop- 
ment of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee River system. 

It is our understanding that there are three items that especially merit your 
consideration and approval. These particular items are: 

1. The appropriation for continued work upon Buford Dam; 

2. The appropriation for continued work upon Fort Goines Dam; and 

3. The appropriation for the completion of Jim Woodruff Dam. 

All of these individual projects are vitally necessary to the full utilization 
of any or all of the other projects named. In addition, the amount of public 
funds already invested in these various developments are such as to require 
the continued work on such projects from an economic standpoint. Conse- 
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quently, it is urged upon your subcommittee that full consideration be given to 
approval of each one of these appropriations; and you are earnestly requested 
to grand such approval. 

Mr. Davis. And thank you very much for the opportunity of say- 
ing these few words. 

Mr. Razaut. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, the Honorable J. L. Pilcher, of Georgia, 
has requested that I ask permission for him to file a statement for the 
record. It is necessary for him to return to his home in Georgia, and 
he could not be here. 

Mr. Rapaut. Have you got the statement here ¢ 

‘ , : . 

Mr. Sixes. He will submit the statement. 

Mr. Razavut. The statement of Mr. Pilcher will be placed in the 
record at this point. 
(The statement is as follows :) 








STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE J. L. PILCHER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, SECOND 
CONGRESSIONAL District OF GEORGIA, IN Support OF APALACHICOLA-FLINT- 
CHATTAHOOCHEE WATERWAY DEVELOPMENT 







Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is with pleasure that I appear 
before this honorable committee to present my views in connection with the 
Apalachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway development. I wholeheartedly 
and unequivocally add my endorsement to the position advocated here this 
morning by my colleagues. I do most assuredly feel that the project is worth- 
while in every respect and further feel that it should be completed just as soon 
as humanly possible. 

I feel very strongly that the proper development and appropriate conserva- 
tion of our soil and water resources affect and help to increase adequate defense 
of our Nation. Demands upon our resources become greater with each passing 
day; therefore, it behooves us to give great care and consideration to their 
further development and conservation. 

It is true that commercial shipping and the use being made of the country’s 
ports and waterways has greatly increased during the past decade to a point 
beyond 1 billion tons. In fact, in order to try to help meet this situation, the 
State of Georgia, through its legislative body, has established a fund of $250,000 
for the construction of a port facility at Bainbridge, Ga. This action on the 
part of the State of Georgia was taken in anticipation of the completion of the 
subject project. 

We must also take into consideration the fact that the size of vessels being 
placed in service is increasing, which will necessarily call for deeper and wider 
channels and other port improvements to accommodate such progressive changes. 

While I am vitally interested in all such projects, I am especially interested 
in the Apalachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway development because it 
affects my congressional district and the State of Georgia. Therefore, I am 
quite naturally more familiar with the many aspects of this project because of 
the fact that I have been more closely associated with it. Much money has 
already been spent on the project and such expenditure has been well justified. 
That, for one reason, is why I am here today asking the quickest possible com- 
pletion of the project so that its navigation facilities can become available for 
use as quickly as possible and then the Government can begin to realize a return 
on the investment. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues have covered the matter so thoroughly and ably 
that I do not feel I should delay the functions of your committee unnecessarily ; 
therefore, I will close my statement with words of sincere appreciation for your 
kindness in allowing me to appear before you. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Sixes. Representing Senator Holland and Senator Smathers of 
Florida is the Honorable James Golden, who has asked permission 


that they be allowed to file statements at this point. And those state- 
ments will be supplied. 
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Mr. Rasavur. Without objection, permission will be given to file 
those statements. 
(The joint statement is as follows :) 


JOINT STATEMENT OF SENATOR SPESSARD L. HOLLAND (DEMOCRAT, FLORIDA) AND 
SENATOR GEORGE A. SMATHERS (DEMOCRAT, FLORIDA) RE APALACHICOLA-FLINT- 
CHATTAHOOCHEE WATERWAY PROJECT 
Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to file a brief statement in sup- 

port of appropriations recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for the con- 

tinued development of the Apalachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee waterway system. 

This waterway system is of great benefit to the economy of a large area of 
Florida, Georgia, and Alabama, and we are grateful that Congress has recog- 
nized its importance and has appropriated large sums of money for its develop- 
ment in the last few years. 

We recommend that your subcommittee include in the public works appropria- 
tions bill for fiscal year 1957 the sums of $445,000 for completion of the dredging 
of the Apalachicola River below Jim Woodruff Dam, $313,000 for completion of 
the channel across St. George Island, and $1,197,000 for completion of the Jim 
Woodruff lock and dam. These specific amounts are included in the President’s 
budget. 

We sincerely hope your subcommittee will provide not only the necessary 
funds to bring about completion of the Florida projects in the coming fiscal year, 
but will provide sufficient funds to expedite development of the entire waterway 
system. 

We will be very pleased to supply immediately upon request any additional 
informatoin necessary in the justification of funds for the projects mentioned, 
but since these specific funds are recommended in the President’s budget, we are 
confident that they will be justified to your complete satisfaction by the Corps 
of Engineers and the testimony of local witnesses. 

Mr. Stxes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present to the commit- 
tee Mr. R. L. Pulley, vice president and operating manager of Gulf 
Power Co., of Pensacola, which has a large generating plant just 
south of the Jim Woodruff Dam at Chattahoochee. 


STATEMENT OF R. L. PULLEY 


Mr. Puitiry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is R. L. Pulley. I am vice president and operating manager of 
Gulf Power Co., whose headquarters are at Pensacola, Fla. 

Gulf Power Co. is a public utility supplying electric service. to that 
portion of north Florida lying west of the Apalachicola River. The 
company has two steam-electric generating plants, one located at 
Pensacola and one on the west side of the Apalachicola River approxi- 
mately 214 miles downstream from the point where U. S. Highway 
No. 90 crosses the river. These plants supply the requirements of the 
area served by the company and some power is supplied to neighbor- 
ing companies through interconnecting lines. The plant on the 
Apalachicola River, known as the Scholz steam plant, uses coal as fuel. 
This coal is obtained from central Alabama mines. 

The Scholz plant, as previously constructed, has installed two 40,000- 
kilowatt units and in 1955 used approximately 175,000 tons of coal 
or about 3,350 tons per week. Presently coal is transported to this 
plant by rail. Full-load operation of this plan would increase the 
fuel requirements to 300,000 tons annually. 

This plant is designed for the future addition of two 60,000-kilowatt 
units which would increase the fuel requirements to approximately 
700,000 tons annually. 
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The company is very much interested in the improvement of the 
Apalachicola River for navigation. We have a long-term contract 
with the Alabama By-P roducts Co. for a minimum of 200,000 tons 
of coal annually, all of which is for use at the Scholz steam plant. 
This coal is available to the Warrior River in central Alabama and 
three firms operating barge lines have been contacted by us for pro- 
posals to transport a minimum of 100,000 tons annually. This move- 
ment would be by Warrior River south to Mobile, Gulf Intercoastal 
Waterway from Mobile east to the Apalachicola River, and north on 
the Alapachicola to the plant site. We have been unable to obtain 
definite proposals from these firms because of the condition of the 
Apalachicola River. It is our understanding from contacts with 
firms operating barge lines that the movement ‘of this tonnage would 

require the use of 2,000-ton and 2,500-ton barges with continous move- 

ment throughout the year. The Apalachicola River does not at pres- 
ent have, except in periods of high water, sufficient depth for such 
barges which require a maintained depth of at least 8 feet. 

The company desires to make arrangements, immediately upon the 
river being made navigable, for the movement by barge of a minimum 
of 100,000 tons of coal annually. As increased operation of the plant 
and additions are made to the plant it is possible this aan will 
ultimately be 600,000 tons annually. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the members of your committee for 
the privilege of presenting this information for your consideration. 

Mr. Sixes. Mr. C ‘hairman, I would like to present Mr. Claude Kirk, 
represent ing the Florida Gravel Co., of Birmingham, Ala., also a great 
user of the Apalachicola waterway. 


STATEMENT OF CLAUDE R. KIRK 


Mr. Kirx. Mr. Chairman, this is Claude Kirk, vice president of 
the Florida Gravel Co., and connected with the Macula Industries, of 
Birminghan, Ala. 

The rlorida Gravel Co. is located in Chattahoochee, Fla. Since 
I was here last year on these hearings the Florida Gravel Co. has 
moved approximately 200,000 tons of sand and gravel. Our payrolls 
in that area are approximately $100,000. I have a prepared state- 
ment to submit, and I will turn it in at this time. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 

FLORIDA GRAVEL Co., 
Birmingham, Ala., March 19, 1956. 
SUBCOM MITTEE FOR PUBLIC WORKS 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
United States Congress, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Florida Gravel Co., located at Chattahoochee, Fla., is engaged 
in the production and sale of gravel and sand for various essential uses, chiefly 
as aggregates for concrete, road and bridge construction, filter media, and as flux 
material in the phosphorus industry. During 1955 a total of 183,538 tons of 
sand and gravel were shipped via rail and trucks. <A considerable proportion 
of this tonnage went to the construction of Jim Woodruff Dam. Other large 
users were the Ready-Mix concrete plants in Tallahassee, Quincy, and Marianna, 
Fla., and Thomasville and Bainbridge, Ga. Improvements in the Chattahoochee 
and Apalachicola Rivers by completion of Jim Woodruff lock have enabled Florida 
Gravel Co. to expand their production more than 100 percent over some years 
previous and the continued addition of production equipment is expected to 
increase the tonnage still more in the immediate future. 
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Long-range plans of our company call for acquisition of port facilities at 
Bainbridge, Ga., Apalachicola, Fla., and every crossing of the Chattahoochee 
River by the railroads, upstream as far as Columbus, Ga. In addition to the 
movement by barge of our own commodities it is planned to offer river trans- 
portation service to the general public as soon as possible after completion of 
dredging of the channel in the Apalachicola River and construction of Fort 
Gaines lock and dam. 

Existing markets for our sand and gravel as far east as Jacksonville, Fla., 
and southwest to Panama City, Fla., will be supplied by expanding production 
and transportation facilities to an estimated future volume of 1 million tons 
annually. The present annual payroll of $100,000 will be increased to double 
this amount and purchases of materials and supplies from local sources will be 
increased proportionately. 

Expansion such as we visualize above can only be justified by the realization 
of the river improvements listed herein and the benefits therefrom will be wide- 
spread over the northern section of the State of Florida, the southern and 
western sections of Georgia, and the southern and eastern sections of Alabama 
as the result of better and more economical service to the construction industry 
and to the proposed Federal highway construction program. 

Yours very truly, 
R. E. Burgess, Vice President. 


Mr. Kirk. T would like to say briefly that with the development of 
this entire water system we will not only supply the entire system 
with our barges producing sand and gravel with port facilities at 
Bainbridge and Columbus and Apalachicola, and the railheads that 
cross the Chattahoochee and Apalachicola, but we will further offer 
our service of transportation to the public. 

Our improvement in the facilities there at Chattahoochee has been 
about 100 percent in the last 12 months, and will continue to grow 
with the growth of this system. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. V. N. Creek- 
more, who is representing the city of Apalachicola and Franklin 
County, the terminus of this waterway. He has a statement to make. 


STATEMENT OF W. N. CREEKMORE 


Mr. Creekmore. Mr. Chairman, my name is W. N. Creekmore. 
T am from the southern end of the waterway. I have a statement 
here in sunnort of the project as approved, and also a statement in 
sunport of Congressman Sikes’ request for an appropriation for the 
fishermen at Eastpoint, Fla. 

T wonld like to submit this for the record, if you please, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. Without objection, it will be placed in the record at 
this noint. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED RY EASTPOINT AND FRANKLIN COUNTY, -FLA.. IN SUPPORT 
OF APPROPRIATIONS RELATING TO EASTPOINT CHANNEL, APALACHICOLA Bay, 
Fa. 


Eastpoint Channel was approved by the Congress in 1954 at an estimated cost 
of $60,000. 

Dune to the urgency of making the improvement available to the commercial 
fishing industry as soon as possible, the Florida Legislature anthorized the 
Florida State Road Department to use gasoline tax moneys to dig the channel 
in late 1954. As a result, commercial fishermen increased their catches and 
consequently their revenue by an estimated 30 percent. Additional seafood 
houses have located at Eastpoint because of the availability of dependable 
channel depth in all seasons. 





529 


The economy of this community has been substantially enhanced and East- 
point is becoming one of the important seafood-producing areas in northwest 
Florida. 

During the year 1953, the value of seafood catches amounted to $300,000. 
Conservative estimates for 1955 have increased this figure to $400,000. 

Due to the establishment of outside firms interested in cultivating oyster 
bottoms to provide Campbell Soup Co. with large quantities of oysters, it is 
expected that production of this seafood will be greatly increased during 1957. 
Large areas of potential bottoms have been leased in Apalachicola Bay and 
because of the rapid growth should become productive during next year. This 
channel at Eastpoint will be of tremendous benefit to this program. 

At this time, Eastpoint Channel, after 2 years of use, has shown little shoaling 
and this is evidence that annual maintenance will be less than first estimated. 
Channel markers and other aids to navigation are needed, as well as an annual 
maintenance program and survey, to insure that maximum benefits may be 
realized. 

The relatively small appropriation of approximately $60,000 plus the small 
maintenance costs will insure that the improvement will continue to efficiently 
serve this growing community. It will further refund the State of Florida 
moneys expended for the initial dredging which will be immediately used to 
provide roads and bridges needed badly in Franklin County. 

This committee is therefore respectfully requested and urged to recommend 
the needed appropriation for fiscal year 1956-57. 

W. N. CREEK MORE, 
Representing Eastpoint and Franklin County, Fla. 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY APALACHICOLA AND FRANKLIN CouNTY, FLA., IN Sup- 
PORT OF APPROPRIATIONS RELATING TO THE APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE, AND 
FLINT RIvER DEVELOPMENT IN FLORIDA, GEORGIA, AND ALABAMA 


Through the generosity and foresight of the United States Congress in making 
appropriations available for the development of the Apalachicola, Chattahooche, 
and Flint Rivers, the project is well under way. 

Buford Dam, north of Atlanta, is almost complete. Fort Gaines lock and dam 
at Fort Gaines, Ga., has been started and due to its size, liberal appropriations are 
necessary to complete the work without delay. 

Columbia lock and dam at Columbia, Ala., has been completely planned by 
the United States engineers and funds are needed now to begin this construction. 

Jim Woodruff lock and dam at Chattahvoche, Fla, is well on the way to com- 
pletion and the final appropriation for fiscal year 1956-57 should be made at this 
time in order to finish this job. 

The channel in Apalachicola River, between Jim Woodruff Dam and the 
Intracoastal Waterway, will be started possibly within 60 days. In order that 
construction may be done without interruption, the final appropriation is needed 
at this time. 

Our testimony before this committee in 1955 established that traffic is now 
ready to use this waterway. 

Bids for construction of a channel across St. George Island were opened this 
date. Construction will probably commence about April 15, 1956. The final 
appropriation needed to complete this work, as recommended by the Budget 
Bureau, is needed at this time to keep construction costs low and to make it 
available to the commercial fishing industry at Apalachicola, Fla. 

This written statement is intended to endorse those oral and written statements 
submitted by Members of Congress from Florida, Georgia, and Alabama, as 
well as statements by Three Rivers Development Association and the individual 
statements by interested persons living in the Three Rivers Valley. 

W. N. CREEK MORE, 
Florida Vice President, Three Rivers Development Association, Apa- 
lachicola, Fla. 


Mr. Stxes. Mr. Chairman, the projects to which Mr. Creekmore has 
referred are the channel at Eastpoint, which I indicate on the map, 
the channel across the Saint George Island channel, which I indicate, 
the boat basin in Apalachicola, plus the completion of the dredging 
of the river to Chattahoochee. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. Ed Peters, pres- 
ident of the chamber of commerce of Calhoun County, Blountstown, 
who represents Blountstown in Calhoun County, and Bristol in Lib- 
erty County, which border on the Apalachicola River. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN H. PETERS 


Mr. Perers. Mr. Chairman, I am Ed Peters, president of the Cal- 
houn County Chamber of Commerce. I have also been commissioned 
to speak for the honorable mayor of Blountstown, and the Honorable 
W. C. Shelton, chairman of the Calhoun County Board of Commis- 
sioners. I speak also on behalf of Liberty County, which is located 
just across the Apalachicola River in Calhoun County. 

I, too, have a brief statement that I would like to submit for the 
record in support of the budget requests that have been made for this 
entire river development project. 

We in Blountstown are negotiating at the present time with a pros- 
pect to locate a grain elevator on the Apalachicola River. The loca- 
tion of this elevator will be entirely dependent upon the completion 
of the navigational facilities for the Apalachicola River. 

Mr. Ranavur. You may place your statement in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


APALACHICOLA VALLEY BrrieF, CALHOUN CouNTY, FILA. 


The following brief is subinitted for your inspection with the idea in mind of 
aiding the Federal Government arrive at a decision favorable for the completion 
of the Apalachicola River dredging—now so long overdue and badly needed. 

The impetus of the completed river project would have statewide benefits 
and for our own county of Calhoun such immediate effects as follows: 

1. Hydroelectric power from the Jim Woodruff Dam at Chattahoochee, Fla. 

2. Flood control, particularly, through our own county, much of our fertile 
lowlands flood in spring. 

3. Navigation: A 9-foot channel in the river would enable our county to 
benefit from barge vessels. 

4. Lumbering: The river is now used to move logs to mill and would greatly 
aid in their movement. 

5. Raise economy of area: An added inducement to industries, particularly 
those requiring fresh water. 

6. Open new markets: Possibility of South American markets, importing and 
exporting lumber, beef, hogs, foodstuffs, ete. 

7. At the present time we are negotiating with a prospect on the possibility 
of establishing a grain elevator in our county, which requires and will use barge 
traffic via the Inland Waterway. 

8. Recreation areas: Hunting, fishing, ete. 

The above brief very respectfully submitted. 

KpWIn H. PETERS, 
President, Calhoun County Chamber of Commerce, Blountstown, Fla. 
R. W. Foster, 
Mayor, City of Blountstown, Fla. 
C. W. SHELTON, 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners, Calhoun County, Fla. 

Mr. Sixes. I believe it is also true, is it not, Mr. Peters, that both 
Blountstown and Bristol are planning dock facilities ? 

Mr. Perers. Yes, sir. There have also been authorized port facili- 
ties for Liberty County and Bristol, and we are in prospect of estab- 
lishing port facilities for Blountstown in Calhoun County. 

This project when completed will also facilitate our timber industry 
down there. A large tonnage of logs is being moved up and down 
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that river. The recent dry years down there have hindered terrifically 
the movement of timber up and down the river, and this 9-foot channel 
will provide for a year-round transportation of logs. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you. 

Mr. Stxes. I now introduce Mayor J. M. Sims, of Marianna, in 
Jackson County, whose county also borders on the Apalachicola River, 
who has a statement to make in support of this project. 


STATEMENT OF HON, J. M. SIMS 


Mr. Sims. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is J. M. Sims, 
mayor of the city of Marianna, and I represent Jackson County, also. 

I have here a prepared statement. And the highlight of the state- 
ment is to the effect that the city of Marianna introduced or had 
introduced and enacted a bill in the State legislature in 1953, giving 
the city of Marianna authority to establish a port on the Apalachicola 
River. And as soon as the work has progressed to the point of where 
we can proceed with our work, we are ready to go along with our 
project. 

Mr. Rasaur. The statement will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE Crty OF MARIANNA AND JACKSON COUNTY, FLA., CONCERNING 
APALACHICOLA-FLINT-CHATTAHOOCHEE WATERWAY 


I. INTRODUCTION 


Immediate availability of necessary moneys recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, for the completion of orderly steps in the devel- 
opment of the Apalachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway should be made b) 
the Congress of the United States to safeguard and promote initial investments 
authorized by the Congress, and, further, to expedite the benefits to the Nation 
of the completed waterway at the earliest date possible. Any delay in providing 
such funds would seriously endanger the public interest and the progressive 
development of hydroelectric power, navigation, flood control, and recreation 
on this waterway, to which the Congress is committed by prior action. Delay 
in providing funds to assure a 9-foot channel in the Apalachicola River from 
the town of Chattahoochee, Fla., to Apalachicola, Fla., to make the river at 
this point navigable to Chattahoochee, Fla., would be particularly injurious to 
the publie interest, since it would adversely affect plans currently underway 
for utilizing navigation possibilities of the waterway upon completion of a 
9-foot channel. 

The Congress has given prior recognition to the feasibility of the Apalachicola- 
Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway development, including construction of the Jim 
Woodruff Dam, the Buford Dam, the Columbia Dam, the Fort Gaines Dam, and 
channel improvement from Chattahoochee, Fla., to Apalachicola, Fla. Failure to 
provide moneys for any phase of the overall development would, in effect, call for 
reexamination of the prior decision of Congress, or would be a denial of the 
discretionary act of the Corps of Engineers to recommend the development as 
the corps deems proper and wise. The feasibility of the project is greater today 
than at any previous period in the recent history of the area (and boundaries of 
the waterway), and nothing would be gained by fortifying data with additional 
facts: nor is there any agency more qualified than the Corps of Engineers to 
recommend what funds are currently necessary, and what phase should be com- 
pleted in succession. To delay the immediate availability of moneys to improve 
the Apalachicola River Channel would be a complete turnabout from the prior 
decision of Congress to develop the waterway expeditiously. 

A. The city of Marianna, Fla., has acted in the public interest to provide port 
facilities and utilize the waterway 

Marianna has given major consideration to the need of port facilities to imple- 
ment this waterway and provide for the area, as quickly as possible, added 
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essential water transportation services. In the 1953 Florida Legislature, House 
bill No. 1209 was introduced and enacted into law, providing: 

“Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida: That the city of 
Marianna, in Jackson County, Florida, is hereby authorized, but not required, to 
purchase such property as may be necessary, and situated within Jackson County, 
Florida, upon either the Apalachicola River or on the Chattahoochee River for 
the purpose of establishing and maintaining a port thereat or thereupon.” 

Filed in office of secretary of state June 1, 1953. 


B. Jackson County, Fla., has acted in the public interest to provide a public park 
to utilize waterway recreational advantages 


The Board of County Commissioners of Jackson County, Fla., on February 14, 
1956, made formal application to the Corps of Engineers to lease an area approxi- 
mating 20 acres adjacent to the west abutment of the Jim Woodruff Dam to be 
developed and operated as a public park. 


C. Areawise, all groups here are alert to the advantages of this project and are 
actively promoting the public interest 


On January 26, 1956, led by Jackson County Commissioners, business and 
civic leaders, city officials, and others from Marianna, Sneads, and Chatta- 
hoochee, Fla., conferred with the district office, Corps of Engineers, Mobile Ala., 
coneerning rights-of-way and construction of a road through the Jim Woodruff 
Reservoir area to assure access and the widest possible use of the excellent 
recreation opportunities provided by these lands, along with the principal bene- 
fits of hydroelectric power, navigation, and flood control. 


D. The city of Marianna, County Commissioners of Jackson County and citizens 
at large recognize the conservation value of this project 

On February 15, 1956, a joint appeal was made to the Florida delegation in 
the United States Congress to confer with the office of the Chief of Engineers, 
Washington, D. C., to request that lands presently licensed to the Florida Game 
and Fresh Water Fish Commission on certain of the Jim Woodruff Reservoir 
lands be retained in public ownership for wildlife-management purposes. The 
passage of Public Law 300 has made the status of these lands uncertain. It 
is believed here that use for wildlife-management purposes constitute public 
interest and a preferred use of these lands. 

Based on the foregoing, it is a crucial fact that the public confidently believes 
that the announced development of the Apalachicola, Flint, Chattahoochee 
Waterway will proceed without interruption, and that necessary funds recom- 
mended by the Corps of Engineers will be made available immediately by 
Congress. 


II, ACCEPTED MAJOR BENEFITS AND FEASIBILITY OF THIS PROJECT 


The Congress has given prior recognition to the feasibility of this project, 
which will provide major benefits in the form of— 


Hydroelectric power Agricultural prosperity 
Navigation Industrial development 
Flood control Water conservation 
Recreation Diversified transportation 
Irrigation Economic stability 


Ill. CONCLUSION 


The city of Marianna and the Board of Commissioners of Jackson County, 
Fla., request that the committees acting for the Congress find and conclude that 
necessary moneys for the development of the Apalachicola, Flint, Chattahoochee 
Waterway should be made available without delay until all phases of the 
approved project are completed according to the plan of the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THE City or MARIANNA, FLA. 

J. M. Stms, Mayor. 

BoarD oF CouUNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
JACKSON COUNTY, FLA., 

Jopte SKETO, Chairman. 


Approved : Marianna, Fla., March 19, 1956. 
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Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr. Lee Sher- 
wood, city councilman, representing Chattahoochee, the site of the 
Woodruff Dam. 


STATEMENT OF LEE A. SHERWOOD 


Mr. Suerwoop. I am Lee Sherwood, president of the council in 
Chattahoochee. We have a great stake in the Jim Woodruff Dam 
and the navigation: al facilities that the river may afford. You may 
not know it, but Chattahoochee is the second largest rail terminal in 
Florida, sec ond only to Jacksonville. And the town and the county 
is wholeheartedly behind me in urging you to consider strongly the 
budget for the improvement of the river channel. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, in support of the Chipola Cutoff, which 
I now show you on the map—here is the main river and here is the 
Chipola Cutoff—I now present witnesses to discuss the need for the 
Chipola Cutoff. 

I would like to present, first, Mr. David C. Gaskin, attorney for the 
Board of County Commissioners of Gulf County, Fla. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID C. GASKIN 


Mr. Gaskin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
David C. Gaskin, attorney for the Board of County Commissioners 
of Gulf County, Fla. 

Gulf County forms a part of the western boundary of the Apalachi 
cola River. The Apalachicola River is accessible to Gulf County only 
by the Chipola River Cutoff, a connecting tributary. 

I represent unto this committee that the Board of County Commis 
sioners of Gulf County and the entire county requests an appropri: 
tion from this committee to dredge the Chipola River Cutoff, which 
has its ee and terminal points on the Apalachicola River and 
meanders near Wewahitchka, Fla. The Chipola River Cutoff is 
partially jendeaaa and is easily accessible, whereas the Apalachicola 
River throughout Gulf County is uninhabitable and on which develop- 
ment is impractical and all but impossible and on which no traffic could 
be originated. 

The Chipola River Cutoff can produce 136,084 tons of freight per 
year under present production and will more than double in the imme- 
diate future in the event the C hipol: i River Cutoff is dredged in lieu of 
the Apalachicola River in Gulf County. 

We are interested in water transport: ition for freight, there being 
no railroads in the vicinity, and in the future development of Gulf 

Jounty and the entire Apalachicola River Valley. 

I have affidavits relative to the production, consisting largely of 
timber and timber products, for your consideration. 

Your consideration of this very important project will be greatly 
appreciated by all of those counties which form the Apalachicola 
River Valley. 

Gentlemen, as Mr. Sikes has pointed out, I would like to point out 
just briefly that this stretch of the Apalachicola River from the head 
of the cutoff to its lower end is an uninhabited, uninhabitable area, on 
which development is impractical and all but impossible, whereas the 
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Chipola Cutoff meanders near Wewahitchka, the county seat of Gulf 
County. 

I might add that here on the Chipola Cutoff is a channel that has 
been constructed by private capital to serve the city of Port Saint Joe 
and the industrial capacity in that city with their water supply at a 
cost of several million dollars. 

This river in Gulf County, the Apalachicola River, is inaccessible 
to Gulf County except by this connecting waterway. There are no 

roads that lead into this river that make it available for us to put 
on shipping transportation. 

Mr. Sikes is presenting to you affidavits as to the present produc- 
tion and the amount of tonnage that would be available in the event 
the Chipola River Cutoff is dredged in lieu of the Apalachicola along 
that area. 

I submit that the total tonnage is 136,800 tons per year under 
present production. In addition to thé 

Mr. Ranaut. What tonnage are you re fer ring to? 

Mr. Gaskin. That is the potenti: al tonnage that will be generated 
on the Chipola River Cutoff, Mr. Chairman, that cannot go on to the 
Apalachicola River at present because of the Chipola River—— 

Mr. Rasavur. That is the estimated tonnage / 

Mr. Gaskin. The estimated tonnage, ves, sir. 

There is a vast potential along this C hipola River Cutoff. And to 
tap that vast potential it is necessary that the Chipola River Cut- 
off be dredged. 

There is an adequate supply of pine and hardwood timber along 
this area which, if this channel is dredged, will induce other manu- 
facturers to come in. 

I might add, gentlemen, that I am not president of the chamber of 
commerce. I am from Wewahatchka. I am the chamber of com- 
merce, the one and only. I have induced several prospective manu- 
facturers and industial concerns to come into our area and look it 
over. We have the potential, we have the raw material, we have the 
labor supply. We do not have the transportation facilities. We 
have no railroads. All material must leave by trucklines, which is 
rather expensive, and most of our material is shipped out to points that 
are already being served by water transportation. 

Mr. Rasavur. Two questions. One is, how long is this cutoff? 

Mr. Gaskin. The cutoff is 1 mile, sir, longer than the stretch of 
the Apalachicola River. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is not my question. How long is it ? 

Mr. Gaskin. It is about 10 miles. 

Mr. Rasavutr. Ten miles. 

Mr. Gaskin. Yes. 

Mr. Rasavur. Now, why do you say the other part, that section of 
the Apalachicola River, is uninhabitable ? 

Mr. Gaskin. It is low, swamp area. 

Mr. Rapavurt. If the river floods at times, I suppose it floods over 
that swamp area ? 

Mr. Gaskrn. It does, yes. 

Mr. Ragsaur. And how far then does that swamp area extend toward 
this cutoff ? 





Mr. Gaskin. The swamp area extends almost to the cutoff this 
way, sir. The west bank is where there is development. 

Mr. Rapavr. So the development of the cutoff would be only on 
one bank of the river ¢ 

Mr. Gaskin. Yes, whereas no development could be available 

Mr. Ranaut. And the water extends to where this cutoff is today 
asa sort of shoreline, is that it ¢ 

Mr. Gaskin. The water has never completely covered this island, 
not completely, but almost. 

Mr. Ranaut. But there is water where this cutoff is / 

Mr. Gaskin. Yes. The cutoff is at present a deeper natural channel 
than is the Apalachicola. It is a narrower channel, and therefore 
transportation cannot effectively go up and down the Chipola River, 
it is not navigable at present because of these sharp points. 

If you will notice on the map, it is somewhat narrow. And the 
only thing that is necessary—TI believe it has been estimated by the 
Corps of Engineers that it would cost a quarter of a million dollars 
to dredge the Chipola more than it would the Apalachicola. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the present depth of the Chipola ? 

Mr. Gaskin. The present depth of the Chipola ranges from 5 to 13 
feet. And the average depth is greater than the Apalachicola. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the average width of the natural channel ? 

Mr. Gaskin. About a hundred feet. 

Mr. Hanp. Dees your plan contemplate widening the channel ? 

Mr. Gaskin. No, sir; there is a hundred-foot channel. 

Mr. Hanp. How much minimum depth do you contemplate ? 

Mr. Gaskin. Nine feet. 

Mr. Hann. What is the present status of the Chipola cutoff with 
respect to either pl: inning money or construc tion money ¢ 

Mr. Gaskin. It has not been authorized as a separate project. 

Mr. Hann. A brandnew start ? 

Mr. Gaskin. A brandnew start. We are asking for that as a 
substitute measure to substitute the Chipola River cutoff in lieu of 
the Apalachicola project. 

Mr. Ranaut. According to the colors on this map, it looks like 
certain part of this cutoff is swamp, too. 

Mr. Gaskin. A certain part of it is, yes, sir. Most of that you are 
referring to isin the Dead Lake area—a great hunting and fishing area 
which attracts many visitors. 

Mr. Rasavt. On both sides? 

Mr. Gaskrn. On both sides, yes. 

Mr. Ranaut. How far would you have to go over to get into real 
land? 

Mr. Gaskin. You can get right down to it, vou can get to the cutoff 
now, it is developed in most places all along. There are hard surfaced 
roads available to the cutoff connecting it with all transportation 
facilities. 

Mr. Hanp. Do I understand you are proposing to substitute that 
in lieu of any improvement to the Apalachicola, sir? 

Mr. Gasxtn. Yes, sir. 

I might also say, Mr. Chairman, in winding up, these benefits to 
the city of Port Saint Joe in the southern end of our county, their 
entire water supply is dependent upon the Chipola River Cutoff. 





536 


The supply of water to the Saint Joe Paper Co. and the other indus- 
trial concerns that are existing and proposed depends on that. 

Mr. Rapwavut. Has this ever been proposed to the legislative com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Gaskin. No, sir. 

Mr. Rapaur. Is it the thought of the committee that it would be 
cheaper to do the cutoff than to do the regular river? 

Mr. Srxes. It would cost more money. 

Mr. Rapavrt. So this is the first time it has been proposed and 
talked about ? 

Mr. Sixes. That is right. 

Mr. Raravt. O. K. 

Mr. Gaskrn. As a part of the development of the Chipola indus- 
try cutoff there is an industry which is native only to that area, the 
tupelo honey industry, which is developed along the Chipola C utoff. 

That industry is dependent upon a water supply, and to be able 
to take their bees up and down the river by barge. 

Water conservation—— 

Mr. Hanp. Why is that, sir? I am curious about that. Why do 
the bees have to be transported by barge ? 

Mr. Gaskin. The bees have to be transported by barge, sir, because 
of the fact that the tupelo blooms in these low, flat areas, and the 
beekeepers carry their bees up and down the river by barge and put 
them out in these low, flat areas where tupelo blooms in sufficient 
quantities to produce honey. 

Mr. Hanp. There is hardly an argument in favor of improving 
navigation there, is there? Bees don’t require much of a depth barge. 

Mr. Gaskin. Not a great deal of depth. But that is another part 
of the tonnage that I have not included. 

Mr. Ranaut. Have you any figures as to that volume of the honey 
business ¢ 

Mr. Gasxrn. They produce a half million pounds annually, sir, of 
tupelo honey. 

Mr. Murray. How many people are in that area / 

Mr. Gasxrn. In the area served by this would be the city of 
Wewahichka, and the city of Port St. Joe and other areas of the 
gulf and the surrounding counties totaling about 25,000 people. 

Mr. Razavt. Well, this is onty: a proposal, and it really has no 
place before this committee, but we are glad to have the information. 

Mr. Gaskin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Suxes. May I reiterate the information carried in my general 
statement and pointed out by Mr. Gaskin? 

The cutoff was the original route of the river steamers that plied up 
and down the river to Columbus and along the river ports to and 
from the Gulf of Mexico. It is considered a “part of the Apalachicola 
River system. 

The authorization is for the Apalachicola River. Now that the 
Apalachicola is in the process of being dredged, it appears to us it 
is a logical thing to consider the substitution of the Chipola Cutoff 
which I do not believe would require separate legislation. In that 
way the people who live along the Chipola Cutoff, about 25,000 in the 
area that would be served by it. They have primarily timber and 
lumber interests. They would have an opportunity to utilize the 
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cutoff and to participate in the development that will follow the 
Apalachicola waterway development. 

If the main river is dredged as it is now planned, these people will 
be cut off from the river. They are submitting affidavits from 7 manu- 
facturers and processors of timber that they are producing 136,804 
tons of freight, primarily lumber, that would be shipped through the 
cutoff if the channel were available. They could not use the channel 
in the main river. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now, do their letters indicate that they are opposed 
to the dredging of the river ¢ 

Mr. Stxes. They are not opposing the Apalachicola dredging, they 
are asking for the substitution of the Chipola, because it would benefit 
their own interests. 

Mr. Rapavt. I can understand your letters, but it has no place here 
before us. 

Mr. Sixes. It is a matter that I feel is properly before the commit- 
tee because of the previous history of the use of the channel. I re- 
quest that you take it under consideration, because in its wisdom if 
the committee so choose, I believe it could legally substitute the Chipola 
Cutoff for the Apalachicola at that point in that project. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Gulf: 

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared C. L. Morgan, who 
being first duly sworn, deposes and says on oath that: 

(1) He is actively engaged in the production of pulpwood in the city of 
Wewahitchka, Fla. 

(2) The weekly average production is approximately 150 units (167 cubic feet 
per unit) of pulpwood and that the entire output is shipped by truck to destina- 
tions that are served by water transportation. 

(3) Affiant further states that he will welcome the dredging of the Chipola 
River in Gulf County, Fla., and a shipping terminal thereon whereby the produc- 
tion above mentioned could be shipped by water and that he could and would 
use the same to ship the production aforementioned in the event facilities are 
made available on the Chipola River cutoff. 

(4) Affiant further states that under the present production, the supply of raw 
materials is practically inexhaustible. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 20th day of 
March 1956. 

C. L. Morean. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 20th day of March 1956. 


Notary Pu blic. 


AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Gulf: 

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Dave Gaskin, who 
being first duly sworn, deposes und says on oath that: 

(1) He is a partner and general manager of Florida Pulpwood Co., a copart- 
nership, in Gulf County, Fla., engaged in the production of pulpwood in the city 
of Wewahitchka, Fla. 

(2) The weekly average production is approximately 300 units (168 cubic 
feet per unit) of pulpwood and that the entire output is shipped by truck to 
destinations that are served by water transportation. 

(3) Affiant further states that he will welcome the dredging of the Chipola 
River in Gulf County, Fla., and a shipping terminal thereon whereby the produc- 
tion above mentioned could be shipped by water and that he could and would use 
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the same to ship the production aforementioned in the event facilities are made 
available on the Chipola River cutoff. 

(4) Affiant further states that under the present production, the supply of raw 
materials is practically inexhaustible. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 19th day of 
March 1956. 

[SEAL] Dave GASKIN. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 19th day of March 1956. 

Josepn H. Wuirtrreip, Notary Public. 


Notary public, State of Florida at large. My commission expires March 24, 
1958. 


AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Gulf: 

Before me the undersigned authority personally appeared Rudy Gaskin, who 
being first duly sworn, deposes and says on oath that: 

(1) He is a partner and general manager of Gaskin Bros. Lumber Co., a 
copartnership, in Gulf County, Fla., engaged in the production of pine and 
cypress lumber’ in the city of WewahitchKa, Fla. 

(2) The daily average production is approximately 10,000 board-feet per day 
of rough green lumber and that the entire output is shipped by truck to des- 
tinations that are served by water transportation. 

(3) Affiant further states that he will welcome the dredging of the Chipola 
River in Gulf County, Fla., and a shipping terminal thereon whereby the pro- 
duction above mentioned could be shipped by water and that he could and would 
use the same to ship the production aforementioned in the event facilities are 
made available on the Chipola River cutoff. 

(4) Affiant further states that under the present production the supply of 
raw materials is practically inexhaustible. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 19th day of 
March 1956. 

[SEAL] Rupy GASKIN. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 19th day of March 1956. 

JOSEPH K. WHITFIELD, Notary Public. 

My commission expires March 24, 1958. 


AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Gulf: 

Before me the undersigned authority personally appeared Charley Gaskin, 
who being first duly sworn, deposes and says on oath that: 

(1) He is a partner and general manager of Gaskin Bros. Pulpwood Co., a 
copartnership, in Gulf County, Fla., engaged in the production of pulpwood in 
the citv of Wewahitchka, Fla. 

(2) The weekly average production is approximately 150 units (167 cubie feet 
per unit) of pulpwood and that the entire output is shipped by truck to destina- 
tions that are served by water transportation. 

(3) Affiant further states that he will welcome the dredging of the Chipola 
River in Guif County, Fla., and a shipping terminal thereon whereby the pro- 
duction above mentioned could be shipped by water and that he could and 
would use the same to ship the production aforementioned in the event facilities 
are made available on the Chipola River Cutoff. 

(4) Affiant further states that under the present production, the supply of 
raw materials is practically inexhaustible. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 17th day of 
March 1956. : 

[SEAL] CHARLEY GASKIN. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 17th day of March 1956. 
Mary ELien Gay, Notary Public. 


Notary public, State of Florida at large. My commission expires November 
25, 1959. 
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AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Gulf: 

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared G. U. Parker, who 
being first duly sworn, deposes and says on oath that: 

(1) He is the vice president of Neal Lumber & Manufacturing Co., a cor- 
poration under the laws of Delaware with its principal place of business in 
Blountstown, Calhoun County, Fla., engaged in the production of lumber, veneer, 
and pulpwood in the city of Blountstown, Fla. 

2) Affiant further states that the aforenamed company owns and operates 
as a part of its business barges, towboats, and derrick to aid in the trans- 
portation of timber and timber products along the Apalachicola and Chipola 
Rivers and that as a part of their operations they purchase hardwood, pine, 
and cypress logs along the Apalachicola and Chipola Rivers and transport the 
same by water to its millsite in Blountstown. 

(3) Affiant further states that if the Chipola River Cutoff is dredged, the 
same will increase the availability of timber supply and the transportation of 
the same from its location to the millsite and will make available many thou- 
sands of acres of timber that have heretofore and/or now been practically 
inaccessible. 

(4) In the event the Chipola River Cutoff is dredged, the aforenamed com- 
pany would be able to place on the Chipola River for transportation approxi- 
mately 15,000 to 20,000 board-feet of logs per day and that at such rate the 
supply of logs would be practically inexhaustible. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 15th day of 
March 1956. 

[SEAL] G. U. PARKER. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 15th day of March 1956. 


Mary ELLEN Gay, Notary Public. 
Notary public, State of Florida at large. My commission expires November 
25, 1959. 


AFFIDAVI' 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Gulf: 

Before me the undersigned authority personally appeared J. B. Trotter, who 
being first duly sworn, deposes and says on oath that: 

(1) He is a partner and general manager of Trotter-McGhee Lumber Co., a 
copartnership, in Gulf County, Fla., engaged in the production of pine and 
cypress lumber in the vicinity of Wewahitchka, Fla. 

(2) The daily average production is approximately 20,000 board-feet per day 
of rough green lumber and that the entire output is shipped by truck to destina- 
tions that are served by water transportation. 

(3) Affiant further states that he will welcome the dredging of the Chipola 
River in Gulf County, Fla., and a shipping terminal thereon whereby the pro- 
duction above mentioned could be shipped by water and that he could and would 
use the same to ship the production aforementioned in the event facilities are 
made available on the Chipola River Cutoff. 

(4) Affiant further states that under the present production, the supply of 
raw materials is practically inexhaustible. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this day of 
March 1956. 

[SEAL] J. B. TRorrer. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this day of March 1956. 

Mary ELten Gay, Notary Public. 


> 


Notary public, State of Florida at large. My commission expires November 25, 
1959. 


AFFIDAVI1 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Gulf: 
Before me the undersigned authority personally appeared Floyd C. Lister, who 
heing first duly sworn, deposes and says on oath that: 
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(1) He is actively engaged in the production of pulpwood in the city of 
Wewabhitchka, Fla. 

(2) The weekly average production is approximately 200 units (167 cubic 
feet per unit) of pulpwood and that the entire output is shipped by truck to 
destinations that are served by water transportation. 

(3) Affiant further states that he will welcome the dredging of the Chipola 
River in Gulf County, Fla., and a shipping terminal thereon whereby the produc- 
tion above mentioned could be shipped by water and that he could and would use 
the same to ship the production aforementioned in the event facilities are made 
available on the Chipola River Cutoff. 

(4) Affiant further states that under the present production, the supply of raw 
materials is practically inexhaustible. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal this day of 


March 1956. 
Fioyp C. LIsTER 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this day of March 1956. 


MAry ELLen Gay, 
Notary Public. 


Mr. Hann. Do you think we have legal authority to do that, Con- 
gressman ? 

Mr. Srxes. Yes; I think you have. 

Mr. Hanp. Will you point out to me the channel that has been 
developed by local interests ? 

Mr. Gaskriy. The channel is about this point right here [pointing 
on map |. 

Mr. Hanp. Does that require any improvement, or is that satis- 
factory in the shape that it is? 

Mr. Srxers. It does not require improvement. 

Mr. Ch: airman, also appearing in support of the Apalachicola 
Waterway as generally outlined before you are Mr. Harry Saunders, 
who is the general manager of the St. Joe Paper Co., representing 
the city of St. Joe: Senator Geor ge Tapper, representing the city of 
St. Joe and Gulf County; Mr. Max Kilbourn, Port St. Joe: and Mr. 
EF. C. Hardin, chairman of the board of county commissioners, 
Wewahitchk: 

T do not believe they wish to make a statement, but desire to have 
their presence recorded. 

Subsequently Mr. Harry Saunders submitted a statement to the 
Committee and may be found in the Appendix, page 1149. 

Mr. Rapavrt. All right. 

Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, in order that we may conserve the time 
of the committee I want to ask Mr. Jim Woodruff, Jr., to make a 
statement which will summarize this presentation. 

And may I say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Woodruff is here to talk 
on a project which was first envisioned by his father, one of our most 
distinguished businessmen and developers in the Southeast, a man 
who dreamed this great dream of the Apalachicola-Flint-Chatta- 
hoochee Waterway, and who has lived to see it become an actuality, 
and whose name the dam bears. 

I would like to present Mr. Jim Woodruff, Jr. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be pleased to hear from Mr. Woodruff. 


STATEMENT OF JIM WOODRUFF, JR. 


Mr. Wooprvrr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a 
genuine pleasure to be before this committee again. I would not 
be fair to you or to our Congressman from this area were I not to 
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go on record as expressing our sincere gratitude to this committee 
and the full Appropriations Committee for the splendid support you 
have given us over the years. 

We are particularly indebted to Congressman Sikes and Congress 
man Andrews and the members of the Appropri iations Committee and 
to each of you for the support you gave us last year in providing 
funds to start the mammoth undert: king : at Fort Gaines. As Con 
gressman Andrews has related, it is ahead of schedule in construction, 
and we are most enthused, as shown by this delegation that is here 
today. 

I won’t in any way burden this committee by reviewing the meri- 
torious nature of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint. I think you 
are as familiar with it as any of us in this delegation. And we are 
grateful to you for that. 

do want to report the interest numerically as evidenced by the 
group present. There are 23 in the delegation from 11 cities through 
the watershed area of these 3 great rivers. These include mayors, 
presidents of the city councils, chairmen of the community commis- 
sions, interested businessmen, and interested chamber of commerce 
officials. The majority of these have submitted written statements. 
There are some yet to come from the northernmost area of the author- 
ized navigable channel. 

I would like to emphasize that, as Congressman Sikes pointed out, 
this great dream is nearing a reality. The funds provided in previous 
years for the construction of the dam at Chattahoochee, and the funds 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 1957, will 
bring it to completion. The power will be on the line in August of 
1956, just a few months hence. The $1,197,000 recommended by thie 
budget will complete it. And we feel we will not be back here in 
subsequent years for that particular structure, which I am so humbly 
honored by it being named in honor of my father. 

The Buford Dam at the headwaters also is nearing completion. 
And as a result of this committee’s and the full committee's appro- 
priations in previous years and comprising the fiscal year 1957 recom- 
mendation of the budget will bring this one also to « ‘completion. They 
have expected some considerable economics in the construction of the 
Buford Dam, and as a result it will be completed below original, or 
even subsequent amended estimated cost. We are delighted with that 
type of economy. 

Therefore, we respectfully urge this subcommittee to accede to the 

recommendation of the Budget Bureau in appropriating $3,300,000 in 
fiseal 1957 for Buford. 

Also we urge the appropriation of that which has been mentioned 
for the dredging of the Apalachicola as currently authorized, which 
will complete it in fiseal 1957, the sum of $445,000: and for the con- 
tinuation of work and completion of work on the Apalae ‘hicola Bay 
in St. George’s Cut; the sum of $313,000. Thus, in the upcoming 
year, 4 of the 6 phases of this single project will be completed. Yet. 
the full return on the Government’s investment and on the taxpayers’ 
investment through the channels of Congress will not be fully realized 
until there is completion of the remaining 2; not until the completion 
of the remaining 2, will the full benefit to cost ratio be realized, and 
not until the completion of the remaining 2 will maximum efficiency 
be applied to this great waterway that is now nearing completion. 
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That date of completion is estimated to be 1962. The remaining two 
elements are the Columbia lock and dam and the Fort Gaines lock 
and dam. 

We do not see the need. immediately for any construction funds 
on Columbia lock and dam for fiscal 1957, because it is the smallest 
of the group, and it is estimated that it can be completed in a period 
of approxim: ately 3 years. 

Planning funds, however, will be needed, and I think they are well 
along and included in the budget. The Fort Gaines lock and dam, 
on the other hand, is the largest, and the one that will contribute most 
to the favorable benefit-to-cost ratio in the entire project. It was 
started in October 1955 with a very impressive ground-breaking 
ceremony, as referred to by Senator Sparkman, of Alabama, attended 
by colleagues of yours in the Congress and in the Senate. 

It brought into the area such enthusiasm as we never realized before. 
And we are confident that as a result of that there is even more 
common-man interest in the ultimate benefits of this development than 
there has been heretofore. 

Therefore, with reference to Fort Gaines, I would like to deal 
briefly to that. It was my privilege and pleasure to appear before 
the Bureau of the Budget in September of last vear to submit a recom- 
mendation affecting all waterways developments in the State of 
Georgia and adjoining the State. We urged the Budget Bureau 
recommendation of $6 million for Fort Gaines. We are gratified 
that the Budget Bureau did include all elements of this Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint in their recommendations to Congress, but we 
feel that their reduction of our request from 86 million to $3 million 
will hamper the orderly, efficient, maximum growth or progress in 
the Fort Gaines construction. Therefore, we do respectfully urge 
serious and eareful consideration toward all possibilities of Congress 
presenting us in fiscal year of 1957 with $6 million, even though there 
has been recommended only $3 million. 

Mr. Rapavur. What is the revised benefit-to-cost ratio on Fort 
Gaines: do you know ? 

Mr. Wooprurr. There is no— 

Mr. Ranaut. Before they had 3 or 4 to 1. 

Mr. Wooprurr. That was last vear. That was with the inclusion of 
the tax element. That is what brought it down to 1.05. That does 
emphasize in effect the fact that it is a single project. It takes all 
four units to bring it to its full efficiency. 

Mr. Hanp. What do you mean, Mr. Woodruff, by the inclusion of 
the tax element ? 

Mr. Wooprurr. My understanding is that last year under the admin- 
istration’s recommendation in the Chief of Engineer's caleulation— 

Mr. Wann. Oh, ves, I know. They are revising their plans—— 

Mr. Wooprvrr. To include what would be tax-applied were they 
private enterprise. 

Mr. Hann. In any other respect except Fort Gaines, are you sug- 
gesting that this committee exceed the recommended budget ? 

Mr. Wooprurr. No, that is the only one. In recommending that 
we are trying to proceed with the normal pyramid of cost over the 
total cost of construction. In addition I might point out that with 
the additional $8 million over and above the budget recommendation 
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and totaling that with the budget recommendations for the other 
elements, the Apalachicola-Chatt: rahoochee-Flint will still receive less 
money in fiscal 1957 than you gentlemen of the Congress and of the 
Senate provided us in fiscal 1956. So, we are not going beyond what 
has been established as a sound, orderly growth. 

Mr. Hanp. Are the engineers going to state that they could eco- 
nomically and efficiently spend $6 million 2 

Mr. Wooprurr. We feel that they will if they are directed that 
question by this subcommittee when they appear. 

Mr. Hanp. Did they request more money than $3 million when they 
went before the Budget ? 

Mr. Wooprurr. They don’t reveal to us what they request, as you 
know. 

Mr. Rapavt. The figure to June 30, 1955, was $606,000. The appro- 
priation for fiscal 1956 was $1,800,000. The appropriations to date 
are $2,406,000; the appropriation requested for 1957 is $3 million. 
The balance to complete is $80,994,000, 

Mr. Wooprurr. I am familiar only with that $3 million requested 
for fiscal 1957 and with the $1,800, 000 provided in fiscal 1956. 

Mr. Raraur. It is somewhat normal in its climb. You get into 
these things and then you get the big step and you get over the peak 
and then you have another big one and then dwindle off again. 

Mr. Wooprurr. Due to the nature of the construction, it being in 
greater part earthen movement and a 214-mile expansive dam, con- 
tractors wor king on the west bank would not interfere in any way with 
contractors working on the east bank. 

Mr. Ranaut. How wide is it? 

Mr. Wooprvrr. In length it is a little less than 214 miles. 

Mr. Rasavut. A good deal of it is earth fill? 

Mr. Wooprvrr. 13 000 feet in round numbers—6,000 on the east 
bank, 6,500 on the west bank. 

Mr. Hawnp. Is this construction which is nearly completed useful 
in itself without the addition of Fort Gaines ? 

Mr. Wooprurr. Yes, sir. It is useful but it is not 

Mr. Hanp. It should be increased, of course. 

Mr. Wooprvurr. As it is, it provides navigation to the city of Bain- 
bridge in Georgia on the Flint and in the city of ( ‘olumbia, Ala., on 
the Chattachoochee. There is even more tonn: xge available than was 
in the original authorization of the entire project with navigation to 
Columbus. That restudy by the engineers was one of the factors, 
the increased tonnage that brought the benefit-to-cost. ratio up. 

I do have something I would like to submit for the record, a brief 
written statement by the m: iyor of Columbia, Ala. 

Mr. Rasavr. Without objection that will be placed in the record 
at this point. 

(The letter written by the mayor of Columbia, Ala., is as follows :) 

CotuMBrIA, ALA., March 19, 1956. 

GENTLEMEN: I regret very much that I will be unable to attend the hearing to 
be held in Washington on March 22, 1956, when the progress on the development 
of the Chattahoochee-Flint-Apalachicola waterway will be reviewed. 

I certainly urge that your assistance be given to this entire project, so that 
it will be completed as early as possible. 
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This project will greatly improve the economy of the entire area adjacent to 
these streams. Our entire section is agricultural, and we do not share in the 
economic prosperity of the United States as a whole. 

We will greatly appreciate your wholehearted cooperation on this project. 

Very respectfully, 
W. W. PETERSON, 
Mayor, City of Columbia, State of Alabama. 

Mr. Wooprurr. With your permission, among the delegation pres- 
ent is the Honorable Albert Killingsworth, mayor of Fort Gains, Ga. 
He has a statement he would like to make. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR ALBERT KILLINGSWORTH 


Mr. Kitzinasworrn. We citizens of Fort Gaines, Ga., and Clay 
County, Ga., acknowledge and express vital personal and community 
interest in the Fort Gaines lock and dam, in its contribution to in- 
dustry and national defense. We are intensely interested also in its 
potential value to our future as a community and as an industrial 
center. The lock and dam project has become the hinge on which our 
future in this town and this country seems to swing. It is of vital 
interest to every citizen of the community, as well as to every citizen 
in this section. 

In a recent conversation between Raymond Morris, chairman, Clay 
County Commissioners of Roads and Revenues, and L. R. King, resi- 
dent engineer, Fort Gaines lock and dam, Engineer King made ref 
erence to the community interest evidenced by : numerous meetings of 
local citizens with personnel invited from the Mobile district to dis- 
cuss phases of the project ranging from the immediate need for hous- 
ing facilities to recreational nee ds when the project is completed. All 
civic organizations, as well as local officials, are enthusiastically coop- 
erating in the planning. 

The large number of visitors from the surrounding area bespeaks 
the widespread interest in the project on which so much of our future 
development depends. 

Interest manifested by manufacturers eveing new locations is in- 
dicative of the importance attached by industry to this Government 
project. 

We look forward to completion of the dam as a major boost to the 
economic development of this entire area. That the present contracts 
are on schedule has elicited much favorable comment locally. We 
hope that appropriations will be continued in amounts sufficient to 
complete the project at the earliest possible date. 

Mr. Wooprurr. Also present is Mr. A. Perry Gordy, chairman of 
the river development committee of the Columbus Chamber of Com- 
merce, who has a written statement. 

(Mr. A. Perry Gordy’s statement is as follows:) 


CotumBus, GA., March 10, 1956. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN; The river-development committee, Columbus Chamber of Com- 
merce, has been active for many, many years in hopes of developing the tririver 
system. The Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River system is most important 
to us of the Chattahoochee Valley area. 
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The following assignments have been planned and carried out by our com- 
mittee in cooperation with Phenix City, Ala., and the many other towns and 
cities in the 72-county area that comprises this watershed : 

1. Speaking committee, which scheduled talks before schools, civic clubs, 
women’s groups in the tristate area, planned the first talks by Congressmen 
before Columbus and Phenix City high-school assemblies; formulated informa- 
tion for libraries, chambers of commerce, and other interested parties of the 
history of this overall project and the many benefits to be derived therefrom ; 
programs planned for television and radio presentation; obtained films from the 
Corps of Engineers, and special speakers from the corps as well as such experts 
to talk as Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, real-estate industrialist, and Georgia Port 
Authority member Robert M. Holder. 

2. Activities committee to arrange participation of Columbus and Phenix City 
in the Apalachicola Harbor Day, Fort Gaines ground breaking, Buford Dam 
meeting, and Upper Chattachoochee Development Association meeting, Bain- 
bridge, Ga., and Dothan, Ala., meetings. 

3. Special tours committee to arrange trip with Corps of Engineers inspection 
boat from Tuscaloosa to Port Birmingham, Ala. Trip to the Fort Gaines site 
with special tour by Paxton Moss, contractor for the Alabama earth-fill dike, 
28 of chamber attended, in special bus. Small boat trips by local boat elub in 
conjunction with other clubs from West Point, Ga.; Eufaula, Ala.; Bainbridge, 
Ga.; Dothan, Ala.; Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Panama City, Fla., groups. 
Better relationships with all the communities along the river. 

4+. Publicity committee to keep the various areas informed of the tririver de- 
velopment at each construction location and to coordinate the promotion of 
better understanding of the project. Radio, newspaper, and television coverage 
at all special occasions from Gainesville, Ga., to Apalachicola, Fla. 

5. Creation of an annual “port cities day’’—this committee obtained resolu 
tions signed and approved by the Columbus, Ga., city commission; Muscogee 
County, Ga., county commission ; Phenix City, Ala., city commission ; and Russell 
County, Ala., county commission. The resolutions were specific to deal with 
joint port facilities between the 2 States, sewage disposal, zoning of areas in- 
volved, inclusion of future planning as to highway and rail connections, coopera- 
tion between the 2 communities. 

Forming of a steering committee for “port cities day’ from one member of 
each of the above aforementioned commissions. An annual event which had its 
beginning October 20, 1955, with representatives present from Apalachicola as 
far north as Gainesville, Ga. Creation of harmony with our Alabama friends, 
beginning of first parade to ever begin in Phenix City and end in Columbus dur- 
ing the history of the two cities. Bands from many communities up and down 
the valley area to take part in the parade and festivities. Principal speaker was 
official of the Southern Co, whose office is in Birmingham but whose steam plant 
is located in Chattahoochee, Fla. just below the Jim Woodruff lock and dam. 

Members of our committee are Georgia Power Co. officials who have plans for 
a $13 million dam on the Chattahoochee River just north of the Columbus city 
limits. Cooperation from the United States Navy both at the local Reserve 
center and at API and Georgia Tech Naval Reserve Officer Training Corps units. 
This tririver system is the nearest body of water to these Navy units. 

Small boat companies and local clubs participating in “port cities day” and 
as “ambassadors of good will” in their boat trips to the various communities on 
the river. 

6. Source of information for many national, sectional, and local firms and 
industries interested in locating on the river system with new or expanded 
plants. This committee works closely with the Columbus Chamber, Georgia 
State Chamber to keep them informed of current status of construction by in- 
formation from Corps of Engineer offices both district, division, and national 
level. 

Our committee has been working diligently to educate the people of the area 
of the full value of this project. As a civic group working for the betterment 
of the three-State area we urge your committee to continue the appropriations as 
suggested in the Bureau of the Budget. 

For a consistent economy we urge the speedy completion of these dams and 
locks in order for the Government and the people to receive the full benefits of 
the additional electric power, navigation, recreation, flood control, and others. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. PERRY GORDY, 

Chairman, River Development Committee, Columbus Chamber of Commerce. 
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CoLUMBUS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Columbus, Ga., June 21, 1955. 

Be it resolved: That at a meeting of the river development committee, Colum- 
bus Chamber of Commerce, held June 20, 1955, the following agenda be referred 
to the County Commissioners of Muscogee, Columbus, Ga., for immediate action: 
1. Include river port facilities with the county zoning plan. 

2. Make plans for cleaning up and preventing stream pollution of the Chatta- 
hoochee River. Place these plans into effect as soon as feasible. Port facilities 
are not to be in conflict with plans for sewage disposal. 

3. Formulate plans for zoning of private interests to construct port facilities 
on the waterfront. 

4. Meet periodically with Columbus city commissioners, Phenix City commis- 
sioners and Russell County commissioners for harmony and cooperation. 

5. Approve plans for an annual Columbus-Phenix City “port cities day” cele- 
bration or suitable name to commemorate the importance of the river develop- 
ment to the Chattahoochee Valley area. 

The river development committee offers its services to secure for the commis- 
sion any river data, port information, or other needed information to accomplish 
the above. 


Respectfully submitted. 


A. Perry Gorpy, Chairman. 
JAMES C, PRATHER, Vice Chairman. 
Mr. Wooprvurr. I have a written statement by the Honorable Robert 
T. Davis, Jr., mayor of the city of Columbus, who is not able to be 
present, but this letter speaks for the support by the people of 
Columbus. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


CiTy OF COLUMBUS, STATE OF GEORGIA, 
March 20, 1956. 
APPROPRIATIONS COM MITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The city commission of Columbus, Ga., is intensely interested in 
the progress of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River project for navigation 
and recreation purposes. We have proceeded in the past several years, since 
the construction of the Jim Woodruff Dam at Chattahoochee, Fla., to plan for 
the eventual completion of the entire project. We have been particularly 
heartened and strengthened in our efforts to be prepared by the commencing of 
the construction of the dam and lock at Fort Gaines, Ga., last fall. 

This activity has brought about the formation of committees to actively as- 
similate the plans and to promote the further development of the towns and 
cities affected and to contact those industies and firms interested in taking ad- 
vantage of the benefits to be derived from the navigational features. 

These committees were instrumental in holding in Columbus last year a “port 
cities day,” and to assist in arranging for the ground-breaking ceremonies for 
the Fort Gaines Dam. 

The city of Columbus has also acquired some 300 acres of land for future 
industrial and commercial firms to promote the use of the river when it is made 
navigable. Besides this area, the city of Columbus owns more than 114 miles of 
frontage, part or all of which may be used for wharfs, warehouses, ete. 

In addition to this, the city of Columbus has taken steps toward rearranging 
its sewerage system preliminary to treating sewage and industrial wastes by the 
time the impoundment of the stream is complete. This will involve the expendi- 
ture of a sum exceeding $1 million within the next 12 months and additional 
sums in later years. 

We understand that the Appropriations Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives is soon to consider appropriations to continue the development of the three 
rivers mentioned. We urgently request your favorite action at the earliest 
practicable time to assure the continuing of the projects now underway at Jim 
Woodruff, Fort Gaines, and one planned for Columbia. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert T. Davis, Jr., Mayor. 
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Mr. Wooprurr. When Mr. Farrar, of Phenix City, Ala., spoke, he 
also had a written statement I would like to submit. It could not be 
included at the point in his remarks, and at this point it would be ap- 
propriate, 

Mr. Rapavr. All right. It will be made part of the record. 
(Mr. Farrar’s statement is as follows:) 








City oF PHENIX CiTy, 
Phenia City, Ala., March 21, 1956. 
THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN ; The city of Phenix City, Ala., and the citizens generally in this 
area are Vitally interested in the dev velopment of the Chattahoochee River. You 
have before you the consideration for an appropriation to complete the locks and 
dam at Fort Gaines and for the making of other improvements in connection 
therewith. 

We have anticipated the completion of this project and are going ahead with 
our plans to develop, as near as practical, preliminary plans for direct facilities 
and industry expansion in our area, based upon the water supplies which will 
be available for heavy industry as well as navigation. 

We feel that it is essential to the general development and progress of all of 
the facilities which are available in this section that this project should be 
completed. 

We hope that you will see fit to approve sufficient appropriations to complete 
this project and development. 

Our chamber of commerce, merchants association, civic clubs, State planning 
commission and the people generally are interested in the completion of this 
program and feel that it is vital and an economical expenditure of public funds 
which will justify it in the future. 

Respectfully yours, 




















CLypDe M. KNow es, Jr., Mayor. 


RESOLUTION 





























Whereas the Phenix City Board of Commission is interested in the Ports City 


' Day to commemorate the importance of the river development to the Ch: ieee 
| chee Valley area; and 
, Whereas Phenix City and Columbus will jointly and mutually inaugurate a 
. Ports City Day beginning on October of 1955; and 
r Whereas this commission will appoint a representative from the Commission 
: to serve on a steering committee for Ports City Day; and 
Whereas the Fort Gaines portion of the tririver project is ready to be con- 
- structed awaiting vote on the Senate floor for $2 milion; and 
l ; Whereas the Columbia lock and dam need to be constructed next in line for 
- 3 navigation on the Chattahoochee River; and 
a Whereas this commission will act on this date by appointing a member of its 
t group to serve with the Russell County representative, Muscogee County and 
r Columbus City Commission representatives ; and 
Whereas the Phenix City and Russell County chamber, third river bridge com- 
a mittee, and the river development committee of Columbus Chamber agree to 
eC work with this steering committee: Now, therefore, be it 
f Resolved by the Phenia City City Commission assembled on this 5th day of 
July 1955. 
g Unanimously adopted this 5th day of July 1955. 
e CLYDE M. KNowL Legs, Jr., Mayor, 
i? Sern J. Froyp, Commissioner, 
1 Leonarp A, CouLTer, Commissioner. 
Attest: 
L- W. P. Farrar, City Clerk. 
e . . ° . 
t Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman, I am going to introduce at this time, 
D Mr. Harry Saunders who represents the city of Port St. Joe. He 


wishes to submit for the record a statement in behalf of the improve- 
ment of St. Joe Harbor for $1,812,000, a budget which has been 
authorized, but which is not covered by a budget estimate. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be pleased to hear from him now. 
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STATEMENT OF HARRY SAUNDERS 


Mr. Saunpers. My name is Harry Saunders, general manger of the 
Port St. Joe Paper Co. 

This improvement to the harbor at Port St. Joe has been authorized 
by Congress, but apparently the Bureau of the Budget overlooked 
including it in the present budget. The harbor port of St. Joe is the 
fifth largest in the State, handling approximately 2 million tons a 
year. 

If you gentlemen will see fit to remedy the oversight of the Bureau 
of the Budget we will be very pleased. The project is badly needed 
and strongly supported by evidence showing its justification. 

Mr. Razavrt. I have a telegram submitted to the committee by Mr. 
Landrum to be placed in the record at this point. 

(The telegram follows :) 


GAINESVILLE, GA., March 21, 1956. 
Congressman Puit LANDRUM, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The upper Chattahoochee Development Association composed of members from 
10 counties around Lake Lanier still believes that the complete development of 
the Chattahoochee River will strengthen the economy of this section and this 
Nation. We believe the money thus spent will be returned many fold to our 
country. Please present this to the Appropriation Committee hearing at 10 a. m. 
on March 22, 

Cart LAWSON, 
President, Upper Chattachochee Development Association. 

Mr. Srxes. We are very happy to have the opportunity to appear 
before you and present our views. We thank you very much. 

Mr. Rapavrt. It is very nice to have a delegation of this size come 


in and keep such order as you have this,morning. We congratulate 
you. 

Now we have statements here which Mr. Jim Woodruff, Jr., execu- 
tive director of the Georgia Waterways Commission, has submitted 
which will be placed in the hearings at this time. 

(The statements are as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY GEORGIA WATERWAYS COMMISSION 


Gentlemen, the Georgia Waterways Commission was created by an act of the 
General Assembly of Georgia, December 10, 1953. It is the agency of the State 
of Georgia created to facilitate the gathering and dissemination of factual 
information about Georgia’s waterways and the establishment of a liaison with 
the Congress and its committees and various Federal agencies in an effort to 
secure Federal funds for fiood control and related work. 

The commission is pleased to file herewith information concerning develop- 
ment of rivers and harbors in or adjacent to the State of Georgia and in which 
the people of Georgia are economically concerned and do have extraordinary 
interest in their consummation. 

This statement is submitted in accordance with the responsibilities incumbent 
upon this commission to present its views to the Congress as to fiscal needs of 
these projects. It is the Georgia Waterways Commission’s earnest appeal that 
the Appropriations Committee and the Congress recognize the importance of 
maintaining uninterrupted construction which is now underway and that appro- 
priations during succeeding years contain sufficient funds to assure continuing 
construction on each element of the several projects. 

The several projects which the Georgia Waterways Commission is strongly 
supporting are listed hereunder : 
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1. APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT RIVER PROJECT (AUTHORIZED: RIVERS AND 
TIARBORS ACT, 1946) 


(a) Fort Gaines lock and dam 


Construction on this dam was started in October 1955 with funds provided in 
the appropriations bill for fiscal year 1956. This multiple-purpose dam is the 
third in a series of four authorized dams on the Chattahoochee River. The Fort 
Gaines Dam will provide water regulation for navigation and a powerhouse for 
the production of hydroelectric energy. The Georgia Waterways Commission had 
requested the sum of $6 million for fiseal year 1957 in its presentation to the 
Bureau of the Budget. We are gratified that the Budget Bureau’s recommenda- 
tion to the Congress was in the amount of $3 million. However, due to the 
nature of the construction work at Fort Gaines, it is felt that economic expendi- 
tures in the amount of the original sum can be made during fiscal year 1957. We 
urge the Congress to provide $6 million in view of the fact that earth moving 
and accelerated planning can then be made at an earlier date and the coordinated 
construction of Fort Gaines lock and dam will be speeded. Construction already 
is ahead of schedule on the west earthen embankment and it is the opinion of 
this commission that similar speed can be made on the east earthen embankment, 
the coffer dam, and planning for the third stage of construction in the gated 
spillway section. 


(b) Jim Woodruff lock and dam 


The Georgia Waterways Commission recommends that sufficient funds be 
appropriated to complete this in fiscal year 1957. The Corps of Engineers has 
stated that it can be fully operative in August 1956. The amount recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget should suffice to complete this structure. Therefore 
we respectfully urge that the Congress provide the sum of $1,197,000 for fiscal 
vear 1957. 


(ec) Buford Dam 


The Georgia Waterways Commission urges appropriation of the amount of 
$3,300,000 as is recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 1957. 
These funds will make possible completion of Buford Dam on schedule. Closure 
of the gates was made in February of this year and the Buford Dam is expected 
to be fully operative in January 1957. 


(d) Appalachicola Channel 


Important navigation improvements are required on the Apalachicola River 
below the Jim Woodruff Dam. This 9-foot navigation channel will be vitally 
needed when the Jim Woodruff Dam is completed so as to allow inland water 
navigation to proceed from the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to points on the 
Flint and Chattahoochee Rivers. The Georgia State Ports Authority is at 
present conducting an intensive study of proposed facilities at the city of Bain- 
bridge and its role as an inland port city. In this respect, local city, county and 
State officials are pressing preparations for terminal facilities at Bainbridge in 
anticipation of river traffic in 1956. The Georgia Waterways Commission re- 
quests the balance of the funds necessary to complete the Apalachicola Channel, 
as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, in the amount of $445,000 for 
fiscal year 1957. All counties bordering the Apalachicola River in Florida have 
fulfilled the requirements of local cooperation by providing the Corps of Engi- 
neers with necessary easements for spoil disposal and channel improvement. 
Attached and made a part of this written statement is a further statement by 
the Georgia Ports Authority attesting to progress of work and planning for 
port facilities at the city of Bainbridge, Ga. 


(e) Apalachicola Bay: channel across St. George Island 


Although this phase of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint development 1s 
not within the State of Georgia, the Georgia Waterways Commission recognizes 
that it is an important part of the total development and is an improvement 
which will effect the maximum economies and maximum freight and navigation 
usage of the total provram. We, therefore, respectfully urge that the sum of 
$313,000, as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, be provided for fiscal 
year 1957. 


(f) Columbia lock and dam 


No request for funds will be made at this time but it is anticipated that con- 
struction moneys should be provided in fiscal year 1959. This, then, will co- 





590 


ordinate completion of Columbia lock and dam with Fort Gaines lock and dam 
and provide the authorized final link in the 9-foot channel to Columbus, Ga. 


2. HARTWELL DAM PROJECT (AUTHORIZED: RIVER AND HARBOR ACT 1950) 


This multiple-purpose project, on which construction was initiated in 1955 
from funds provided by Congress in the appropriations bill for fiscal year 1956, 
is the second of a series of 11 dams approved by Congress in the upper reaches 
of the Savannah River to be constructed by the Federal Government. This 
project will provide many benefits when completed including flood control, regu- 
lation of water for navigation (Augusta to Savannah), and hydroelectric power. 
The Army Corps of Engineers has stated that the Hartwell Dam will firm up 
additional electric energy at the Clark Hill generators. The Georgia Waterways 
Commission feels that funds should be provided for the construction of Hartwell 
Dam in the amount of $10 million for fiscal year 1957, as recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 


8. SAVANNAH HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS (AUTHORIZED: RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT 1954) 


Georgia Waterways Commission respectfully requests appropriations amount- 
ing to $415,000, as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 1957, 
to complete the extension of a deeper channel in the harbor at Savannah and a 
turning basin adjacent to facilities operated by the Georgia Ports Authority. 
We submit a written statement from the Georgia Ports Authority attesting to 
the need for this improvement in the interest of maximum economy and efficiency. 


4. ALTAMAHA RIVER BASIN 


The Georgia Waterways Commission urges that the Appropriations Commit- 
tees of the House and Senate provide funds which will be needed to make a 
further study of navigation potential and flood-control benefits in accordance 
with, and upon receipt of, resolutions from the Public Works Committees of both 
Houses of the Congress. The Altamaha is currently authorized for a 3-foot 
navigable channel but, due to increased industrial expansion in the river basin 
during the past decade, it appears evident that there is increased tonnage avail- 
able for utilization of this river and that such work as is needed on the channel 
will be economically justified. This can be determined only as funds are made 
available to conduct further study to determine whether any modification should 
be made in the existing project at the present time. 

Respectfully submitted. 

GEORGIA WATERWAYS COMMISSION, 

J. W. Wooprurr, Sr., Chairman, Columbus, 
Leon H. BAuGuMAN, Cedar Springs, 
VALENE BENNETT, Alma, 

CLARENCE CAMPBELL, Lavonia, 

NAT Harpin, Forsyth. 


BARGE TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT, BAINBRIDGE, GA. 


Upon completion of the Jim Woodruff Dam on the Apalachicola River imme- 
diately below the junction of the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, the backwater 
from the Jim Woodruff Dam will deepen the Flint River to more than 9 feet 
at the city of Bainbridge, Ga. 

Economic surveys made by the engineering firm of Thomas & Hutton of 
Savannah, Ga., justify the erection of barge facilities on the Flint River at Bain- 
bridge, Ga. 

The city of Bainbridge is prepared to lease to the Georgia Ports Authority 
a tract of land at Bainbridge on the Flint River comprising 59 acreas of land. 
The Georgia 1956 General Assembly approved H. R. 188-531C appropriating 
$250,000 to be spent by the Georgia Ports Authority for the first installation of 
barge facilities on the site deeded to the Georgia Port Authority. These moneys 
are to be available to the authority the next fiscal year beginning July 1, 1956. 

The feasibility study prepared by Thomas & Hutton itemized the commodities 
that can be developed at the Bainbridge barge terminal are petroleum products 
and liquid chemicals, coal, coke, and cement, gypsum plaster, roofing materials ; 
grains, iron and steel articles, ores, motor vehicles, scrap iron and steel, and 
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waste materials, sand, gravel, rock, slag, animal and vegetable products, lumber, 
pulpwood, paper, brick, tile, and manufactured goods. 

The above-listed commodities can be handled economically through the Bain- 
bridge barge facilities, and this inland barge terminal will be able to serve a large 
area in southwest Georgia. 

Estimated tonnage for the first year is approximately 50.000 tons with a po- 
tential tonnage of both export and import within the next years of over 400,000 
tons. 

The construction of barge facilities at Bainbridge is planned for late 1956 
in anticipation of a 9-foot channel in the Apalachicola River to the Jim Wood- 
ruff Dam to the Gulf of Mexico. 

It is urged that all due consideration be given to the completion of a 9-foot 
channel in the Apalachicola River from the gulf to the Jim Woodruff Dam in 
the year 1957. 

THE GEorGIA Ports AUTHORITY, 
D. Leon WititAms, Director. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT CONCERNING THE IMPROVEMENTS IN THE CHANNEL OF 
THB SAVANNAH RIVER AT THE SAVANNAH STATE DOCKS 


House Document No. 110, 83d Congress, 1 session recommended that the existing 
project in Savannah River be modified to provide a channel 34-feet deep and 
400 feet wide from the upper end of the presently authorized 34-foot channel 
in the vicinity of the Mexican Petroleum Corp. (now American Oil Co.) wharf to 
a distance upstream of about 1.6 miles and to widen the recommended channel 
at the upper end to form a turning basin 34 feet deep, 600 feet wide, and 700 
feet long with the necessary approaches. The estimated cost is $414,900 for the 
improvement with no additional maintenance cost to that now authorized. 

The original figures submitted to the Bureau of Budget for fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1955, included the item of $414,900 for the modification of the channel 
and turning basin mentioned in first paragraph. 

It is our understanding that the 1957 budget figures include this particular 
project as well as a figure requested by Chief of Engineers for regular mainte- 
nance of Savannah Harbor. 

The urgency of securing appropriation this year so as to permit the starting of 
this work at earliest possible moment is acute. 

The Savannah State Docks, which consists of 3 general cargo and 1 combination 
general cargo and tanker berth, is located within the area of the proposed chan- 
nel extension and turning basin. These modern terminals are securing a very 
large portion of the commerce of the port, and have shown a very great in- 
crease in number of vessels handled since their opening in 1953. 

During the calendar year 1955 the Savannah State Docks handled 3638 vessels, 
with a total tonnage of approximately 825,000 tons. 27 of these vessels handled 
gasoline and jet fuel to the Southland Oil Corp. for the account of the United 
States Air Force. 

Many times during the year 1955 the Savannah Docks was unable to accom- 
modate ships that were offered to it. Therefore, it has been necessary to plan 
additional berthing space on the property now owned by the Georgia Ports 
Authority. Plans have been drawn for 3 new berths of steel and concrete: 2 of 
the berths will have transit sheds and the third will be an open berth on the deck 
of the wharf. Two new gantry cranes will be erected for the handling of heavy 
lifts and bulk commodities. The estimated cost of this construction will be $414 
million, giving us a total of $10 million spent on the waterfront of the Savannah 
State Docks operated by the Georgia Ports Authority. 

In the past 6 months private capital has leased 1 area of 5 acres for the 
erection of a million-bushel eapacity shipsidé elevator. Two aecrés have been 
leased for molasses tank farm. Another area has been leased for the storage of 
liquid latex. All of these new industries will bring additional ships to the 
Savannah State Docks. 

Properties now owned and operated by the Georgia Ports Authority at Savan- 
nah are valued at $15 million, and the new expansion planned fo start this year 
will increase the value of the property to approximately $20 million. This 
figure does not include the construction cost of new industries to be located on 
the Savannah State Docks’ property. 

During the calendar year 1955 approximately 38,000 rail cars were handled by 
the Savannah State Docks Railroad serving the State docks and warehouses, and 
over 12,000 truckloads were handled during the same period. 








The present facilities plus the work under construction and new work to be 
started this year, greatly increase the urgency for widening and deepening the 
channel immediately in front of the Savannah State Docks and the dredging 
of the Turning Basin across the river at the northwest corner of the Savannah 
State Docks. 

It has been the custom to swing all vessels arriving during flood tide at the 
Savannah State Docks, many of which carry a deep draft of 27 to 32 feet, in a 
turning basin a distance of about 1 mile below the Savannah State Docks. This 
has always been considered a hazardous move, and particularly true in the hand- 
ling of tankers. Any vessel getting out of control could cause heavy loss of 
life and property. 

The captain of the port, USCG, has called attention of shipping interests to 
the fact that lack of turning facilities in the vicinity of the Savannah State 
Docks could in time of fire, either on vessels or in the industrial area, be respon- 
sible for large loss of property and life. 

The tankers using the State Docks facilities all carry high powered jet fuel 
for the account of the United States Air Force. It is understood that Savannah 
is the receiving port for jet fuel required by all Army, Navy, and Marine bases 
in this area. It is anticipated that such movements will increase and of course 
the size of tankers are increasing as new tonnage is built and made available. 

Shipping interests of the port are getting constant complaints from shipowners 
about delavs to vessels which are the result of lack of turning facilities. It is 
felt that the future of the port of Savannah depends on our providing safe 
facilities for navigation. The records of the port of Savannah indicate a steady 
growth of commerce and custom receipts. It is hoped that we can keep abreast 
of this by providing safe and adequate facilities. 

THe Georata Ports AUTHORITY. 
D. Leon WILLIAMS, Director. 


MarcnH 22, 1956. 
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 


WITNESSES 


HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

J. H. COPPEDGE, CHAIRMAN, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, JACKSON- 
VILLE, FLA. 


Mr. Razsavt. Our colleague, Congressman Bennett, of Florida. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

In order to expedite your activity here, I am going to file a state- 
ment, make a very brief oral statement, and then ask my constituent 
here to speak, since he is more experienced in this field than I am. 
I would rather let him use the time than myself because he is an 
actual operating bargeman. 

The purpose of my coming here is to make a remark or two about 
the Intracoastal Waterwav from Trenton, N. J., to Miami. It has 
been completed to Eau Gallie, and it is desirable that it be completed 
from Fau Gallie to Miami. 

In the Florida area there has been about $46 million of contribu- 
tions by the local people to this project. This is more than two and 
one-half times the cost of the project itself. We are askine for 
$200,000 to increase the depth of the waterway from Eau Gallie, 
Fla., to Miami, Fla., which will make then a continuous depth from 
New Jersey to Miami, a consistent depth all the way through of 12 
feet, and make it possible for these barges to have continuous onera- 
tions instead of reloading or having partial loads from Eau Gallie 
to Miami. 





ine Peel Bt 





i 


nl He EIS tN wt ABE et 





i 
i 
4 
| 
t 


eta 





i 


pm FAN LL, AE IRD ATI AR Ee mem 


mindy Wendin 


ee & 





593 


With respect to the Intracoastal Waterway from Jacksonville to 
Miami, I wish to urge your committee to approve the sum of $200,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, as requested by the Chief 
of Engineers and included in the President’s budget, for the con- 
tinued | improvement of this channel. 

This project, which is in fact not a local one but is an integral part 
of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway from Trenton, N. J., to Miami, 
is of vital interest to the people of my district, which includes the 
city of Jacksonville. It has now been completed from Trenton to 
Eau Gallie, Fla., a point approximately half way between Jackson- 
ville and Miami, and approximately 1,200 miles from Trenton. There 
remains only about 175 miles of improvement of the existing channel 
to complete ‘the project to Miami. 

I invite your attention to the fact that the whole Atlantic Intra- 
coastal Canal serves practically the entire Atlantic seaboard south 
of New York. The population of the tributary area, outside of Flor- 
ida, is estimated at 16 million. The population of the tributary area 
within Florida is approximately 1,600,000, making a total of 17,600,- 
000 as the potential beneficiaries of this facility. Economic benefits 
of the completion of this improvement to Miami will accrue not only 
to commerce between Jacksonville and Miami, but in some measure 
over the entire 1,367 miles of the waterway. Only the Mississippi 
River system and the Great Lakes afford channels of comparable 
length and greater tributary populations. 

At the present time, standard 1,500-ton barges can move over the 
waterway between Trenton and Eau Gallie. South of the latter point 
they must carry very much less than full loads, or smaller barges must 
be employed. This places a heavy penalty on what would otherwise 
be a most economical means of transport to and from that whole area of 
southern Florida which is one of the most important and densely popu- 
lated in the entire State. Even with this handicap, the traffic actually 
moving between Jacksonville and Miami has practically doubled since 
the improvement was authorized. 

Local contributions to this project or the traffic served between Jack- 
sonville and Miami have been very large, and may be listed as follows: 
Contributions to the Federal Government for rights-of-way, spoil 

RN) OUI | OU ra atari as aed een doi memenin a $3, 100, 000 
PT Re ee ae 12, 783, 373 


Expended for dredging side channels and inlets, and for jetty 
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This is more than 214 times the cost of the project itself. 

The strategic \ value of this waterw ay to southern Florida has been 
recognized from the outset. In the original report of the Chief of 
Engineers upon which the improvement was authorized, the “war in- 
surance” value was an important consideration. Funds for improv 
ing the channel as far south as the Air Force guided-missile range at 
Cape Canaveral were approved by this committee in recognition of 
its strategic values. The steadily increasing commercial interests to 
be served, the growth of population in the tributary area and the 
developing defense network have all proved the wisdom of the com. 
mittee’s previous actions with respect to this facility. 





The experience of World War II, when, for a time, oceangoing 
vessels almost ceased to operate along our Atlantic coast owing to the 
— arine hazard—88 such vessels were sunk between the Delaware 

Capes and Biscayne Bay during this period—proved the war value 
of this project, even at inadequate dimensions. With the overloading 
of the railways, it became an invaluable recourse. 

From earliest times, the peninsula of Florida has been recognized 
by soldiers and statesmen as the great salient of the North American 
Continent, and the principal outpost of defense for the Mississippi 
Valley. Enemy occupation of any large part of this salient—a not 
impossible supposition—would probably pose a greater threat to our 
national existence than would occupation of any other coastal area. 
Transportation to and from the southern portion of the peninsula is 
essential, and this waterway is second only to the railways in im- 
portance. In contradistinction to the railways, it cannot be destroyed 
from the air or by sabotage as can the rail lines with their bridges as 
cutoff points. Nearly 2 million people live in this salient, and from it 
comes a very important part of the winter food supply of the East. 

All of the above is implicit in the heavy concentration of our mili- 
tary resources in the peninsula. Any very considerable neutraliza- 
tion of these resources by inadequate transport in a war in which 
we are defending our coasts would be disastrous. 

Now I would like to present Mr. J. H. Coppedge. Mr. Coppedge is 
chairman of the maritime committee of our wonderful chamber of 
commerce in Jacksonville. 


STATEMENT OF J. H. COPPEDGE 


Mr. Corrrepcr. This waterway, as Mr. Bennett has said, has been 
authorized from Trenton, N. J., to Miami, and has actually been com- 
pleted as far as Eau Gallie, which is some 175 miles north of the in- 
tended southern terminus. 

Mr. Hanp. May I interrupt you?) When you speak about the Intra- 
coastal Waterway to Trenton, are you using the Delaware River to 
Trenton? This is part of your intracoastal route? 

Mr. Correpér. Yes, sir. This is starting in Trenton and running 
on down south to the C. & D. Canal, and running on down to Florida. 

This project having been completed as far as Eau Gallie has per- 
mitted extensive mov ements of cargo as far south as that. But barges 
that are economically fe: \sible to opel rate carry approximately 250 tons 
of cargo per foot of immersion. Therefore, when they get to Jack- 
sonville, for instance, which is now of necessity an exchange point, 
they either have to transfer some 700 or 800 tons of cargo off of these 
larger barges or discharge a part of the cargo there and transfer it to 
two barges, or discharge a part onto another barge. 

Mr. Razavt. On account of depth ? 

Mr. CoprencGe. Kea, sir. 

The depth from Eau Gallie to Miami, project depth, is 8 feet. As 
you know, it is difficult to maintain a continuous project depth where 
there are numerous inlets, and so forth. Therefore, the draft that 

can safely be loaded south of Eau Gallie does not exceed 7 feet, which 
means that you lose 4 feet of operating draft when you get down to 
that unfinished part of the project. 
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Mr. Hanp. Does that mean that you have 11 or 12 feet all the rest 
of the way ? An 

Mr. Correper. You have 12 feet from Trenton to Eau Gallie, sir. 
Twelve feet or more. 

This waterway was even at 8 feet tremendously important during 
the last war. A huge quantity of molasses and petroleum products, 
and so on, were put into the port of Port Everglades because of the 
shorter haul ships through the hazardous waters, and moved north 
then to Philadelphia, Baltimore, and so forth, by this inland waterway. 
We were operating barges and tugs, towing molasses for the Defense 
Surplus Corporation over that route. Even then, with the limited 
size barges that were available, we stopped in Jacksonville going north 
and added an additional 250 tons of cargo from there north. If we 
had 12 feet of course we could have fully loaded and could have used 
larger equipment. 

This is not a local project in Florida. It serves the entire eastern 
seaboard. Much of the cargo that is now moving by barge from 
Trenton and Camden, N. J., down to Charleston and Jacksonville 
and other points, even on to Miami, originates in the New York area 
and in other points in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. It is not only 
the cities that are right on the waterway. The cargo originates else- 
where. There is a tremendous amount of lime rock and building 
materials, and so forth, in south Florida that could move competitively 
if we had the 12 feet down that far, as well as the tremendous amount 
of cargo that would move all the way into Miami. 

Mr. Murray. Do you operate 365 days of the year ? 

Mr. Correpge. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Murray. Do you have any problems with ice in the wintertime ? 

Mr. Correnee. Ice has been a little problem at some times, but of a 
temporary nature. In the C. & D. Canal and in the Delaware River, 
particularly, up to Trenton. 

Mr. Murray. Who takes care of the ice ? 

Mr. Correpce. The Coast Guard. 

Mr. Murray. You don’t keep the channels open yourself ? 

Mr. Corprepcer. No, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. You have an authorized depth of 12 feet from Eau 
Gallie to Miami? 

Mr. Copreper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. Authorized ? 

Mr. Corpeper. The 8-foot project was completed several years ago. 
As a matter of fact, it was completed in 1931, but the 12-foot project 
was authorized in—I am not sure of the year; 1945. It has been com- 
pleted only as far as Eau Gallie. Work stopped there, I believe, 2 
years ago. 

Mr. Murray. Did you have any ice problem this winter ? 

Mr. Coprrnér. We lost on one trip te 36 hours. 

Mr. Murray. Did the Coast Guard keep it open this winter for you? 

Mr. Coprenée. Yes, sir; they did very well keeping it open. 4 

Mr. Hanpv. How far is it from Eau Gallie to Miami ? 

Mr. Coppepcr. 175 miles. Eau Gallie is about midway between 
Jacksonville and Miami on the Intracoastal Waterway. — 

This waterway as it is, of course, can’t pay off to any great advan- 
tage until it is completed. The population of Miami, Palm Beach. 
Fort Lauderdale, and other places there, has almost doubled in the 
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last few years, and there is considerable industry that has gone in in 
that area. We believe, sir, that the amount that is in the budget, 
while small, will be most helpful to get us started. 

We appreciate the opportunity and privilege of appearing before 
your committee and would be glad to answer any questions that you 
have. If there are no questions, that is about all I have to say. 

Mr. Bennerr. I may say, Mr. Chairman, that the consulting engi- 
neer for this project is scheduled to be here at 2 o’clock and other 
members of the Florida delegation will also have statements to make 
at 2 o’clock this afternoon. I just want to make it clear to you that 
this isn’t the end of the presentation of it. The committee scheduled 
me to be here at this time. 

(The statement of Col. Herbert C. Gee, submitted by Congressman 
Herlong is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT C. GEE, CONSULTING ENGINEER, GEE & JENSON, INC, 
West PaLmM BeEacuH, F ta. 


INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE-MIAMI 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, my name is Herbert C. Gee; I 
am a consulting engineer, president of the firm of Gee & Jenson, Inc., West 
Palm Beach, Fia. I represent the Florida Inland Navigation District at this 
hearing. 

The Florida Inland Navigation District includes the 11 Atlantie coast counties 
between the St. Johns River and Miami. This special taxing district is respon- 
sible for completing all the requirements of local cooperation for the project 
from Jacksonville to Miami. The district has existed since 1927. District 
activity is financed by uniform ad valorem levy in the 11 counties. 


DEVELOPMENT OF THE AREA 


During the last 5 years (1950-55) Florida gained in population by 938,400. 
This is an increase of 33.8 percent compared to a national increase of 8.5 
percent. At present Florida is gaining in population at the rate of 3,561 each 
week. Total population of the State, July 1, 1955, was 3,709,700. 

The fastest-growing area of the State is the lower east coast, the area served 
by the Intracoastal Waterway. Rapid increases in population, industry,. agri- 
culture, and tourism have created a demand for more construction materials, 
petroleum, fertilizers, and other commodities which move ‘in barges on the 
waterway. 

The commercial barge operators on the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway esti- 
mate their tonnages moved in 1955 to be 20 percent greater than in 1954. This 
substantial increase in tonnage on the completed sections of the waterway 
demonstrates that heavy traffic will move when adequate channel dimensions 
are provided. The 4 barge lines operating from Jacksonville north as far as 
Camden, N. J., are prepared to extend their service south to Miami as soon as 
the 125-by-12-foot channel is ready. 


DREDGING BY PRIVATE INTERESTS 


Last year your committee was informed that the development of private 
property along the waterway had resulted in the granting of permits to dredge 
approximately 7 miles of the project to full 125-by-12-foot dimensions. Ap- 
proximately 5 miles of additional work will be completed at no cost to the 
United States as an incident to new development projects started since last 
year’s hearings. This new development work is located in Palm Beach, Broward, 
‘ f Counties. 
an uatandion district will continue its efforts to encourage waterfront 
property owners to utilize the waterway as a source of fill material. In this 
way many additional miles of the project can be dredged at no cost to the 
United States. 

RECOM MENDATION 


It is recommended that the budget amount of $200,000 be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1957 to continue construction of the Intracoastal Waterway from 
Eau Gallie southward to Miami. 
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Marcu 22, 1956. 
Sr. Aueustine Harsor, anp Horsesuor Cove 


WITNESSES 


HON. A. S. HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Rasaut. Congressman Herlong. 

Mr. Hertone. Mr. C hairman, gentlemen of the committee, I ap- 
preciate your affording me this opportunity to speak in behalf of the 
continuation of construction of the project at St. Augustine Harbor, 
Fla. St. Augustine, the oldest city in the United States, has had an 
active commercial harbor since the year 1565, when the city was 
founded. Since that date the harbor has been in use for commercial 
purposes without interruption. 

The authorized project for St. Augustine Harbor had its beginning 
in the River and Harbor Act of June 20, 1838. The project authorized 
was a cooperative project to be financed jointly by local interests and 
the United States. There was created a special port district designated 
the St. Augustine Port Waterway and Beach Commission to handle 
the required local cooperation for this navigation project. The 
commission has furnished all lands, easements, and rights-of-way re- 
quired for project construction, and in addition has made available the 
sum of $137,500 to the Corps of Engineers as required by authoriz- 
ing legislation for the project. 

The project was modified in accordance with provisions of the 
River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950, to provide for an entrance 
channel 200 feet wide and 16 feet deep across the new inlet bar, thence 
12 feet deep to the Intracoastal Waterway. Jetty protection of the 
entrance channel was also included in the modified project. The 
estimated cost of the improvements authorized in 1950 was $1,893,200, 
based on 1948 prices. 

Funds were appropriated for the start of construction on the au- 
thorized project in the first session of this Congress. The available 
funds in the amount of $163,000 are being utilized in the current fiscal 
year to complete dredging in San Sebastian River, and to initiate 
engineering work required to prepare plans and specifications for 
work which will be initiated in the coming fiscal year. 

I was advised by telephone from St. Augustine that all required 
rights-of-way and spoil- disposal areas except one small island have 
been made available to the Corps of Engineers and that the island area 
owned by the trustees of the Internal Improvement Fund of Florida 
will be made available to the engineers in the next few days. The 
district engineer expects that the dredging contractor will start work 
sometime in the next 2 weeks on this element of the St. Augustine 
project. 

There is included in the budget for fiscal year 1957 an amount of 
$500,000 for continuation of construction on this harbor improve- 
ment. It is expected that the Corps of Engineers will start construc- 
tion on the protective jetties required at the harbor entrance during 
fiscal year 1957. 
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The St. Augustine Port Waterway and Beach Commission reports 
that total contribution by local interest to this project exceeds $300,000 
to date. The requirements of local cooperation have been met in every 
instance, and the way has been cleared for the Corps of Engineers to 
proceed with the construction of the authorized project. 

Mr. Chairman, I request that your committee give favorable con- 
sideration to the project by recommendation for the appropriation of 

$500,000 to the project St. Augustine Harbor, Fla., for continuation 
of construction in fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Razavur. Without objection, it will be noted that this includes 
Herlong and Holland and Smathers. 

(The statement of Col. Herbert C. Gee, submitted by Congressman 
Herlong, is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT C. GEE, CONSULTING ENGINEER, GEE & JENSON, INC., WEST 
PALM BEACH, FLA. 


ST. AUGUSTINE HARBOR, FLA. 


Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee on Appropriations, my name is 
Herbert C. Gee. I am a consulting engineer of West Palm Beach, Fla., and 
president of the firm of Gee & Jenson, Inc. I represent the St. Augustine Port 
Waterway and Beach Commission at this hearing. 

The commission is the administrative body elected to manage the affairs of 
the port district including compliance with requirements of local cooperation 
under the authorized Federal project for St. Augustine Harbor. 


THE AUTHORIZED PROJECT 


The St. Augustine Harbor project was authorized in the River and Harbor 
Act of June 20, 1938. Local interests paid to the United States the sum of 
$137,000 in compliance with 1 of the requirements of said act. Soon after a 
new channel had been dredged through North Point in December 1940 it became 
apparent that the authorized project could not be maintained successfully and 
that some major modification was indicated. 

Accordingly the project was reviewed and substantial modification of the 
project included in the River and Harbor Act of May 17, 1950. The modified 
project includes an entrance channel 200 by 16 feet across the bar of the new 
inlet, thence 12 feet deep to the Intracoastal Waterway; a sand-tight jetty 
extending hen from Vilano Point on the south side of the new channel 
parallel to and coexistent with the existing groin when required; and a channel 
100 by 10 feet in San Sebastian River from the Intracoastal Waterway to the 
King Street Bridge, with a turning basin near the upper end. The estimated 
cost of the above-described improvements in 1948 
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PRESENT STATUS OF PROJECT 


The modified project, as authorized in the River and Harbor Act of May 17, 
1950, received its first appropriation during the 1st session, 84th Congress, and 
$163,000 was made available for the current fiscal year. The Corps of Engineers 
will be prepared to utilize a substantial amount of money in fiscal year 1957 to 
initiate work on the inlet. 
FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1957 
There is included in the budget now before you committee for consideration an 
amount of $500,000 for this project for fiscal year 1957. This amount can be 
utilized to initiate essential work on the inlet. 
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LOCAL COOPERATION 


Local interests have made substantial contributions to the project since initial 
authorization in 1988. The costs incurred or contracted for by the St. Augustine 
Port Waterway and Beach Commission to date are tabulated below : 


Sen ie For ee de mipphdtt tc eAse Les .~ $31, 034 
pre La a ee ee ae : a as 5, 918 
a . 144, 375 
Cash contribution_______~_- ta A) ae ee : 137, 500 

PE crentdghnt dit yp were tes enki Beh ct : Oi ge es Gee 1s eee 


In addition local interests are now making available the spoil areas required in 
San Sebastian River. 
RECOM MENDATION 


It is recommended that the budget amount of $500,000 be appropriated to the 
projeet for St. Augustine Harbor for fiscal year 1957 and that the authorized 
project be completed in fiscal year 1958. 


STATEMENT OF HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS 


Mr. Razsavr. Our colleague, Mr. Billy Matthews, of Florida, is 
next. 

Mr. Matrrurews. Mr. Chairman, I would like to put this map on the 
stand. I earnestly and humbly want to point out the tremendous 
coastal area in my great section of Florida, and the fact that I 
believe it represents the one great undeveloped area in our State. 

I am here today to talk about a project at Horseshoe Cove in my 
district, which is on the Gulf of ene o, and you can see it right there 
on the map. With your permission, I don’t think it will t: ake but 3 or 
4 minutes, I will read this statement. I want to say I don’t have citizens 
of this area up here, frankly, because they can’t afford to be up here. 
They are 100 percent in favor of this project and it is of tremendous 
importance to them and one that I feel is very justified. 

My name is D. R. (Billy) Matthews, and I represent the Eighth 
Congressional District of Florida. Thank you gentlemen very much 
for this opportunity to appear before this dist inguished committee on 
behalf of the vital project of Horseshoe Beach and Cove in my district. 
This project was approved by the Corps of Engineers in 1948. Please 
refer to Document 106, House of Representatives, | 8ist Congress, Ist 
session. 

Congressman Bennett of Florida who represented that area before 
the State was redistricted asked for funds several years ago for this 
project, but the funds have not been made available. 

I speak in favor of the proposed project by which a navigation 

channel would be provided through the shallow waters of Horseshoe 
Cove. Horseshoe Cove is an indentation in the gulf coast of Florida 
about 18 miles northwest of the mouth of the Suwannee River, and 
is about 7 miles long and 21% miles wide. The present depth of the 
cove ranges from 0.5 feet to 4 feet. The district Army engineer has 
found that all commercial activities in that are are seriously handi- 
capped by lack of the proposed navigation channel. He has, there- 
fore, rec ommended that the United States provide a channel 6 feet 
deep and 75 feet wide from the Gulf of Mexico to Horseshoe Village 
at the latest estimated cost of $244,000, with maintenance costs esti- 
mated at $5,000 annually. 
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In his original report, sir, it was not that amount. . But, of course, 
since 1948 the cost has been increased. 

Mr. Razaut. What distance is that ? 

Mr. Marruews. It is about 7 miles long. 

The area commercially tributary to Horseshoe Cove has a popula- 
tion in excess of 3,000 with the population of Horseshoe Village in- 
creasing steadily in recent years. This increase is attributed to the 
return to the vill: age of former residents who have obtained wartime 
employment elsewhere, and to new residents principally from former 
sawmill towns in Dixie County, most of whom plan to engage in 
commercial fishing, oyster gathering, or allied occupations. It is said 
that every inhabitant of Horseshoe depends on fishing and oyster 
gathering, or related activities, for livelihood. 

Everybody around here has to try to make a living out of fishing. 
They get some of the finest oysters in the world just a few miles out 
from this little village of Horseshoe. 

Therefore, the public welfare of the village and tributary area is 
contingent on development of the natural resources of the cove and 
offshore waters. 

An energetic and progressive chamber of commerce at Horseshoe 
is actively engaged in a program of civic improvement. County and 
local residents have expended about $1,200 in providing a narrow 
shallow channel adjacent to the highway at Horseshoe. This im- 
proved conditions materially but is madequate for the growing fish 
and oyster industries at the village. It is indicative, however, of the 
willingness of the people of this region to contribute as substantially 
as possible through their own personal efforts to the development of 
their community. 

The district engineer has found that to exploit fully the oyster 
beds and offshore fishing grounds in Horseshoe Cove, a channel and 
basin navigable at all tides by the fishing and oyster craft upon which 
the economy of Horseshoe depends is needed. 

It has been estimated by the engineers that the minimum annual 
benefits creditable to the proposed improvement would amount to 
approximately $16,000, representing savings from the elimination 
of lost fishing time, increased oyster production, savings from reduced 
cost of boat maintenance, and from eo of fish and oyster 
spoilage. Ratio of benefits to cost is set at 1:88, which would appar- 
ently justify the recommended improvement by a substantial eco- 
nomic margin. 

I believe that the improvement would: 

1. Eliminate loss of fishing time occasioned by having to wait for 
high tides in order to operate boats to and from the fishing grounds. 

2. Provide access to oysterbeds during the low tide (at which time 
shoal water in Horseshoe Cove can be waded and the oyster picked up 
by hand), thus materially increasing oyster production. 

3. Eliminate damage to boats ¢ aused by shallowness of the existing 
waterway. 

4. Prevent or greatly reduce fish and oyster spoilage arising from 
delays in navigation. 

5. Permit operation of commercial fishing and charter boats large 
enough for snapper and grouper fishing in deep water of the gulf. 

6. Permit sponge boats, recreational craft, and other small boats 
to come in for supplies and shelter. 
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7. Permit shipment of pulpwood and other forest products by 
water. 

The pine-tree industry, Mr. Chairman, is coming back in this sec- 
tion. In Florida not long ago, the whole area was devoid of the pine 
trees because of waste of previous generations. But now it is coming 
back and I think will some day be of great economic benefit. 

8. Reduce hazards to inshore navigation from storms at sea. 

9. Result in increased population and business; and 

10. Make more probable the establishing of fish products processing 
plants in that area. 

It is felt that approval of this project would open up a new era 
of commercial activity at Horseshoe and vicinity. Provision of a 
suitable channel would reduce handicaps to the existing fleet of fishing 
and oyster vessels and bring in larger and deeper draft craft to engage 
in a wider range of activities, including commercial and sport-fishing 
trips to and from grouper and snapper banks 20 to 50 miles offshore. 
It is expected that charter boats sid private recreational craft would 
also be based at the village. In addition, it is expected that the 
proposed navigation channel would increase the annuai take of oysters 
by 50 percent, and the annual production of fish would be increased 
to about 300 tons, having a gross value of about $87,000. 

I have 1 or 2 more statements but I am not going to say any more. 
I will be delighted to answer any questions. 

I just earnestly hope, sir, you will approve this project. This is 
not in the President’s budget. It has a asked for before, and I 
earnestly hope this committee will help us now develop what I think 
is the last area of undeveloped Florida. We are not down in the 
great tourist area of the South. Ours is the little fishing and little 
farm area. Our little fishermen and little farmers are faced with 
great problems. 

Mr. Rapaut. Where does this show on this map? 

Mr. Marrnews. It is on the gulf. 

Mr. Razavr. That isn’t too far away from where the Apalachicola 
comes along. 

Mr. Marrnews. That is pretty far back here. 

I am one of the few Congresmen that has an area both on the Gulf 
of Mexico and the Atlantic. 

Mr. Hanp. What kind of commodities would use this cove if im- 
proved other than fish and oysters? 

Mr. Marrnews. If we ever would get the west coast waterway fin- 
ished, sir, the people would use it that would come down the gulf coast 
on pleasure trips. There would be a lot of vessels that might in ordi- 
nary navigation off the gulf seek refuge in there. Of course, they 
couldn’t be large vessels. But, to be frank, it would be largely the 
development of fishing, naval stores, and other wood products. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the size of the oyster and fishing fleet perma- 
nently based there now ¢ 

Mr. Marruews. | am sorry | can’t give you the exact estimate of 
that. I know there are dozens of those little craft. 

Mr. Hanp. Do you have any figures on the annual volume of the 
oyster catch 4 

Mr. Marruews. We figure it would be about $87,000 a year, if im- 
proved, and I think at the present time it would be about half that. 

Mr. Hann. What kind of a depth do you have offshore? 
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Mr. Marrurws. You have to go about 7 miles to get out to the gulf. 

Mr. Hanp. But when you get to the shoreline, what depth do you 
have right offshore? Do you have plenty of water there? 

Mr. Marruews. Yes, sir; you Fy You have a pretty good depth. 
But at low tide you have hundreds and hundreds of yards when the 
craft can’t get out to that. 

Mr. Hanp. Would this involve dredging actually in the gulf when 
you get out to the coast ¢ 

Mr. Marruews. It would involve dredging. Just to the gulf. You 
see, this cove is 7 miles long. 

Mr. Hann. But when you get to the mouth of the cove you are in 
good shape ? 

Mr. Marruews. Yes, sir; you are in wonderful shape. 

Mr. Hann. Where are the oysterbeds? 

Mr. Marruews. They are just outside the mouth of the cove. 

Mr. Hanp. What will your people say to the resultant damage to 
the oysterbeds in the cove as a result of dredging ? 

Mr. Marruews. They think there would be hardly any. Thank you 
again for this opportunity. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you, Mr. Matthews. 


MARCH 22, 1956. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLorma FiLoop Con TroL 
WITNESSES 


HON. PAUL G. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

HON. DANTE B. FASCELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

HON. A. S. HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

CHARLES D. CURRAN, CONSULTING ENGINEER 

DAVID CLICK, CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA FLOOD CONTROL 
DISTRICT 

HERBERT C. GEE, CONSULTING ENGINEER 

W. TURNER WALLIS, CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA FLOOD 
CONTROL DISTRICT 


Mr. Ranaut. Congressman Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. I realize the committee is running late. This is one of 
the largest projects in Florida. 

Mr. Hanp. Why don’t we start that this afternoon ? 

Mr. Ranaut. Would it be better for everybody ? 

Mr. Rogers. It would be fine, but I would like to present one wit- 
ness so that we won’t hold him. 

Mr. Rapavur. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. I would appreciate it. This is the Central-Southern 
Florida flood-control project, which we will go into in more detail. 

3ut this will give you a quick view of the outline of it. 

It was actually, the first phase of it, authorized in 1948, and all of 
the project was then authorized in 1954. 

[ am going to call Mr. Charles D. Curran to give his testimony be- 
fore lunch here. Mr. Curran is a consulting engineer of Washington, 
D. C., and has formerly been with the U Jnited States Government 
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on the Hoover Commission Task Force on Water Resources and 
Power. He also has worked for the Legislative Reference Service 
of the Library of Congress as a staff engineer. He has been staff 
engineer of the Jones subcommittee of the House Committee on Public 
Works. 

He also has served in the Bureau of the Budget as head of the Wa- 
ter Resources and Power Group. 

I would like Mr. Curran now to give his statement to the commit 
tee, since he has made a study of this project when he was with the 
Legislative Service of the Library. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. CURRAN 


Mr. Curran. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your courtesy in letting 
me speak at this time. As a consulting engineer here in Washington, 
I was asked a question by some of these people connected with the 
Central-Southern Florida District and when I gave my answer they 
asked if I would mind repeating it to your committee. 

What I was asked is, In view of my experienece in the Federal 
flood-control projects, how would I rate this project and look at it? 
I said the first thing in any flood-control project is that you have to 
show there is a flood problem. In this particular project, they had 
300 people killed in 1926; over 2,000 in 1928; in 1947, $60 million 
damage; in 1948, $50 million damage. 

Mr. Ranaut. Is that Lake Okeechobee / 

Mr. Hann. Wasn’t all that fatal damage you speak of caused by 
coastal storms and not Lake Okeechobee / 

Mr. Curran. It is a mixture of the two. As, for instance, in the 
last weekend, they said there were a hundred and some people killed 
up in New England. It may be a combination of accidents, effects 
of the storm. But the people are dead after them. 

Mr. Hanp. Weren't they mostly coastal hurricanes and other blows 
from the Atlantic? 

Mr. Curran. In 1926, as I recall, there were 250 drowned at Moore 
Haven. 

Mr. Hanp. I am not going to interrupt you any more. 

Mr. Curran. I then pointed out that in a flood-control project you 
can’t properly isolate flood control from any other uses of water. 
The whole job is to compromise and get the best development of the 
particular area. There is no standard approach because each area 
of the country is different. You must take into consideration your 
topography, the type of soil, and climatic conditions. I said then, 
for example, the Mississippi River is aimed primarily to protect 
Cairo, Ill., and New Orleans and the great agricultural area in be- 
tween. They use levees, channel improvement, diversions, and cut- 
offs. The Missouri likewise. You have a reservoir system and levees 
to protect the cities and the agricultural area. 

In the Florida area you can’t, in my opinion, isolate the flood con- 
trol, but it has got to be a part of a whole water-control project be- 
cause if you get flood control and then ruin the area, which could 
readily be done in a project of this type, you have wasted your time. 
So that secondly, then, the mixed combined method must be used. 

hirdly, there should be some applicable local contribution. In this 
project, it amounts to about 39 percent of the total cost as based on the 
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estimates. That, from my experience, is the highest rate of contribu- 
tion of any of the projects in the country. 

Mr. Hanp. I promised not to interrupt you. You are going to estaj- 
lish that this afternoon ; are you ? 

Mr. Rogers. Even higher, sir. 

Mr. Curran. The average figure that was worked out in my control 
for the Hoover Commission on all projects in the country is 6 percent. 
This particular project stands out like a sore thumb, except it 1s going 
the other way; it is something good. 

Mr. Hanp. Many of them are less. 

Mr. Curran. Yes, most of them are. 

Mr. Rasaut. The committee is somewhat familiar with the Florida 
situation. I have personally been down over the whole place. I don’t 
mean along the coast, I mean in the background. I went over those 
roads, then I took an airplane and spent a day flying low over the whole 
area and I know a great deal about it. We will be very pleased to hear 
you this afternoon. 

Mr. Rocers. Is that at 2 o’clock, sir? 

Mr. Ragpavut. Yes. 

Mr. Hertona. I have a statement here on behalf of the St. Augustine 
project by Colonel Gee, the consulting engineer. And also his state- 
ment in behalf of the Intracoastal Waterway which has already been 
testified to. 

Mr. Razavt. Put the Intracoastal Waterway’s statement where it 
belongs in the record. They will be put in their proper places. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Without objection, the statements will be accepted for the record. 
Mr. Ranaut. The committee will come to order. 
Congressman Rogers, our colleague, will proceed. 


STATEMENT OF FLORIDA DELEGATION 


Mr. Rocers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to present a statement on behalf of all of 
my colleagues in the Florida delegation in the House, in order to con- 
serve the time of the committee and to reflect the unanimous opinion of 
the Florida delegation with respect to this important project for flood 
control and water conservation. 

(Mr. Rogers read the following statement :) 


STATEMENT OF THE FLormA DELEGATION, UNITED STATES HOUSE oF 
REPRESENTATIVES 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I am presenting this statement on 
behalf of all of my colleagues in the Florida Delegation in the House, in order 
to conserve the time of the committee and to reflect the unanimous opinion of 
the Florida delegation with respect to this important project for flood control 
and water conservation. Since the inception of the project, immediately fol- 
lowing the disastrous floods of 1947, the entire Florida delegation has supported 
every request for authorization and appropriation involving this project. Such 
unanimity of opinion concerning the project exists today and unquestionably 
will continue until the project has been completed. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us are keenly aware of the rapid growth of the State of 
Florida which has occurred in recent years. This growth has served to intensify 
the need for flood protection in the metropolitan areas along the lower east coast. 
There are two procedures which can be employed by the Congress in meeting this 
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urgent need. One, to wait patiently while the project moves forward slowly 
until such time as another disaster occurs in the south Fiorida area. The 
Florida delegation and the people of Florida do not want the President of the 
United States to have to declare Florida a disaster area. We do not want a 
blank check to human suffering written for Florida, as the newspapers have so 
recently reported has been the case in New England and in California. We would 
prefer that the alternate course of action be pursued and that a realistic con- 
struction program, adequately financed, and based upon the ability of the Corps 
of Engineers and local interest, working in full cooperation to complete engineer 
ing and construction works which will prevent such a disaster. 

Mr. Chairman, the delegation from Florida has been advised that engineering 
work on the project is now approximately 1 year ahead of construction, and that 
1 year from now this lead will be increased to approximately 18 months. ‘These 
facts demonstrate that this project is ready to move forward at an accelerated 
rate. We urge, therefore, that Federal funds required for this cooperative 
enterprise be made available just as rapidly as such funds can be utilized effec- 
tively and economically by the Corps of Engineers. 

The Legislature of Florida has made its position crystal clear on this project. 
Funds have been appropriated by that body to meet every requirement imposed 
upon the State by the authorizing legislation for this project. In addition, a 
substantial sum of money has been advanced to the Corps of Engineers, by the 
State, to permit speedup of construction on certain urgently needed works. It 
is in order, therefore, that the Congress make available adequate funds to insure 
continued acceleration of construction in the fiscal year ahead. 

The eight members of the Florida Delegation in the House urgently recommend 
that your committee appropriate the sum of $10 million to this project for fiscal 
year 1957, and that appropriations in ensuing years be increased to a level of at 
least $25 million annually, just as soon as the Corps of Engineers indicates its 
readiness to utilize such sums of money. 

JAMES ANDREW HALFY, 
Seventh District. 
DoNALD Ray (BILLY) MATTHEWS, 
Highth District. 
WILLIAM (BILL) CRAMER, 
First District. 
DANTE B. Fasce i, Fourth District. 
PauL G. Rocers, Sirth District. 
Rovert L. F. StKes, Third District. 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, Second District. 
ALBERT SYDNEY HERLONG, Fifth District. 


JOINT STATEMENT OF SENATORS HOLLAND AND SMATHERS 


_Mr. Rogers. It is my understanding that the Senators would also 
like to submit a statement in support of this project. 
(The statement of the Florida Senators is as follows:) 


Joint STATEMENT OF SENATOR SpeSSARD L. HOLLAND, DEMOCRAT, FLORIDA, AND 
SENATOR GEORGE A. SMATHERS, DEMOCRAT, FLORIDA 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to file a brief statement in sup- 
port of appropriations in the amount of $10 million for the central and southern 
Florida flood-control project. The Bureau of the Budget has recommended 
$5,850,000 for this project, but we sincerely believe a minimum of $10 million 
should be made available for fiscal year 1957. 

The history of the central and southern Florida flood-control project is very 
familiar to every member of this subcommittee, and you will recall that the first 
phase was authorized by Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1948. The project 
was authorized initially as a direct result of devastating floods in 1947, which, 
together with floods in 1948, caused damage in the area of the project estimated 
at $75,213,700. The Corps of Engineers estimates that approximately 50 percent 
of the damage suffered in 1947 in the east coast-Everglades-Okeechobee area 
could have been prevented if the first phase of this project had been completed 
prior to that time. 
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Under the plan of the engineers for this first phase, the State of Florida must 
pay 15 percent of the construction cost plus cost of lands, easements, rights-of- 
way, maintenance, and operation of the completed works, and must also secure 
the United States against claims for damage arising from construction and oper- 
ation of the works. These requirements of local cooperation mean, in effect, that 
the State of Florida is bearing 39 percent of the total economic cost and the Fed- 
eral Government, 61 percent. However, it is our understanding that as of 
December 31, 1955, the Federal Government and the State of Florida have actu- 
ally shared the cost almost equally. 

Also, it is well to remember that the cost of secondary and on-the-land improve- 
ments exceed the cost incurred by either the Federal Government or the State 
of Florida in carrying forward the overall project. 

The remainder of the project was authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1954, 
and at that time it was agreed that when the engineers completed the formula- 
tion of a new national basis for the allocation of cost for such projects that that 
basis would apply to authorizations outside the first phase of the project. 

Due to the flatness of the terrain in Florida, heavy rains alone often cause 
dangerous flooding conditions, and it is not necessary that hurricanes hit the 
State to produce great flood damage. As a matter of fact, during the rainy sea- 
son of 1953 every county in the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Dis- 
trict was declared a critical emergency area by Presidential order and suffered 
to such an extent that they were designated by the Secretary of Agriculture as 
areas where the Farmers Home Administration could make disaster loans. 
Many pastures were flooded for months, and the lack of sufficient outlets from 
Lake Okeechobee caused damage along available outlets as a result of the 
necessity for carrying such great volumes of water, which, incidentally, were lost 
forever by flowing into the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico, rather than 
being saved in the planned conservation areas. Even though great losses were 
experienced at that time as a result of the thousands of acres of flooded lands 
and the excessive height of Lake Okeechobee, it was a mere drop in the bucket 
to what it would have been if we had experienced a hurricane during that period. 

Besides reducing flood damage, the project will conserve the fresh-water re- 
sources in the project area. Salt-water intrusion and the lowering of the fresh- 
water table are serious problems in Many areas of Florida. In some areas 
critical shortages of domestic water supply actually exist, and in others the 
water is of such quality that new and improved sources are actively sought. 

Mr. Chairman, this is indeed a vital project to the central and southern part 
of Florida and, when completed, will give relief from disastrous floods, conserve 
water, recharge the ground-water supply, resist further salt-water intrusion, and 
help to eliminate the burning of valuable muck lands during drought periods. 

We recommend very strongly that the rate of construction of this project be 
expedited by the appropriation of $10 million for fiscal year 1957 and that con- 
struction be accelerated in subsequent fiscal years to permit the continuation of 
the project in a reasonable and orderly manner. Certainly this should be done 
on a project which has the highest benefit-to-cost ratio of any project of com- 
parable size in the country and the highest rate of local contribution on any 
similar project. 


Mr. Rogers. Sir, I would now like to call Mr. David Click, who is 
a member of the governing board of the Central and Southern Florida 
Flood Control District. 

Mr. Rapavr. All right, Mr. Click. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID CLICK 


Mr. Crick. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Gov- 
ernor of Florida had hoped to be here today, but unfortunately could 
not make it. He has authorized me to read this st: itement, with your 
permission. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you very much. We will place that in the 
record at this point. 


STATEMENT OF GOV. 





LEROY COLLINS 


I appreciate the opportunity afforded me to express my views concerning this 
vitally important water resource development project in my State. 
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Since the initial authorization of this project in 1948, some very significant 
changes have occurred throughout the State of Florida and particularly in the 
central and southern region where this project is located. By way of illustra- 
tion, permit me to cite a few statistics recently published by the Florida State 
Chamber of Commerce. This agency indicates that during the 5-year period, 
1950-55, an average of 771 new families moved into Florida every week. 

This influx of people accounted for 694,500 individuals as new residents of our 
State during the period, These new arrivals constitute 74 percent of Florida’s 
population increase. The other 26 percent, or 243,900, are from new births 
during the same 5-year period. At present, it is estimated that Florida is gain 
ing population at the rate of 3,561 persons each week. 

The most recent census was completed on July 1, 1955, and shows that Florida’s 
population is 8,709,700. This represents an increase of 33.8 percent in the 5 
year period, 1950-55, and compares to a national average of 8.5 percent. 

This influx, of new population has created a need for the construction of 
homes on submarginal land which will ultimately be protected by the central 
and southern Florida project. For example, in the metropolitan area of Miami 
over 120,000 new homes are now exposed to flood damage in areas which were 
inundated during the 1947 flood. <A similar condition exists in other areas along 
the lower east coast. These facts indicate that the potential flood danger is still 
present and is increasing daily within the area of the central and southern 
Florida project. 

The areas urgently need protection against flood damage; damage which can 
be prevented by the central and southern Florida project. The Federal income- 
tax payments from the State of Florida reflect a sharp decline during the years 
1947 and 1948, the years of our most severe floods of recent times. Flood losses 
are deductible for Federal income-tax purposes. 

I consider it a sound investment of Federal and State funds to afford the 
needed flood protection at the earliest possible date, not only for the purpose 
of avoiding the material losses, but to protect the sound economic development 
which is progressing rapidly in this area of Florida. I consider it the duty 
of the State legislature and the Congress to see that this protection is afforded the 
citizens of Florida at the earliest practicable date. 

I urge you, therefore, as a first step in the accomplishment of this most desirable 
objective, to approve an appropriation to the central and southern Florida project 
in the amount of $10 million for fiscal year 1957, and as a further step, to increase 
the amount of annual Federal appropriations to a level of $25 million just as 
soon as the Corps of Engineers indicates that such an amount can be profitably 
and economically employed in the completion of this cooperative Federal-State 
water resource development program. 

This is signed by Leroy Collins, Governor of Florida. 

Mr. Cuicx. Thank you, sir. 

I also have a statement, which I do not propose to read, from the 
chairman of our board, Mr. J. Abney Cox. 

Mr. Razavur. You will supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Crick. I will supply that for the record. 

Mr. Raszavr, All right. 

Without objection, we will incorporate that in the record. 

(The statement of Mr. Cox is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY J. ABNEY Cox, CHAIRMAN OF THE GOVERNING BOARD, CENTRAL 
AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the Committee on Appropriations, as chairman 
of the board of the flood-control district, I’m proud to say we have a project of 
such magnitude, that it involves more land area than the total area to be irri- 
gated in all active Federal reclamation projects of the 17 Western States. 

I am equally proud to state that local interests are paying more of the total 
cost of this project than is the case in any other project of its kind in the country. 
The people of Florida have met every requirement of local cooperation, fully 
and promptly, and in addition, have advanced to the Federal Government $2.9 
million which have been used to expedite certain urgently needed construction 
in over one-half of the project area. 
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The Corps of Engineers reports the engineering phase is now a full year ahead 
of construction. They estimate by a year from now the engineering lead will 
be increased to 18 months. 

In 1948, when Congress authorized the project, it was estimated that the 
complete project would cost $208 million. The Engineering News-Record index 
of construction costs show that $208 million of construction in 1948 would cost 
$291 million in 1955. It is presently estimated that the modified comprehensive 
plan will provide basic flood protection to a population over 1,700,000 people, 
whereas the original plan was designed for the 1948 population of approximately 
1 million people. These figures show conclusively that the per capita cost of 
protection against flooding has decreased 18 percent even with the 40 percent 
increase in construction costs. In other words, in 1948 the per capita cost of 
the plan was $208 as compared to the 1955 per capita cost of $171, a reduction 
of $37 per person. 

Gentlemen of the committee, the people now residing in south Florida; are 
for the most part new residents from other States, some of whom were formerly 
constituents of the members of this committee. I believe you will agree that 
they are entitled to the same consideration by the Federal Government in pro- 
tecting their lives and property against flood disaster in their new home in 
Florida, as they received while in your State. 

The district made a full and complete report to the Bureau of the Budget in 
October 1955. In this report the Bureau was urged to include sufficient funds 
in the President’s budget for fiscal year 1957 to expedite the construction of the 
vitally needed works of this project. The budget now before your committee 
for consideration falls far short of accomplishing the desirable objective. In 
fact, the budget amount, if approved by Congress for fiscal year 1957 will result 
in a substantial slowdown of project construction at the very time when the 
Corps of Engineers is in a position to move forward at an expedited rate. 

I recommend, therefore, as spokesman for the governing board of the flood- 
control district, that $10 million be appropriated to this project for fiscal year 
1957, and that appropriations continue to be increased for the next 3 years, until 
a level of $25 million has been reached in fiscal year 1959. It is further recom- 
mended that this level of $25 million annually be maintained in subsequent fiscal 
years until the project is completed. Local interests are prepared to meet the 
requirements for rights-of-way, relocation, construction, and complementary 
secondary works, to permit accomplishment of the accelerated construction 
program. 

Mr. Crick. I have no personal statement, Mr. Chairman, except 
that you asked a question this morning that I a like to answer 
about the deaths around the Lake Okeechobee are 

Mr. Rapavt. All right. 

Mr. Crick. I happen to have been raised in that Everglades area 
and I remember very vividly when I was a teen-aged boy, we had 
repeated flood conditions. In 1926 we lost everything we had and 
almost lost our lives. Fortunately we had a big cypress tree in the 
front yard that held the whole family for a long enough period that 
we got rescued, and we buried 200 of our neighbors that year. 

And the other deaths, the 2.028, are in the Lake Okeechobee area. 

As a matter of fact, sir, every time we have an imminent threat of 
flood damage, we have to organize special buses and special trains to 
haul just thousands of people out of the area, either to the coastal 
region or to the highlands area. As late as 1947 that happened. 

In 1947, however, some of the levees proved they could withhold 
the flood damage, and some of the people in the protected area now do 
not have to run every time we have a flood, so that we hope 

Mr. Ravavt. Your levees to the south are pretty good, are they not? 

Mr. Cuick. Yes, sir; the south levee is excellent. That is the area 
that I am talking about, sir. And we hope that we can protect the 
other areas: so that we do have a real flood-control problem which we 
hope you gentlemen will seriously consider. Thank you. 

Mr. Rapavr. Thank you. 
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Mr. Roégers. Sir, the next witness we would like to call is Mr. 
Herbert E. Gee, who is a consulting engineer. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT C. GEE 


Mr. Ger. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be back before your 
committee again, sir. I have a prepared statement. Much of the 
material contained in it, however, has been covered by other witnesses. 
In order to conserve time I would ask that it be included in the 
record, sir. 

Mr. Razaurr. Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 

( The prepared statement of Mr. Gee is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT C. GEE, CONSULTING ENGINEER, WEST PALM BEACH, FLA. 
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, my name is Herbert C. Gee. I am 
a consulting engineer of West Palm Beach, Fla., president of the firm of Gee & 
Jenson, Ine., representing the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control 
District at this hearing. 

The central and southern Florida project embraces an area of approximately 
10144 million acres, involving all or part of 17 counties in central and southern 
Florida. Initial authorization of the project was included in the Flood Contro] 
Act of June 30, 1948, and full authorization of the project as described in House 
Document No. 6438, 80th Congress, was included in the Flood Control Act of 1954. 

The project was authorized initially as the direct result of the devastating 
floods of 1947. There is attached to my prepared statement a map of the project 
area showing the areas of land inundated during the 1947 flood. This map was 
prepared by the Corps of Engineers following their flood damage survey of that 
year, which showed total direct damage from flooding amounted to $59 million. 
There is available for inspection by the committee a binder of photographs taken 
during the 1947 flood, which illustrates the nature and extent of that flooding 
and furnish some evidence of the type of damage sustained by this prolonged 
inundation in the central and southern Florida region. These photographs will 
be left with the committee for your use. However, it is requested that they even- 
tually be returned to the Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District. 


COST SHARING 


There is bound in the copies of my prepared statement a series of bar graphs 
showing the required percentage of cost to be borne by local interests under this 
project as authorized in the 1948 act. Also shown on these bar graphs is the 
actual-cost experience of local interests and the Corps of Engineers to date in 
initiating the project and carrying it forward to its present state of approxi- 
mately 11-percent completion during the period from January 1950 to date. 
Finally there is shown on this same chart the relative magnitude of State, 
Federal, and local expenditures to December 31, 1955, on the authorized Federal- 
State cooperative project and for essential secondary and on-the-land water 
control facilities required to produce the benefits for which this project is being 
designed and constructed. 

The chart shows clearly that the cost of secondary and on-the-land improve- 
ments exceeds the cost incurred by either the Federal Government or the State 
of Florida in carrying forward the overall project. The chart also illustrates the 
fact that the proportion of cost being incurred by local interests and the State of 
Florida exceeds by a considerable amount the cost incurred to date by the 
Federal Government in the project area. 


WATER CONSERVATION 


In addition to the basic flood-damage-prevention features of the comprehensive 
plan certain additional works are included which produce important benefits of 
conservation of the fresh-water resources in the project area; among these are 
prevention of salt instrusion ; maintenance of favorable ground-water levels: stor- 
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age for industrial, agricultural, and domestic use; recharge of ground water 
conservation of fish and wildlife; pollution abatement; and navigation. Al- 
though the State of Florida enjoys an abundant rainfall, unequal distribution 
of rainfall throughout the year together with high evaporation losses result in 
a relatively small net available supply of fresh water to support the State’s 
economy. 

The project utilizes to the maximum, the capacity of the fresh-water lakes of 
the region as storage reservoirs for surplus waters during each rainy season, 
making these stored waters available for use during the subsequent dry months 
of each year. In addition, the State has provided a conservation area, including 
860,000 acres of the wildlands of the Everglades, for the storage of surplus 
waters in the southern portion of the project area. In all probability, additional 
— -conservation areas will have to be set aside in the upper reaches of the 

Johns River Basin to insure an adequate supply of water for that area. 

"The 1955 legislature created a water resources study committee for the purpose 
of presenting a plan to 1957 legislature for the establishment of a satisfactory 
water code for the State. It is expected that, as a part of this committee's 
report, an inventory of the fresh-water resources of the State will be completed 
for the information of the legislature and of the general public. In addition, the 
1955 legislature took a bold step by the establishment of flood-plain zoning in the 
basin of the St. Johns River. This move was made necessary to prevent further 
encroachment of the flood plain of this stream by protective levees constructed 
around the rapidly expanding agricultural developments in this basin. 

There are outstanding water-problem areas throughout the State of Florida. 
In some of these areas critical shortages of domestic water supply actually exist ; 
in others, water is of such quality that new and improved sources are actively 
sought. One case in point is the vitally important Air Force Guided Missile 
Center at Patrick Air Force Base, just south of Cape Canaveral in Brevard 
County. The Air Force is utilizing a water supply heavily contaminated with 
salt which cannot meet United States Public Health standards. A new source 
of water supply is being sought in the basin of the upper St. Johns River, or in 
the dependable water-bearing formations in Orange County, west of the St. 
Johns River. 

The problems of conservation of the fresh-water resources of central and 
southern Florida will be materially reduced by the completion of the central 
and southern Florida project. 


CON CLUBIONS 


The rapid increase in Florida’s population since construction of this project 
was initiated and the increase in agricultural and industrial activity in the area 
have created a need for protection against flood damage far greater than that 
which existed in 1948 when the project was originally authorized. It is essential, 
therefore, that construction of this project proceed as rapidly as the funds there- 
for can be made available for economical application to the project works by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

The project will produce important benefits of water conservation by providing 
for maximum beneficial use of the available fresh-water supply in the project 
area. 

Local interests are bearing a larger share of total project cost on this project 
than for any other comparable project within the entire Federal water-resource- 
development program. Florida is paying its full share and is ahead of schedule 
in meeting its commitments under the project. 


RECOM MENDATION 


It is recommended that the rate of construction of this project be expedited by 
the appropriation of $10 million for fiscal year 1957, and that such acceleration 
of construction progress continue in the subsequent fiscal years by increase of 
appropriations to a level of at least $25 million annually by fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Ger. Mr. Chairman, we are hard pressed vear after year to 
bring to your committee and to the other committees of the Congress a 
new and rather detached, if possible, viewpoint concerning this proj- 
ect. For that reason, I called yesterday to St. Louis to discuss this 
project with Mr. W. W. Horner, who was chairman of the Flood Con- 
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trol Group of the Hoover Commission Task Force on Water Resources 
and Power. 

Mr. Horner visited the area with the task force, and subsequently 
has come to the area to spend a brief vacation. 

He volunteered to me certain information concerning the project, 
and because of his eminent status as an engineer, I asked if he would 
repeat the statement so that I might introduce it into the record in 
this hearing. 

Yesterday evening, I received this telegram from Mr, Horner: 

Responding your telephone call, am glad to give my reaction to certain 
aspects of central and southern Florida project. It is my recollection under the 
law, State and local interests must pay 39 percent of the total cost and that 
ac tually they are paying appreciably more. 

It is further my recollection that for authorized flood-control projects in 
general local interests actually are paying on the average about 6 percent. The 
Hoover Task Force made a strong recommendation for greater participation by 
local beneficiaries. In this respect the Florida project stands out as being about 
the only one that approaches the recommendation. 

It is signed by W. W. Horner. 

May I submit this to the reporter, sir? 

Mr. Rasavtr. We will place that in the record. 

Mr. Gere. I should like to call to your attention, sir, the informa- 
tion presented in draft form which bears on this question of the shar- 
ing of cost under the central and southern Florida project. 

As was stated in Mr. Horner’s wire, and was mentioned earlier in 
this hearing by another witness, the legislative requirement is that 
local interests bear 39 percent of the cost; the Federal Government, 
61. 

Our actual experience to date indicates that there is almost an even 
split as betwen foeal interests and the Federal Government in bring- 
ing the project from its start in 1950 to its present state of deve lop- 
ment, approximately 11 percent complete. 

The dulenswa at your extreme right show first the amount of money 
appropriated by the State to date in this project, $21,743,438; the 
Federal Appropriation, $29,324,000; and in this third column, and the 
largest of the three, is the cost to date of the secondary works, the 
secondary drainage canals, and the on-the-land improvements carired 
out by the various subdrainage districts within the project area 

Mr. Ranaut. How are they indicated on the map? 

Mr. Grr. These works on the map, sir, are not reflected except by 
the limits which would only show on a very large-scale map. The 
drainage subdistricts to which we refer are located within the 
confines of this Everglades agricultural area and along the high sand 
lands of the lower east coast. 

During the trip which you had occasion to make in Florida, you 
visited a number of those districts. 

Mr. Rasavt. Yes. 

Mr. Ger. The districts derive their funds for operating purposes 
from uniform levy on the lands within the district. Some of these 
lands pay as much as $8 

Mr. Rapavrt. Originally the plan was a little different about these 
‘anals. They were going to cut them off sooner than they did. 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir. 

You referred to the first phase 

Mr. Rapavr. I mean, closer to Lake Okeechobee. 
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Mr. Ger. Yes, sir. 

That was the first-phase appropriation, placing the southern levee 
about this location. 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 

Mr. Grr. That was abandoned by the action taken by the meres 
in the 1954 Flood Control Act, in which the interior perimeter 
abandoned in favor of the extreme outher perimeter of the ae 
glades agricultural area, the thought being that the inner dividing 
levees will be built by subdrainage districts, anyway, and the outer 
perimeter may just as well be built at the outset. 

Mr. Rasaur. All right. 

Mr. Gee. This column shows the local works of secondary char- 
acter, and on the land, to have cost some $50 million to date, in addition 
to the expenditures made by the State and by the Federal Government 
on the main project itself. 

This project, then, becomes a usable entity only when the Federal- 
State cooperative project is in operation and the complementary works 
financed entirely at the local level are also in being, in order that the 
full benefit of the project may be realized. 

I have some photographs here, sir, which I believe it would be useful 
to circulate among the members of the committee. These are before- 
and-after pictures taken from the same approximate camera location 
showing identical areas in flood condition and in normal condition. 

The flood characteristics in Florida vary greatly from those which 
we experience in other parts of the country. A flood in Florida re- 
sults tee excessive rainfall, which remains on the land rather than 
excessive rainfall which rushes to the sea through river valleys of 

rather steep slope, which is characteristic of the rest of the country. 

Our worst flood conditions result when we have a buildup of rain- 
fall through the season followed by one or more hurricanes which are 
accompi nied by severe precipitation over a very short period of time. 

Having created such a flood, the duration is a great deal longer than 
is the case in flooding in other parts of the country, W where slopes are 
much steeper. 

It is not uncommon for flood conditions to prevail for as long as 
3 months at stages approximating peak conditions. Such was “the 
case in 1947, and it accounted for the very extensive damage which 
occurred in that year 

Mr. Chairman, I think that that covers adequately the points which 
have not already been mentioned by other witnesses. 

Mr. Razpavt. All right, Mr. Gee. 

Mr. Ger. Thank you very kindly, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. ‘Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, [ might point ont that most of the 
pictures that you have just seen there are from the year 1953, when 
we had no hurricanes. That was a flood caused by excessive rainfall, 
which we have had in 1951, 1952, and 1953—no hurricanes, but flood- 
waters all over this whole area. You have seen the conditions from 
those pictures—incidentally, we have some more. I would like to call 
on Congressman Fascell, of Miami, now, to make a statement to the 
committee. 

Mr. Ravacr. All right. We will be glad to hear the Congressman. 

Mr. Fascetzn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 
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Those of us who are interested in this central and southern flood- 
control project are emphasizing a couple of points here, because in 
the short time that I have been here in Congress, 1 repeatedly run into 
the feeling among Members of Congress who have to deal with this 
project that this is a boondoggle, a swindle, a reclamation project that 
is not a true flood-control project, and a whole host of other things, 
that go back to the initial idea of why this project came into being. 

Now, I want to tell you from personal experience. You have heard 
the experts. I do not know what other testimony the committee 
would like to have. But whatever they would have, we want the 
opportunity to present it. 

We have gotten some of the best engineers in the country, consult- 
ing and otherwise, who are associated with the project, those who are 
not associated with the project, and we are perfectly willing to get 
other testimony if necessary to show that this is a true Federal flood- 
control project, primarily designed to save property and lives and to 
deal with flood conditions in the State of Florida over a great part 
of the entire area, independently and apart from the so-called hurri- 
cane or wind damage. 

Now, I have been down there 30 years. I have seen these things 
come and go, and I have been right in the middle of them. 

I want to show you some pictures, because [ am personally acquaint- 
ed with what happened in these pictures, I want to show you here 
Tamiami Trail and 107th Street in Miami. 

Look at these pictures. Here is another one in the town of Miami 
Springs. And you will see the water there. It is at least 3 or 4 feet 
deep. 

I went out there and tried to help those people. That town is not 
under water all the time. The only time the water is there is when 
it is flooded. 

Now.a flood to me means that the snow melts or the river fills up 
because you have got a lot of rain. It does not mean to me that the 
water is there all the time. It comes at times because of unusual 
conditions and causes a great deal of damage, just as it did in these 
particular places. 

Now Hialeah and Miami Springs were the towns in 1947 that were 
under water for such a long time. 

Take that town of Hialeah, for example. It is the ninth largest 
town in the State of Florida. That was not true in 1947. We have 
had a tremendous influx of population. 

The opportunity for damage is even greater now than it was before, 
and we are getting further and further behind in this project because 
of the insistent feeling that this is not really a true project; it is really 
not a flood-control project. ; 

I submit to you from the visual evidence, from the expert testi- 
mony, it ought to be convincing to anybody that this is an honest-to- 
God Federal project for flood-control purposes. 

Look at the naval air station, under water. The Navy is not going 
to build an installation of that size when the thing is under water all 
thetime. Soobviously when this was taken, this was a flood condition. 
And I could go on and on and show you hundreds of pictures, before 
and after, to show you visually, scientifically, technically, and other- 
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wise that this is a flood-control project to which the Federal Govern- 
ment should participate in the extent in which it is. 

We find another bugaboo, Mr. Chairman—I am sorry that I am 
het up about this thing, but I have run into it ever since I have been 
here—no local support. We have had experts testify, and we can 
get it right down as you see on this chart, to the last inch and dollar, 
that there is more local contribution in this project than any project 
in the countr y. 

What more do you want from the people of Florida ? 

Now we talk about cost-benefit. And we find the anomalous sit- 
uation where we have members of the committee—and I am not saying 
it is anybody here—who said that the cost-benefit is too high in this 
project. I have heard of ones where they wanted to turn them down 
because they did not have enough cost-benefit, because it was 1 to 1 
or 1 to 114, or1to2. But I never heard of anybody before wanting 
to turn one down because it was 1 to 6. 

And so, gentlemen, we see this. We see a project which is proper, 
which should be continued. We see a project where the cost, the longer 
it drags out, keeps increasing all the time, and we see that Federal 
participation in this thing is lagging all the time. 

Our engineering work is up to date. We are doing everything in 
the world that we can to get this project toa conclusion to save money. 
And what we need to do is to get the funds that the engineers can 
logically use. 

That is not the case in the present budget. They want to give us 
$5,800,000. The engineers say that we can use successfully up to $10 
million. Our estimates show that in the years to come we can use 
$25 million. And if we do not use common business sense on this 
project, we will never get it done within the cost limits that Congress 
would like to see it done in. 

Mr. Ranaut. Here is the information we have on it: The benefit- 

cost ratio on the planned items is 6 to 1, which is very good. Now, 

the estimated Federal cost was $120 million. The estimated non- 
Federal cost was $30,250,000, making a total estimated project cost of 
$150,520,000. 

Now, the appropriations to June 30, 1955, were $23,024,000. The 
appropr iations for fiscal year 1956 were $6,300,000. . he total appro- 
priations to date have been $29,324,000. The appropriation requested 
for 1957 is $5,850,000, and the balance to complete after 1957 is 
$84,826,000. 

Now, those are the figures that are before the committee. 

Mr. Roerrs. I think generally they are correct, too. Our chart here 
showed the Federal appropriation of $21,324,01 00, and there is a budget 
recommendation this year, Mr. Chairman, of $5,850,000. 

Mr. Rasavr. That is right. 

Mr. Rogers. And we are asking the committee to increase that to 
$10 million because of the worth of the project and the fact that we 
are now, with our engineering studies, a year in advance; we are ready 
to go ahead. : 

The benefits are here, and the whole State is suffering from the fact 
that we cannot get enough funds to keep up with the planning and the 
stage that we are now ready for construction. Actually, we ‘will save 
money by going ahead at a reasonable rate. 
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The budget recommends the value and the worth of the project, cer- 
tainly. But we are asking this committee in its good judgment to 
help us along. 

The State of Florida is far ahead of its contributions. 

Mr. Fasceti. We are $2 million. 

Is it $2 million ahead ? 

Mr. Grr. $2,900,000. 

Mr. Rogers. $2,900,000 ahead of the actual contributions that they 
have asked from the State of Florida. 

Mr. Hann. Congressman, what is your comment on the statement 
just made by the chairman of the subcommittee, which would seem to 
indicate that the Federal contributions are designed to be about four 
times as much as this? Is it not something like $120 million to $130 
million, indicated from those figures ? 

Mr. Rogers. I think, sir, that you will find that in the first phase 
it was recommended that we have about a 39-percent local contribtition 
from local interests; the rest, Federal Government. 

Now, that was for the first phase alone. Actually, we have had 
more than that, as we have shown you here with our evidence here 
today. The testimony shows exactly what the local interests have 
given. 

Now, this project is willing to go on any basis of contribution that 
the Congress might adopt for these projects all over the country. 
Right now we are way ahead of everyone all over the country, far 
ahead. And we are willing to go ahead on any basis that the Congress 
might adopt for these projects all over the country, and, as I recall, 
there is in the 1954 authorization, which went beyond the first phase of 
the project, from that point on, any general application of cost con- 
tribution that the Federal Government would adopt will be retro- 
active in this project, on and beyond the first place. 

Mr. Fascetx. Retroactive. 

Mr. Rogers. Colonel Gee, do you want to say something ? 

Mr. Ger. Mr. Chairman, may I shed some light on Congressman 
Hand’s question ? 

Mr. Raravt. Yes. 

Mr. Gere. The figures which you read from the sheet pertain to 
those items of the project which have been engineered; in other words, 
the areas for which definite project studies have been completed. 
Those areas are the Everglades agricultural area, the lower east coast, 
and the areas excluded are the entire watershed of the Caloosahatchee 
River, the entire watershed of the Kissimmee Valley, and the entire 
watershed of the upper St. Johns. 

Those project studies are nearing completion at the present time. 
They are not reflected in the benefit-to-cost ratio, which has been 
cited, and they are not reflected in the total estimated cost. 

So the figures will change as engineering advances and other areas 
are included in the engineers’ works. 

Mr. Hanp. How much of this benefit-cost ratio is calculated on 
the basis of agricultural benefits and how much on flood control? 

Mr. Ger. In the original report to Congress in 1948, the division 
of benefits as between what was classed as land enhancement and 
flood control was 65 percent of the total benefit attributable to land 
enhancement, and 35 percent attributable to flood control. 
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Since that date, with the great influx of population the westward 
expansion of the coastal cities has exposed a great deal of new resi- 
dential property to the continued risk of flood damage. <A recasting 
of those benefits is in progress as a part of bringing the engineering 
work up to date, and I would expect that this 65-35 ratio would now 
be materially altered by virtue of the addition of 700,000 more people 
in this district, since 1948. 

Mr. Hann. What is your comment, Colonel, on people insisting on 
building their residences close to this flood area, at Okeechobee, in the 
light of what the Governor of my State once told me, and that is, 
“If you darned chumps keep building your houses too close to the 
ocean, you are going to get in trouble”? 

Mr. Ger. The disasters to which reference was made earlier, in 
Lake Okeechobee, occurred as a result of the failure of a levee sur- 
rounding that lake, constructed by local interests. Since that time 
the Federal Government has built an adequate and safe levee around 
the south shore of that locale, and people can live in the shadow of 
that levee in safety, as was demonstrated in 1947, when the structure 
withstood 2 hurricanes in 1 season and storms which have occurred 
since. 

Mr. Hanp. That particular group, then, does not require any fur- 
ther flood-control construction ? 

Mr. Ger. No, sir. The existing levee around the south half of the 
perimeter of Lake Okeechobee affords protection to the communities 
on the south and southeast shore of Lake Okeechobee, and this is borne 
out by the fact that Belle Glade was wiped off the map in 1928 in that 
severe storm, when over 2,000 people were drowned there, and the 
permanent structures of the city of Belle Glade, a substantial com- 
munity now, have all been built since that storm occurred. 

And people— 

Mr. Hann. What is the population of Belle Glade now, Colonel ? 

Mr. Gee. I should say about 16,000, sir. It is growing fairly 
rapidly. 

Mr. Ranaut. What would be the elevation of the levee there above 
thetown’ As I remember it, it is quite high. 

Mr. Gee. The crest. of the levee is about plus 34, and the ground 
elevation is about 141% to 15, sir. 

Mr. Ranaut. That is 15 feet below it ? 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. What are the total contributions made by these so-called 
secondary projects, the drainage districts and so forth, that you show 
on your chart there ? 

Mr. Gee. $50 million, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the nature of tax limitations on the local drain- 
age districts for the purpose of contribution to this project? 

Mr. Gre. The tax limitation ? 

Mr. CuicKk. On the secondary project, sir? 

Mr. Hano. Yes. 

Mr. Ger. He is a landowner in one of the districts. He can tell 
you. 

Mr. Crick. I happen to be secretary-treasurer of one of the 34 
drainage districts in thisarea. It is graduated by acreage, but we pay 
$5 per acre tax just for drainage districts. Now, we have to go to 
the legislature of the State of Florida to get--— 
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Mr. Hanp. $5 per year on what? 

Mr. Crick. Per acre. We go to the legislature and get an act 
authorizing us to levy and collect taxes. Now, these are separate from 
the normal county and other State taxes. 

So we have a bonded indebtedness program. 

We went out and we borrowed in our case $380,000, and we have 
the right, and there is no limitation on except as provided by law. 

We have a certain amount for bonded indebtedness, but on the 
maintenance, most of them are unlimited. In other words, we tax 
whatever is necessary to carry on the project and pay it off. 

Mr. Hanp. Are all these drainage districts subject to the same tax 
limitation for this special contribution ? 

Mr. Cuick. I believe so, sir, I am not a lawyer, but I think that they 
are all general and have the same pattern. I think the legislature 
has the same requirements on all of them. 

Mr. Fasceiu. No. 

Mr. Crick. But you have a maximum limit that you can go to, but 
it is adequate to take care of the needs of the district. It fluctuates. 

Mr. Hanp. Do I understand you to say that that limit for a special 
purpose is $5 an acre? 

Mr. Crick. No, sir. Some of them have $8 an acre. It depends 
on what they need. Some of my drainage districts in my immediate 
urea pay as much as $8 an acre. 

Mr. Hanp. Who pays that? The legislature, the county, or the 
drainage district, or what authority ? 

Mr. Crick. The legislature. 

Mr. Hanp. The State legislature ? 

Mr. Crick. Yes, sir. The State legislature determines the maxi- 
mum limits. 

Mr. Hanp. And you now may be taxed from $5 to, say, maybe $8 
per acre per year? 

Mr. Cuick. We are; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. For this particular purpose? That has nothing to do 
with your general tax system? 

Mr. Cuicx. It has nothing whatever—it takes a special act of the 
legislature for us to levy and collect taxes. But the State of Florida 
does not pay 1 cent. The State of Florida and the Federal Govern- 
ment do not pay 1 cent on any of the land that we use. 

I would say this: If it were not for the levee someplace to put your 
water into or take your water out, you are hopelessly lost. But even 
with the levee, it is absolutely useless for farm use or any other use 
until we have the secondary systems, which are much more elaborate 
and cost more money than the State and Federal Government put into 
it combined in order to use it. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the total amount, if you know, of the agri- 
cultural land which is being rehabilitated or put into production as a 
result of this project ? 

Mr. Crick. I don’t have that exact figure, sir. 

Mr. Ger. I can give you some figures on that, sir. In 1948, fol- 
lowing the big flood, there were 147,000 acres in cultivation in and 
around the south and southeast shore of Lake Ocheechobee. These 
are the organic soils, the muck land. 

In 1955, the acreage had increased to 330,000 acres. The ultimate 
acreage within the protected area is 735,000. So you can see from 
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that that the area is about 50 percent developed as of the present 
time, and this has occurred under the influence of the project in this 
respect: The project has provided levee protection to that area on 
the east and on the west. None of the pumping stations have func- 
tioned to deliver any water for irrigation purposes into the area. No 
pump station has yet functioned to remove floodwater from the area. 

But the very promise of the existence of this protective levee sys- 
tem has encouraged the amount of land in cultivation to have been 
doubled entirely at the expense of the local interests there. 

The cost of the detailed water system on the land in this area varys 
from $75 to $125 an acre to produce the system required. 

Mr. Hanno. What is the reclaimed land worth, Colonel ? 

Mr. Gre. These lands, when they can be bought now, are selling for 
$250 up, depending upon the location, and the location with respect 
to the lake influences temperature in the wintertime. 

This is'a winter vegetable area. Temperature is a very important 
factor, of course. The lands, properly located on the southeast corner 
of the lake, where freezes seldom occur, simply are not for sale. 
There is not any land for sale in that area. But, generally speaking, 
I think that $250 up is a representative price. 

Mr. Hanno. Upto what? It might be $1,000 or so? 

Mr. Ger. As much as that; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. And without this reclamation, they would be practically 
valueless; is that true ? 

Mr. Ger. There have been some recent sales which indicate that 
unimproved land in the area is bringing, within the perimeter of the 
levees, something of the order of $100, whereas prior to the project 
those lands, when they were on the market, I should say were in the 
$25 to $30 bracket. 

Mr. Hann. How extensive do you assert that the flood protection 
goes, Colonel, on this project, and how far away from the lake do you 
think flood protection extends? 

Mr. Gee. The system is 

Mr. Hanp. Are you certain that the city of Miami is helped by this ? 

Mr. Ger. Yes, sir. The system is so designed that the agricultural 
area of which we have spoken is completely surrounded by levees. 
It is crossed by four major canals. These canals will be the main 
arteries for the removal of surplus water during the rainy season. 

Proceeding down to the lower east coast, the State has purchased 
860,000 acres of the wild marshland of the Everglades, and set those 
aside for storage of water. The east boundary levee of that storage 
area forms the protective levee for the lower east coast to prevent a 
spill of a major flood in the Everglades across the Coastal Ridge. 
This is what occurred in 1947. 

There was so much water in the Glades that water spilled over the 
Coastal Ridge and ran through and into the coastal cities, and stood 
there for many months. 

Now, the areas were we contend the flood threat is increasing rather 
than decreasing are in the outskirts of metropolitan Miami and in 
the cities which lie just at the north in Broward and Palm Beach 
Counties. This results from the fact that our rainfall distribution 
in the area is such that a major flood can be produced by the rainfall 
which comes with a single hurricane, and that rain can fall east of 
this protective levee. 











79 


5 


There has been one situation that occurred in 1953, where we had 
a higher stage of water on the land east of the protective levee than 
we had in the conservation area, and it was caused entirely by freak 
rainfall distribution. The tropical storm dropped a tremendous quan- 
tity of water in a short period. 

We need, therefore, the improvement of the coastal canals as a 
companion work to complete the protection of the lower coastal area. 

Mr. Hann. Colonel, is it asserted here that there is some statutory 
or other authority for the local project to contribute 39 percent-of the 
total overall ultimate cost of this whole project ? 

Mr. Ger. That is the formula for division of costs which is set out 
in House Document 643 of the 80th Congress, 

Mr. Hann. Did it spell out 39 percent? Did it use those figures’ 

Mr. Gee. Yes, sir. Now, that has been—— 

Mr. Hann. How are we to reconcile that with the statement just 
read a moment ago by the chairman of the subcommittee indicating 
$120 million in Federal funds and $30 million in local funds, approxi- 
mately ? 

Mr. Ger. In this way, sir. The initial authorization of the 1948 
act was amended in 1954 in this respect: 1948 authorized the first 
phase, the so-called emergency flood-control features of the project 
alone. 1954 authorized the entire project, with the proviso that the 
cost-sharing formula set out in House Document 643 shall be fixed 
for the first phase only, and that the Corps of Engineers shall recom- 
mend to the Congress, through the Bureau of the Budget, a new system 
of cost sharing for application to the balance of the project, and that 
such new formula, when approved by the Congress, shall be retroactive 
with respect to all elements of the plan outside phase 1. 

Mr. Hanp. Has any such new formula been approved or considered 
by the Congress ? 

Mr. Ger. No, sir, it has not. The Corps of Engineers in the Jack- 
sonville district and the flood-control district have had numerous 
conferences on this matter of a formula for cost sharing. Frankly, a 
great deal of emphasis was placed upon the Hoover Commission re- 
port and more recently the Cabinet level committee report on water 
resources for guidance in this matter of cost sharing, and the Corps 
of Engineers is continuing their work in that direction. 

The flood-control district is cooperating in that work, and we 
confidently expect to have some sensible recommendations to bring 
to the Congress in due time. 

Now, just how quickly that will be, frankly, I cannot tell you at 
this moment. But that is the situation with respect to authorization. 

Therefore, when the engineering which has been done to date is done 
by complete areas, watershed subdivisions, there is mixed in in that 
area first phase work and subsequent work, and there is no fair basis 
for comparison between the figures in the justification sheet and the 
formula set out in House Document 643. They are not the same 
thing, and they cannot be compared. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

Mr. Rogers. Sir, in conclusion I just might point out too that of 
course we have with us Congressman Herlong who wants to make a 
statement here. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN A. 8S. HERLONG, JR. 


Mr. Hertone. Mr. Chairman, I did not want to make a statement, 
because it is being handled much better than I can handle it, except 
to add my amen to what has been said here. 

In connection with your question, Mr. Hand, I do not think it has 
been really satisfactorily answered as to why ‘this discrepancy here 
in the $120 million estimated Federal cost as against $30,520,000 non- 
Federal cost. And I would like to get Mr. W. Turner W allis, who is 
executive director of Central and Southern Florida Flood Control 
District, to comment on that. 

Will you give your title and explain just how that comes about, 
and why we ‘do ac tually have our 39 percent local contribution ? 

Mr. Ranaut. Allright. We will hear Mr. Wallis. 

Mr. Hanp. You have visited in my office ? 

Mr. Wats. I had the pleasure of spending a day with you when 
we discussed some of these same points in Florida. I also had the 
pleasure of coming in contact with the chairman. 


Mr. Rasavt. That is right. 
STATEMENT OF W. TURNER WALLIS 


Mr. Watts. I went to Florida in 1920 upon graduation from the 
Virginia Military Institute, and have been identified with the effort 
underw: ay since then to accomplish reclamation, flood control, and 
water conservation. I have served in various engineering and admin- 
istrative capacities to the Everglades Drainage District, which em- 
braced 4,500,000 acres of land included within the limits of the present 
project area. Central and Southern Floods Control District has 
taken over both the systems of works that were built at a cost of $18 
million, as well as the responsibilities of the former district. 

The trouble of that effort was that all of the area that contributed 
to the problems was not included in the Everglades Drainage District, 
nor did Everglades Drainage District have a sufficiently broad au- 
thority or responsibility to deal with all of the related water-resources 
problems, nor was that district ever adequately financed to do the 
Job properly. 

Now, the question that was asked was why the justification sheets 
before you, prepared by the Corps of Engineers, show local costs of 
$30 million as compared with Federal costs of $120 million, indicating 
a cost sharing of approximately 20 percent rather than the alleged 39 
percent. 

Those figures are first costs only. In addition to that $30 million to 
be borne locally, all future maintenance and operation is the burden 
of local interests, and has been testified by Colonel Gee, that $150 
million is the part of the project works for which plans of definite 
project report status have been completed. 

You asked how the law made it a requiremetn of local interests to 
pay 39 percent. It was intended that local interests should bear 39 
percent of total cost, but the law made it a requirement that local in- 
terests provide all necessary lands, both rights-of-way and for the 
storage of water, as witness this 865,000 acres that have been acquired 
for that purpose, all necessary public utility relocations and all future 
maintenance and operation, and because the sum of those requirements 
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did not equal 39 percent of the original estimated costs, a further sum 
of $29,152,000 as a cash contribution to the original construction, and 
because that, by coincidence, represents 15 percent of original con- 
struction costs of the work to be handled by the Corps of Engineers, 
local interests were privileged to pay that $29,152,000 at that rate, 
paying in advance of the award of a contract for any particular work 
by the Corps of Engineers that much cash contribution. 

So your $30 million on your justification sheet is the local share 
of first costs and is entirely exclusive of the required maintenance and 
operation of the works which are turned over to local interests upon 
completion by the Corps of Engineers. 

I would like to add something to the question you asked— 

Mr. Ranavr. The maintenance cost is part of the 39 percent 

Mr. Wats. That is correct. That is a major explanation of the 
difference. 

Mr. Rapavr. If that is your understanding, that is it. 

Mr. Watuis. Now, the reason that we are paying more nearly 50 
is that regardless of what those costs might run, it is our responsi- 
bility to provide those lands and to provide those relocations entirely 
at our cost, and it is the increase in land values that is contributing 
to our expected 39 percent becoming more nearly 50 percent. 

If I may, I would like to add something to the question you asked 
of the tax limit imposed upon these lands. The subdrainage dis- 
tricts operate either under a legislative charter, where there is a 
legislative determination of the benefit to be received by the work and 
a fixed- -acreage rate, and there is no uniformity and there is no limit, 
and that prevails until subsequent action of the State legislature 
changes it. 

There is another procedure under the general drainage law which 
enables an area desirous of obtaining one of these subdrainage dis- 
tricts to go into the circuit court of the county in which the land is 
located and have court-appointed commissioners determine the bene- 
fit to be received, and that results in a lien against the lands that is 
enforcible for each acre’s proportionate share. 

So the real answer to your question is, there is no limit other than 
that of the benefits that are found by the legislature or by the court 
to result from the work to be undertaken by that district. 

Mr. Hann. Didn’t you or one of your associates send me a memo- 

randum on that subject a year or so ago? I seem to think you did. 

Mr. Wats. You and I talked extensively about it. 

Mr. Hanp. I know we did. 

Mr. Waits. And if you cannot find it, I will be glad to replace it. 

Mr. Hanp. I think you sent me a memorandum. 

Mr. Watuis. That was a most interesting day. I would like to 
repeat that some time. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

In conclusion, I just want ‘to pass those pictures showing some of 
the Fort Lauderdale area that was affected by the floods, and just 
to conclude by saying that we do appreciate the time you have given 
us to go into this v thoroughly. If there are any other ques- 
tions that come to sana we should certainly be glad to supply them 
to you. If you just let us know, we shall be glad to try and get the 
facts you need. 





I do want to say that we feel that this is one of the finest projects of 
its type in the country, with a benefit ratio of 6 to 1, with local con- 
tribution far ahead of any other project of its kind in the Nation. 

I have an additional statement I would like to have placed in the 
record. 

(The statement follows :) 


Now, we have urged that the rate of annual Federal appropriations must be 
increased first to $10 million and then to $25 million, or the project will not be 
completed during the life of any one here present. We have consulted the 
flood-control district and the Corps of Engineers and have perpared a list of 
items on which a total of $10 million should best be applied during the coming 
year. 

First, we concur in the urgency of need for the $5,850,000 included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget message, as defended by the Corps of Engineers before the Budget 
Bureau. 

Beyond that very limited scope of work, we recommend that provision for 
the following be included in the appropriation bill now pending; for an increase 
of $4,150,000 : 


1. East coast-Everglades area: 
pera tse Gon yee bo pete Lette gOLi tise —~ $111,000 
Canal C-9 (sec. 1) 267, 000 
Canal C-7 (increased allocation) 150, 000 
Structure S-44 (C-17) (increased allocation) 20, 000 
2. Lake Okeechobee-Everglades area: 
Canal and levee L-8 (remainder) 195, 000 
Game) aid: hewn Ti Bink esl etl 5 ts re tied emretongndeneelnnme 
Canal and levee L—1 (remainder) 
Canal and levee L—5 
Pump station S—7 (machinery) 
Pump station S—7 (structure) 
Pump station S-8 (machinery) 
38. Kissimmee River Basin and related areas: 
Canal C—19 
Canal and levee L-41 
Canal and levee L—42 
Structure S-47B (C-—19) 
Structure S-47D (C—19) 


Construction subtotal 
Supervision and administration 
Partially liquidate outstanding obligation to flood-control district____ 


Total additional requirement 


It is important that the SAL Railroad bridge on canal C-17 be altered con- 
currently with canal excavation to preclude possible undermining from aug- 
mented flows. Section 1 of C—-9 is the only remaining downstream bottleneck 
preventing full service of a nearly completed project work serving an urban 
area of Greater Miami. Increasing the rate of construction of C-—17 and S—44, 
both urgently needed, will not only bring earlier flood relief to an expanding 
suburban area of Metropolitan West Palm Beach but will be more economical 
as to final cost of the work. 

Completion of canal and levee L-8 is needed to give adequate service for flood 
protection, or any dry-weather function as an alternate raw-water supply to 
the Greater Palm Beach area—and it is because of such project functions as 
this that local interests pay so large a share of total project costs. Canal and 
levee 18 will bring to completion the enlargement of north New River Canal, 
serving a developed agricultural area which is highly vulnerable to flood damage. 
Janal and levee L-1 is in the Hendry County area southwest of Lake Okeechobee 
where development of agriculture to supply the Nation with beef and fresh 
winter produce has far outstripped progress in flood prevention. Canal and 
levee L—5, and pump station S-7 and S-8 must be advanced toward completion 
lest reasonably adequate service to the Everglades agriculture area remain a 
forlorn hope, and the half-completed protective enclosure an investment poor 
in yield. 
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Canal C-19 and related works (L-—41-42, 8 47-B-—D) are badly needed works 
to prevent repeated flood damages in one of the oldest developed areas of the 
Lake Okeechobee region. Aggravation of flood threats results from the increased 
development of watersheds above, and a modest investment will yield a sub- 
stantial return in reduction of damage to improvements long standing. 


INTERCOASTAL WATERWAY 


Mr. Hertonec. Mr. Chairman, you said we were going to testify 
this afternoon further on that intercoastal waterway. Our time that 
you have allotted to us is far gone. 

I want permission to submit a statement, and for each member of 
the delegation to submit a statement for the record on that. 

You have yours here, do you not ¢ 

Mr. Fascett. I have here the delegation statement on the inter- 
coastal waterway. 

Mr. Hertone. We would like to have that submitted. 

Mr. Rasavut. On the intercoastal waterway / 

Mr. Fasceiu. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. And on the west coast Intracoastal Waterway. 

Mr. Razavut. Without objection, these statements will go in the 
record at this point. 

Do you have your names on them ? 

Mr. Hertona. Yes. They are signed by the entire delegation. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE FLORIDA DELEGATION 


Mr. Chairman, the Florida delegation is grateful for the opportunity to make 
this presentation, expressing our unanimous support for an appropriation of 
$200,000 for the purpose of continuing construction on the Intracoastal Waterway 
southward from Eau Gallie, Fla. 

As the committee is well aware, this is a continuation of the improvement 
of the Intracoastal Waterway from Trenton, N. J., to Miami which has been 
authorized throughout its entire distance, but so far has been completed only as 
far as Kau Gallie, Fla. Of the entire project there remains only approximately 
175 miles to be completed in order to provide a channel 125 feet wide and 12 feet 
deep, navigable throughout its length for standard 1,500-ton barges. 

The entire waterway is designed to serve 13 major ee Dee Bas 
Philadelphia, Pa., Wilmington, Del., Baltimore, Md., Washington, D. C., Norfolk, 
Va., Wilmington, N. C., Charleston, 8. C., Savannah, Ga., Augusta, eg . Jackson- 
ville, Fla., and Miami, Fla. The existing channel from Eau Gallie to Miami is 
of varying widths and depths, but with 8 feet as the controlling depth. This 
makes it impossible for standard 1,500-ton barges to navigate fully loaded 
south of Eau Gallie, which makes water transport inland past Fort Pierce and 
West Palm Beach to Miami largely uneconomical. 

The original report of the Chief of Engineers on the basis of which Congress 
authorized the project was based on 1942 estimates of tonnages that would bene- 
ficially move over the proposed waterway. Since that time the tonnages actually 

carried over the shallow waterway despite the difficulties of navigation have 
increased approximately 100 percent, while population in the tributary area has 
increased more than that. 

Local cooperation required for the project within the State of Florida is under 
the direction of the Florida Inland Navigation District, a tax district created by 
the State legislature with elected members from each of the 11 counties through 
which the waterway passes. This commission has furnished and will continue 
to furnish all rights-of-way, spoil disposal areas, and all other contributions 
required by the act of Congress authorizing the project. To date this participa- 
tion has totaled approximately $3,100,000. 
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In addition to these contributions by the commission, other local interests are 


estimated by the Corps of Engineers to have so far contributed terminal facil- 
ities and other works to serve the existing canal traffic as follows: 


Dredging of side channels, inlets, jetties, ete.__._.________________ $30, 562, 929 
INR a set ane ecto ofan ins dnen  aengaieeima 12, 783, 373 
NE i ast on OR a ME eet SS eee 43, 346, 302 


The total local contributions to date are thus approximately $4614 million, or 
considerably more than twice the total Federal cost of the project. 

The strategic value of this project has been recognized from the very outset. 
In the original report of the Chief of Bngineers, the “war insurance” value 
of the project as affording a protected inland route to and from the southern 
part of the peninsula was stated to be one of the governing considerations. 
Construction of the project was initiated on the certification by the President 
and the Secretary of Defense that the project is needful to defense. It is 
true that the immediate defense need causing the initiation of the work at that 
time was the desire to insure transport to the guided-missile range at Canaveral, 
but it is to be noted that the President’s certificate designated the whole proj- 
ect—Jacksonville to Miami. The House committee, in the appropriations here- 
tofore approved, has evidently been mindful of the defense need for this water- 
way. The Senate Committee on Appropriations in its report on the civil-fune- 
tions bill for fiscal year 1956 expressed the views that— 

“The strategic importance, as well as the economic value, of the Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway from Trenton, N. J., to Miami, Fla., warrants orderly 
completion of the remaining portion of the authorized work from Jacksonville 
to Miami. Provision for this purpose should be made in the next and succeeding 
annual budgets.” 

The experience of World War II, when, for a time, oceangoing vessels almost 
ceased to operate along our Atlantic coast owing to the submarine hazard 
(88 such vessels were sunk between the Delaware Capes and Biscayne Bay 
during this period), proved the war value of this project, even at inadequate 
dimensions. With the overloading of the railways, it became an invaluable 
recourse. 

The strategic value of the waterway is recognizable when we consider the 
heavy concentration of military installations in Florida, and the importance 
of completion of a facility which would make it possible to transport supplies 
and materiel in the event of the destruction of other transportation facilities 
is apparent. 

We urge the committee to give favorable consideration to the request for 
the continuation of the construction of this project contained in the budget for 
th fiseal year 1957. 

WILLIAM C. CRAMER, 
First District. 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
Second District. 
Bos SIKEs, 
Third District. 
DANTE B. FASCELL, 
Fourth District. 
A. S. (Syp) HERLONG, Jr., 
Fifth District. 
PAUL G. ROGERS, 
Sivth District. 
JAMES A. HALEY, 
Seventh District. 
BILLY MATTHEWS, 
Highth District. 





STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PAUL G. ROGERS, OF FLORIDA, ON THE West Coast 
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER TO THE ANCLOTE RIVER 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to bring to the attention of your committee the 
need for funds for construction of an authorized and vital waterway, part of 
which lies within my congressional district—the west coast intracoastal water- 
way, extending from the Caloosahatchee River to the Anclote River. This 
project was authorized by Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 (Public Law 14, 79th 
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Cong.) and later modified June 30, 1948; May 17, 1950, and September 3, 1954. 
I would like to go on record at this time urging funds for the construction of the 
southerly portion of this project beginning at the Caloosahatchee River which 
lies within my district. 

The construction of this waterway exending from the Caloosahatchee River 
to the Anclote River, will serve as an important part of the connecting link for 
the Intracoastal Waterways between Boston and Corpus Christi, Tex. Not only 
will it serve an important industrial and resort area, but it will fill a great need 
in our national defense program by providing a protected waterway for hauling 
strategic materials. Considerable oil and high-octane gas would move along the 
waterway and be used by our armed services at MacDill and Pinecastle Air Force 
Bases and the proposed Air Force base at Fort Myers, Fla. 

The Corps of Engineers has stated recently: ‘““‘The Corps of Engineers recog- 
nizes widespread benefits that will result from constructing and placing in opera- 
tion this project at the earliest practicable date.” 

It is my hope that due to the importance of this project, which is also recog- 
nized by the Corps of Engineers, that funds will be made available in the very 
near future so that construction may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A, HALEY, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, FLORIDA, ON THE WEST 
Coast INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER TO THE ANCLOTE 
RIVER 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this opportunity to call to the attention 

of the committee the need for funds for the construction of the authorized and 

vital West Coast Intracoastal Waterway, which extends from the Caloosa- 
hatchee River to the Anclote River, a portion of which lies within my congres- 
sional district. 

This project was authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 (Public 
Law 14, 79th Cong.) and was modified June 30, 1948; May 17, 1950, and September 
3, 1954. 

I sincerely urge that funds be made available for the beginning of construction 
at either end of the West Coast Intracoastal Waterway. The East Coast Water- 
way is nearing completion and the construction of the West Coast Waterway 
should be started at the earliest possible time and be continued in an orderly 
manner until it is completed. 

The committee, I am sure, is aware of the importance of the waterway, the 
value of which is also recognized by the Corps of Engineers. The construction 
of the waterway will not only provide a protected waterway to serve important 
industrial and resort areas but will also fill a need in our national-defense 
program. 

It is my sincere hope that funds will be made available in the near future so 
that the construction of the West Coast Intracoastal Waterway can be started. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. CRAMER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, FLORIDA, ON THE WEST 
COAST INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAWATCHEE RIVER TO THE ANCLOTE 


RIVER 


Mr. Chairman, the West Coast Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosawatchee River 
to the Anclote River, as authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 and 
modified June 30, 1948, May 17, 1949, and September 3, 1954, and for the local 
participation of which the citizens of the six counties comprising the West 
Coast Inland Navigation District have contributed in tax in excess of a million 
dollars, still remains without appropriations to commence work on this vital 
project. 

It is urged that funds be made available for the beginning of the construction 
of a West Coast Intracoastal Waterway during fiscal 1957. There certainly 
exists a strong moral obligation on the part of the Federal Government to go 
forward with this project as results of the large contribution on the part of 
local interests. Your committee has recognized the importance of such water- 
ways in Florida in that it has provided adequate funds to nearly complete an east 
coast waterway, and the connecting link on the west coast of Florida should 
be started at the earliest possible date. 
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It is my understanding that the local commitments have been met, or are 
being met; therefore, there is little justification for not starting the project 
immediately. 

The report from the Corps of Engineers on this project clearly shows the 
justification and value of it, not only to the economy of the area but to our 
national defense as well. The necessity of a protected water route to serve 
the important industrial, resort, and defense areas of the west coast of Florida 
is essential. 

I strongly urge the committee that funds be made available this fiscal year 
so that construction of the West Coast Intracoastal Waterway can get under way. 


CANAVERAL HARBOR 


Mr. Hertone. Mr. Chairman, in connection with the Canaveral 
Harbor project, I should like permission to file a statement in the 
record on that. 

Mr. Razaut. Without objection, permission will be given for that, 
and it will be filed at this point. 

(The statements above referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. A. S. HERLONG, Jr., FirtH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
FLORIDA ON CANAVERAL HARBOR, FLA. 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I desire to bring to your attention 
a harbor project in my district which urgently needs a substantial expenditure of 
maintenance funds in the coming fiscal year to permit full utilization of this 
harbor facility. Canaveral Harbor, Fla., has been constructed as a joint venture 
financed by local interests and the Federal Government. The local district, 

Janaveral Port Authority has furnished to the Corps of Engineers $940,000 
in cash, all lands, rights-of-way, and easements required for the construction of 
this new harbor project just south of Cape Canaveral. The harbor has been 
used extensively by the military at Patrick Air Force Base. It serves as the 
operating base for the shrimp fleet during the southward movement of shrimp 
off the Florida coast, and in addition the port has two new industries which will 
generate substantial tonnages of commerce in the near future. These are a 
petroleum-tank farm and a citrus-juice plant, estimated to cost approximately 
$2 million, which will soon go into operation. 

In order that local interests may realize a return on their very substantial 
investment in this harbor improvement, it is necessary that shippers seeking to 
use the harbor facility have a reliable entrance channel, full project width and 
depth to enter and leave the port terminal area. Most recent condition surveys 
of this harbor show that a channel approximately 125 feet in width and 23 feet 
in depth is all that is available for oceangoing vessels seeking to deliver cargo 
at Canaveral Harbor. 

The port authority and its various lessees are losing business as a result of 
the inadequate entrance channel provided at the harbor. It is becoming increas- 
ingly difficult to interest new industries in basing their operation at Canaveral 
Harbor. 

The district engineer in Jacksonville reports that Federal expenditures for new 
work at Canaveral Harbor total $1,459,500. He also advises that the average 
annual expenditure for maintenance since initial completion of the project is 
$178,000. Obviously this very high maintenance cost indicates that the protective 
structures at the harbor entrance are not adequate and that remedial measures 
should be taken at the earliest practicable date. 

The district engineer further advises that it will cost approximately $425,000 
to restore complete project dimensions by dredging in Canaveral Harbor turning 
basin and entrance channel. It is requested, therefore, that your committee give 
consideration to the inclusion of this amount in maintenance funds for the Corps 
of Engineers rivers and harbor projects, fiscal year 1957, and it is further rec- 
ommended that the prospective works around the harbor entrance be completed 
at the earliest practicable date in order that a stable channel, 300 feet by 27 feet, 
may be available to all commerce seeking to utilize this harbor. 


Mr. Hanp. I should say in frankness that I am not sure that I am 


not the villain that my friend and colleague, Congressman Fascell, 
might be referring to. 
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Mr. Fasceiu. No,sir. I can assure you, you are not. 

Mr. Hanp. I have never been persuaded that this is a true flood- 
control project. But I do want to make it clear that I do not think 
it is a bondoggle. As a reclamation project, it is one of the finest 
I have ever seen. 


MarcH 22, 1956. 
Massacuvuserrs Fioop-ContrroL PRrosecrs 


WITNESSES 


HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Ranaut. Mr. Philbin, you have just come into the room. What 
did you want to say ¢ 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN PHILIP J. PHILBIN 


Mr. Pure. I am Congressman Philip J. Philbin, of the Third 
Massachusetts District. I have a prepared statement. I would ask 
unanimous consent to include my remarks in the record. 

Mr. Rasautr. Without objection, it is so granted. 

Mr. Putter. Of course you are so thoroughly conversant with what 
has gone on up there in Massachusetts, the terrible damage and devas- 
tation as a result of the floods last summer and fall, all ‘of which has 
come to your attention that I am not going to be repetitious. It is 
very kind of you to consider me as you have and give me an oppor- 
tunity to give my views. 

There are three projects, the first at Westville, which is the area 
of Southbridge, Mass. There was great damage done in that particular 
area, and this project was authorized as long ago as 1941, The Con- 
gress has in past years made small planning appropriations for this 
project, and I think the engineers’ testimony, since it was presented 
during the hearings on the urgent deficiency bill, will indicate that it 
is a most essential project for | protecting Southbridge in that area at 
points on the Quinebaug River and to afford protection to a large 
number of people. And the great plant of the American Optical Co., 
about which you had testimony the other day. There are also, of 
course, homes and public services in that area. The engineers have 
stated the project can be more efficiently undertaken after the one at 
Kast Brimfield has been completed. I am not questioning that engi- 
neering judgment. But I think that planning money could and should 
be made available at this time if the committee would, in its wisdom, 
see fit to make a recommendation for the appropriation of a sufficient 
sum to complete the planning. It would be a great psychological and 
morale-building factor for the afflicted people of my district, people 
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who suffered such a heavy loss of life and property. I am sure the 
engineers wouldn’t have any difficulty in findings the ways and means 
to go forward with the planning of this ews 

Mr. Rasaut. Do you want to place this statement in the record ¢ 

Mr. Pricer. I would like to refer to the West Hill project and 
also ask your consideration for that. Then, I would like to submit 
my views for your record and thank you very much for your special 
kindness in hearing me at this time. I know you will give these 
projects careful consideration. I hope that you can help, not only 
with appropriations for construction, but also provide ——s money 
for these projects, especially Westville and West Hill, which are so 
urgently needed. 

Mr. Ranaut. They will be placed in the record, without objection. 

(The complete statement by Congressman Philip J. Philbin is as 
follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. PuILip J. PHILBIN, OF MASSACHUSETTS, ON MASSACHUSETTS 
FLoop-CoNTROL PROJECTS 


This able committee is fully advised concerning the terrible damage and 
devastation of recent floods in the Northeast, which have so gravely affected my 
district, State, and area. It is not necessary, therefore, for me to elaborate 
further upon that phase of our situation. 

The Congress has already passed the urgent deficiency bill, and thanks to this 
fine committee and the House, a beginning has been made on many necessary 
projects. I think it is absolutely essential that additional appropriations be 
made at once so that work contemplated and recommended by the engineers and 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget can go forward with all possible haste. 

The engineers have already expressed great concern about the possibility of 
new floods this spring. As you know, within recent days, our area has been 
visited by two severe blizzards and at present large quantities of snow are 
piled on the watersheds. With the advent of warmer weather or rains, which 
may come at any time now, this snow will melt and huge amounts of water will 
be released into various river basins. 

Of course, nothing that Congress could do, or anyone could do, could protect 
against this contingency. Fortunately, the work already done by the engineers 
and by the States and municipalities in the clearance, widening, and deepening 
and diking of the streams will permit the rush of water when it does come to 
flow more easily in the channels of the various rivers, but the engineers still 
believe that there is great danger of serious flooding in many places. 

This fact points up very graphically to all of us here the urgency of the entire 
flood-protection program in New England because conditions like these, entirely 
apart from hurricanes and great storms like the ones of last summer and fall 
which periodically visit our area, are more or less recurrent every spring and 
in past years have on many occasions sorely afflicted us. I think we are all 
agreed, then, that the need for flood-control projects has been established beyond 
the question of a doubt and it is only a question of how soon they can be com- 
pleted, what form they shall take, and how much the committee and Congress 
will appropriate for them this year. 

To this end extensive recommendations have been made by the engineers which 
are pending before you. Naturally, I endorse all those recommendations and 
strongly urge that they be adopted as soon as the committee can possibly act. 
In addition, I believe that certain other projects already authorized but which 
have not been recommended for planning at this time should be included in the 
bill. I refer especially to three Massachusetts projects: First, the one at West- 
ville in the Thames River Basin; secondly, the one at West Hill in the Black- 
stone River Basin; and thirdly, when and if authorized, the one at Littleville 
in the Connecticut River Basin. I believe that you are familiar with all these 
projects. I will briefly outline them. 

Westville is in the area of Southbridge, Mass., where such extremely great 
damage was done by the recent floods. It was authorized by the Flood Control 
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Act of 1941, and Congress in past years has made small planning appropriations. 
This project, as will be readily admitted by the engineers and as all the evidence 
indicates, is most essential to protecting Southbridge and downstream points on 
the Quinebaug River and to afford protection to the large plant of the American 
Optical Co. and other industries as well as homes and public services in the area. 

The engineers claim that this project can be more efficiently built after the one 
above it on the river at East Brimfield has been completed. They further state 
that there is a shortage of trained engineering personnel to allocate to the proj- 
ect at this time. I am not requesting or urging the committee to appropriate 
money for construction but merely a sufficient sum to complete the planning. 
If we make planning money available for this project it will be a great psycho- 
logical and morale-building factor for the people in the locality who have suffered 
grievous loss of life and property. Moreover, I am sure that the great Corps of 
Engineers, which is dealing annually with large multi-million-dollar projects, 
can find means of tackling and completing the plans, since the emergency char- 
acter of this protective work is so clearly indicated by all the evidence. 

The West Hill Reservoir on the Blackstone River is in a somewhat similar 
position—authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 and previous appropria- 
tion for planning made. This project is the only single project on the Blackstone 
River between Worcester and Woonsocket, R. I., and it is extremely important 
and urgent that planning money be provided now to complete the engineering 
studies, and proceed with the construction at a very early date. 

The third project is the one at Littleville, on the Connecticut River, also needed 
to prevent future flood damage. However, it has not been authorized as yet, 
and I respectfully ask that you appropriate planning money as and when the 
authorization is made by the House Public Works Committee. 

I would also like to bring to the attention of the committee the desirability 
of much larger working funds to be appropriated and made available to the 
engineers for use in their discretion in general work throughout the entire 
Northeast area, such as streim clearance, debris removal, diking streams, widen- 
ing and deepening of streams, removal of obstacles in the streams, repair and 
strengthening of small dams, straightening streams, diversion projects, and other 
engineering and construction operations of a general character which involve 
smaller but very important items. If sufficient funds can be provided for these 
purposes, which come well within the purview of current authority, great early 
results will be possible in curbing and eliminating flood dangers. 

Along this line, I would bring to your attention the pending bill introduced in 
the House by our esteemed majority leader, to which I filed a companion bill, 
which, in general terms, will authorize projects costing under $500,000 to be 
undertaken directly by the engineers. There is a possibility that this legislation 
will be reported by the committee in the near future, and I ask and urge in that 
event that you appropriate very generously to cover the type of situation con- 
templated by this bill. I think that action of this kind would be very effective, 
since it would permit immediate attack upon a great many conditions in the area 
which constitute a genuine peril. 

Let me say one final word. You gentlemen are informed more than anyone 
in the country as to means and methods the Federal Government has to combat 
flood conditions and protection against their recurrence. You have provided 
invaluable aid and assistance to many stricken communities. You have pro 
vided planning money in many instances in your discretion when in your judg- 
ment a serious emergency condition required action. In behalf of myself and 
the Massachusetts Flood Control Committee, I want to urge your very careful 
consideration of proposals which are pending before you for adequate, gen- 
erous flood appropriations to start this vital work and, in instances where plans 
are now available, to bring it to completion as rapidly as possible. I am sure 
that you will not be deterred in your action by technicalities or pretexts which 
may result in further delays in tackling projects of such imperative need that 
they should receive your prompt approval and be acted upon promptly by the 
Congress. 

It is hardly necessary for me to reiterate my feelings of appreciation for your 
past efforts and for the very careful consideration which, I know, you will 
accord to specific and general flood relief projects presently before your 
committee. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to present by views. 
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Following is a listing of flood-control projects for Massachusetts which have 
cleared the Bureau of the Budget: 


Adams____----..._--.-... $1, 976,000 | Hodges Village 

Barre Falls 1, 15v, vuu | North Adams________ adore 2, 000, 000 
Buffumville 1, 200, 000 | Worcester diversion 840, 000 
East Brimfield 340, 000 


The Bureau of the Budget has not requested any planning money for Massa- 
chusetts. Planning funds are needed for the following projects in Massachu- 
setts: 

Littleville, in the Connecticut Basin, when and if authorized ; 
Westville, the Thames Basin; and 
West Hill, the Blackstone Basin. 

The House Committee on Appropriations previously has approved funds for 
Massachusetts flood projects without Budget clearance. Barre Falls, for which 
construction contracts are now being advertised, is an excellent illustration 
of the committee’s foresight in meeting flood prevention needs of Massachusetts. 
In 1946, Congress voted $55,000 and in 1947 an additional $50,000. The Budget 
recommended no funds for these years. In 1948, the Bureau of the Budget 
recommended $10,000: Congress provided $42,000 that year. In 1949, the Budget 
Bureau asked for $20,000; Congress voted $50,000. In 1950, the Budget request 
was $10,000; Congress voted $20,000. 

During this 10-year period, 1946 to 1956, Congress voted $217,000 for Barre 
Falls in the face of a total Budget Bureau recommendation of $40,000. Where 
would this project be today if it had not been for the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the House? Certainly, not to the stage where construction will begin 
with the $300,000 provided in the supplemental 1956 fiscal year budget, approved 
earlier this year by the Congress. 

The Buffumville project in the Thames Basin is another illustration of the 
committee’s awareness of our needs. For instance, in 1946, the budget request 
was $10.000. Congress provided $24,000. In 1947, the budget made no provision 
for Buffumville, but the Congress voted $40,000. Here is another project ready 
for construction this year with the $100,000 provided in the supplemental 
aprropriation. 

Westville, in the Thames Basin, wou'd have a substantial effect on Southbridge 
in preventing future damage from floods to this community. Westville and 
East Brimfield are the key to adequate flood control for Southbridge. East 
Brimfield is recommended for construction funds in the 1957 fiscal appropria- 
tion. Congress has appropriated in past years a total of $79,000 for Westville 
planning, the last appropriation of $14,000 having been made in 1946. An 
appropriation of planning funds this year would advance considerably the 
construction date of this project. 

West Hill, in the Blackstone Basin, would materially lessen flood heights on 
the Blackstone River, thus benefiting the towns of Uxbridge, Millville, and 
Blackstone, all in my district. Its flood-prevention effects would also be felt 
in Rhode Island communities along the Blackstone, particularly the cities of 
Woonsocket, Pawtucket, and Providence. Congress last appropriated funds for 
this project in 1947, $40,000 for continued planning. A total of $83,000 has been 
provided to date by the Congress for West Hill planning. Additional planning 
funds this year would do much in advancing this much-needed project for the 
protection of the Blackstone Valley. 


Mr. Razavut. The committee will hear next from Mr. Donohue, 
of Massachusetts, who also desires to address himself particularly to 
the New England items. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HAROLD D. DONOHUE 


Mr. Dononvr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee 
may I express my continuing appreciation of your courtesy in granting 
this opportunity to again appear before you at this hearing on the 
current public-works program, which, under the civil functions section. 
includes appropriations for recommended flood control and flood pro- 
tection projects within my area and the Nation. 


* 
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Flood control and protection has, indeed, these past few years be- 
come one of our most pressing domestic problems, and the respon- 
sibility of the Federal Government to aid the various States and 
municipalities of the country in solving that problem is great. The 
extraordinary and unfortunate rapidity with which the ruinous visita- 
tions of the wildest elements of nature have followed one upon another 
throughout the country and particularly in New England has project- 
ed the imperative necessity of Federal legislation for assistance In 
flood control to the height of national and congressional consciousness. 

I should like to take this moment to most sincerely thank the chair- 
man and members of this committee, on behalf of my own people and 
I am sure the people of the country for devoting so much of your 
personal and committee time, well beyond the usual hours, to patient, 
earnest study of this flood disaster subject and your substantial action 
in attempting to conscientiously provide sufficient Federal money to 
grant help where it is needed. It is a trying and difficult job, as we, 
your colleagues, well know, and you have been and are now discharg- 
ing your obligation in an inspiring manner. 

I last presented testimony to you during your January hearings on 
the urgent deficiency appropriation bill, which has now already passed 
the Congress. The sympathetic understanding you extended to those 
then coming before you pleading for protection of their people’s lives 
and property and the speed with which this measure was handled is a 
historical tribute to the intense devotion to legislative duty of each and 
every one of you. 

On this particular occasion, I come before you to plead for your ap- 
proval of all the funds requested for the recommended projects al- 
ready initiated and listed and to earnestly ask your further action in 
approving additional funds in contemplation of particular projects, 
vitally needed in my area and other areas of the country, which have 
not yet but may well be authorized before this Congress concludes. As 
you well realize, many earnest and worthy pleas for flood protection 
assistance have been placed before you without sponsorship under- 
standing of the technicalities of our required legislative procedure. 
These people and the general public cannot be expected to know such 
technicalities of preliminary authorization, officially registered local 
willingness to participate, the required presurvey by the most efficient 
Corps of Army Engineers and other procedural standards that should 
be met before this committee and the Congress can properly con- 
sider them for approval. This is quite understandable and excusable 
because the general public has observed, during the frequent national 
disasters that have suddenly and violently struck so many areas of 
the country these past few years, the Army engineers and other execu- 
tive department agency units move in very quickly and assist them 
locally. They do not comprehend that this assistance must legally 
be restricted mainly to temporary relief aid for the emergency pro- 
tection of American lives and municipally owned public works and 
buildings. 

The general public appears, then, to be, unfortunately, under the 
impression that temporary emergency relief assistance by these Fed- 
eral Government units is practically the same as Federal participation 
for permanent relief construction and Federal participation in per- 
manent relief projects may be had by the presentation of a simple 
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and informal request to Congress. In this respect, it would seem 
that our newspapers and other information agencies could help clear 
up much of this public misunderstanding by the printing of instructive 
articles prominently placed on repeated occasions. The newspapers 
of my home city and surrounding communities have done an excellent 
job on this score, and they could well be emulated in other sections 
of the country. 

In any case, a great many individual bills for special projects, 
sponsored by a great many members of this body on behalf of their 
people, are now before the House Public Works Committee, and it is 
possible that many of them may yet be approvingly acted upon. The 
objectives of these individual measures are as serious as life and death 
to the localities that will be affected, and it is for that primary reason 
that I solicit this committee to favorably consider the recommendation 
of appropriations even more than sufficient to cover all these projects ; 
if the proposals are not eventually approved, nothing will be lost to 
the Government, while on the other hand, if they are approved and 
too much time elapses before a further appropriation, the Lord alone 
knows how many lives may be lost and how much property will be 
destroyed. 

I am, indeed, sympathetic with and understanding of the supplica- 
tions of my colleagues from other sections of the country on behalf 
of the flood-control projects needed in their States, and I exhort your 
favorable attention to them. Quite naturally and humanly, I am, 
of course, primarily concerned here with the flood protection and 
control projects of vital importance to the continuing preservation of 
the lives and property of the people within my own State and area. 
Within these past 3 years, Massachusetts and New England have been 
visited in quick succession with an unprecedented series of unparal- 
leled natural disasters. First it was tornadoes, after which came 
hurricanes, then raging floods, and finally, 3 of the greatest blizzards 
in our history within 10 days. At this moment, in Massachusetts and 
New England, any quick thaw of the enormous amount of snow 
presently existing, and that is an ever-threatening danger during this 
season of changes, would be another major catastrophe and we are 
just praying that the good Lord will protect us from any additional 
floods for which we are still seriously unprepared. 

The list of particular flood-control projects for Massachusetts which 
has been recommended by the Army engineers and cleared by the 
Bureau of the Budget is in your hands, and I am not going to intrude 
upon the time of this committee with repetitious recitation of the 
details of their urgency. That has been repeatedly and superbly done 
already by my esteemed friend and distinguished colleague, Congress- 
man, Philbin, who has spoken to you on behalf of his own district 
and as chairman of the Massachusetts delegation State flood-control 
committee. No one could present a more scholarly or more eloquent 
explanation than he has and the people of Massachusetts are indeed 
indebted to him. 

He has explained to you the pressing need for the approval of 
planning funds for the Littleville, the Westville, and particularly, 
the West Hill Dam, known as the Blackstone Basin. I would like to 
be permitted to join in his appeal to you for planning funds for all 
these projects and especially the Blackstone Basin project which is 
designed to materially control the rising flood heights on the Black- 
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stone River, which is a recurring threat to the lives and property of 
the people affected by the river as it “sere through the Massachusetts 
towns of Uxbridge, Millville, and Blackstone down into the State of 
Rhode Island. The people and the businesses in this area have expe- 
rienced tremendous personal hardships and financial losses because 
of the repeated floodings and inadequate control barriers during 
extraordinarily heavy rainfalls and excessive downward flow from 
water sources on the river above. This situation is of immediate 
urgency to thousands of residents and industries and eminently de- 
serves the favorable consideration of your committee for planning 
funds leading to permanent corrective construction and, meanwhile, 
to permit the Army engineers to lend their assistance by prompt 
erection of some temporary controls or dredging. 

With respect to my home city of Worcester, Mass., I especially 
desire to express to this committee the gratitude of myself and my 
people for your approval in the urgent deficiency appropriation of 
the sum of $60,000 to permit the Army Corps of Engineers to com- 
plete their resurvey of the Worcester diversionary tunnel flood-control 
project. In this program before you, there is included and recom- 
mended the sum of $840,000 to begin the construction of this tunnel 
next year. When I appeared before this committee last January 18, 
I presented a detailed explanation of the need and urgency of this 
flood-protection project for the safety of the people of my city and 
area. 

I am not going to repeat all those details again now, but I would 
like to emphasize that the authoritative voice of the Army Corps of 
Engineers has been registered in recommendation of this tunnel as 
a vitally needed project. They have also testified to you that the 
project is of superior justification economically because the benefits 
that will derive are far greater than the cost and that the ratio of 
annual benefit to annual cost is high above the average that is re- 
quired. Since the absolute need and the positive merit of the Worces- 
ter diversionary-tunnel project remain unquestioned and it has re- 
ceived the preliminary approval of this committee, may I respectfully 
but earnestly ask your speedy approval of this appropriation for 
construction beginning, because without this continuing appropria- 
tion approval, your previous deficiency appropriation approval would 
be in vain and, indeed, in waste. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, there is, indeed, no 
need for me to attempt to dramatically exaggerate the effects upon 
my State of Massachusetts and the New England area of the natural 
disasters, particularly of floods, that have been visited upon us these 
past few years. The truth has been well publicized throughout the 
country and is impressive in its terribleness. The aftermath of the 
ilood disasters alone in loss of lives, property damage, lost employment, 
and lost business is staggering to the imagination. Precise figures 
may never be established, but the financial losses are unquestionably 
in the billions according to authoritative accountants. The family 
tragedies through the loss of loved members will never be erased 
from our consciences if we do not take prompt, sensible steps to 
prevent death from striking down our people in this manner again, 
and that is the principal reason I am before you today, in discharge 
of my moral obligation as an elected Representative, asking for 
reasonable Federal assistance to my region. 
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The people of Massachusetts and New England have never evidenced 
any desire to be simple wards of the Federal Government, nor are we 
so doing now. We truly believe we have always contributed more 
than our full share, both in lives and material wealth, to the Federal 
Government for the general national welfare. It is simply and solely 
in recognition that our regional problem affects the whole national 
welfare that we are now asking Federal aid in our flood-control and 
natural-disaster problems. Our people can be counted upon now, as 
always, to exhaust the limit of their own initiative and resources in 
helping to solve their own area problems. 

To extend Federal aid in this manner for this purpose is not in 
contravention of any congressional tradition or precedent. In my 
sincere judgment, the whole history of congressional action in relation 
to water control and waterpower impressively reveals the continuing 
congressional conviction and intent that our water resources should be 
developed and controlled in a manner to assure their greatest contribu- 
tion to the national economic growth, strength, and general welfare. 

In pursuit of that policy and intent, the Congress has repeatedly 
demonstrated their belief that in any regional water-control problem 
the Federal Government should assume a major share of responsibility 
when Federal participation is necessary to safeguard the national 
interest or to accomplish broad regional objectives of national import 
where projects, because of size, complexity, or potential multiple 
benefits, are beyond the means of local communities and private enter- 
prise. Within these principles of Federal Government activity, I 
believe the great regional New England water-control problem lies; 
and the Federal Government must with promptness assume their 
moral, patriotic, and financial obligation in granting assistance for 
the solution of the problem. 

The United States has granted, in Christian generosity, untold bil- 
lions of needed aid to desperate people in foreign lands, and as a Chris- 
tian nation we can be modestly proud of such action. It is, at the very 
least, a gamble on the side of God. However, the willing and patriotic 
taxpayers of our own country have a prior and predominant claim 
on the resources of this Government, and it will be a national disgrace 
if the imperative and immediate needs of our New England and other 
flood-ravaged regions are not provided for with full Federal assist- 
ance before disaster comes again. 

I thank the committee for their courtesy to me and demonstrated 
interest in my people. I know that you will give your utmost consid- 
eration to the merit of all the flood-control projects that are before 
you and that have been proposed. I earnestly hope you will see fit 
to recommend appropriations sufficient to cover them all and to insure 
their completion at the earliest practicable date in the national interest. 


Marcu 22, 1956. 


Biack Rock CHANNEL AND ToNAWANDA Harpor, N, Y. 
WITNESS 

HON. WILLIAM E. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 

FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

Mr. Razavt. Is Mr. Miller here ? 

Mr. Miutier. Mr. Chairman, I am here in support of the Black Rock 
Channel Tonawanda Harbor project, which was authorized in the: 
83d Congress calling for a Federal participation of $287,000. 
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Mr. Ranavt. All right. 
Mr. Mituer. My name is William FE. Miller and I represent the 
40th Congressional District of New York in which is located the 

roject referred to as Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor, 
N. Y. By Public Law 780, enacted in the 83d Congress 2d session, 
there was authorized, at: an: estimated cost of $270,000, certain work 
for the deepening and improving of the Tonawanda inner harbor 
which authorization was based upon a report of the Corps of Army 
Engineers requested by a resolution of the House Subcommittee of 
Rivers and Harbors adopted October 26, 1946, and subsequent reports. 
Four alternate proposals for necessary improvements in the Black 
Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor, the cost varying from $54 
million to $455,000 were suggested in these same reports by the Corps 
of Army Engineers but were not recommended because of their failure 
to meet the accepted formula of benefit-cost ratio. What was recom- 
mended by the Corps of Army Engineers and what has been author- 
ized by law is the very least which should now be done for these people 
living in a highly industrialized section of the Niagara frontier and 
is something, if they are to competitively survive, which must be 
done immediately. 

Tonawanda is located between Buffalo and Niagara Falls in the 
northern tip of Lake Erie, and the area principally affected by the 
commercial aspects of Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor 
comprises two counties with a population of over 1,100,000 people. 
Because of the impact of the St. Lawrence seaway upon the Niagara 
frontier it is ever so gratifying and vital that the present project for 
the Niagara River also provides for a depth of 21 feet from Buffalo 
Harbor north. But, unfortunately, the million people whom I am 
representing here today are faced with the fact that although the 
Niagara River and the approach channels to the Tonawanda inner 
harbor are either 21 feet deep or present projects are now underway 
for such depths, the Tonawanda inner harbor has only a depth of 16 
feet and all vessels now using the approach channels of 21 feet must 
be lightened or unloaded before they can proceed to the terminals in 
Tonawanda Harbor. 

In the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors of 
the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, dated November 20, 
1953, the district engineer evaluated the annual benefits of this project 
at $103,800 for savings in transportation charges on receipt of 95,000 
tons of pulpwood, stone, and coal by two concerns. Based upon this 
figure, the entire project, including the matching funds provided by 
the local interests affected would be almost paid for in 5 years, and 
based upon those figures the district engineer estimated that the bene- 
fit-cost ratio of this project which I am here supporting today is 4.27. 
However, the fact remains that the situation is far different today 
from the date of that report and I think will prove to this committee 
the absolute necessity for immediate action on this project by this 
committee. 

During 1955 the Gravel Products Corp. received 120,000 tons of 
stone, the International Paper Co., received over 45,000 tons of wood- 
pulp, the R. T. Jones Lumber Co. received over 12,000 tons of lumber, 
all of which would be directly benefited by this project and which is 
far in excess of the tonnage figure used in 1953 in order to compute 
the benefit-cost ratio. All this project contemplates is the deepening 
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of the lower 1,500 feet of Tonawanda inner harbor to 21 feet, includ- 
ing a slight enlargement of the turning basin, and it will be disastrous 
eventually to the companies above named, in addition to the Wickwire 
Spencer steel division of the Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp. and the 
Tonawanda iron division of American Radiator & Standard Sanitary 
Corp., if this is not done immediately. 

Actually as I stated earlier, this is the minimum which must be 
done immediately if we, affected directly by the commerce in the Black 
Rock Channel and Tonawanda Harbor, are to retain the industries 
now using that harbor and much more will remain to be done in order 
that we may attract new industry and expand our industrial activity 
in proportion to its potential as rer and adequate improvements 
are made in regard to this Black Rock Channel and Tonawanda 
Harbor. 


That concludes my statement and with the committee’s permission 
I would also like to have placed in your record, a letter I have received 
on this subject from Mr. Arthur Hayes, manager of the International 
Paper Company. 

Mr. Rasaut. Without objection that will be inserted in the record. 


INTERNATIONAL PAPER Co., 
New York, N. Y., March 19, 1956. 


Re Rivers and Harbors Act of 1954 deepening of channel from Black Rock to 
Tonawanda Harbor. 


SUBCOMMTTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: In support of appropriations in the matter of deepening the 
channel from Black Rock to Tonawanda Harbor, to a depth of 21 feet, the un- 
dersigned respectfully submits the following: 

The necessity for such deepening is to permit larger boats with a deeper draft 
to enter and use such harbor for the purpose of bringing in and taking out 
various products used and manufactured by the undersigned and various other 
industries with plants located in that vicinity. 

The project has long been recognized as we are advised as one necessary and 
recommended and has awaited its turn for an appropriation for a substantial 
period of time. 

Products shipped on said harbor consist of fuel oil, gasoline, pulpwood, lum- 
ber, iron ore, extensively and other items in smaller quantities. 

Such items are essential and the production and shipment thereof in sub- 
stantial quantities are an important aspect of the national economy. 

Estimates of tonnages of some of said items are as follows: 


The Wickwire Spencer steel division of Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp.: 
Gross tons 
Received ore and lime 
Shipped 
Gravel Products Corp.: Received 
R. T. Jones Lumber Corp.: Received lumber 
International Paper Co.: Received woodpulp 
Tonawanda iron division of American Radiator & Standard Sanitary 
Corp. : 
Received ore 
Received limestone 


Estimates of the tonnage of fuel oil and gasoline could not be obtained but 
it is substantial. 

The present use of such harbor coupled with the use of the Great Lakes and 
Erie Barge Canal and its future increased use having in mind the St. Lawrence 
seaway project substantiate the advisability and necessity of increasing the 
depth of such harbor at the earliest possible moment. 

Respectfully submitted. 

By ArtHur C. Hayes, Manager. 
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Mr. Raxsaut. All right. Congressman Bonner, of North Carolina. 


OreEGON INLET, NortH CAROLINA 


WITNESSES 


HON. HERBERT C. BONNER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

LAWRENCE L. SWAIN 

J. W. DAVIS 

STANLEY WAHAB 

W. H. POTTER 

ALVAH WARD, JR. 


Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman, my name is Herbert C. Bonner. | 
represent the First Congressional District, of North Carolina. 

I desire to present to the committee two projects. The first project 
is contained in House Document 770 of the 80th Congress, known as 
Far Creek, N. C. 

At Far Creek, there is an existing project maintained by the United 
States Corps of Engineers. The present project is of a 7-foot depth, 
the additional authorized project is for 12 feet, to make the harbor 
conform to the inland waterway. 

The harbor is the only means of transportation within 70 miles of 
the area. There is no railroad in the area. 

This is the project referring to Coast and Geodetic maps. It serves 
about 200,000 acres of farm and woodland at this point. And the 
cost of the project is $80,000. 

Mr. Rasavut. Have you a statement on that first project? 

Mr. Bonner. This is the first project. 

Mr. Rasaut. Are you still on the first project? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Rasaut. All right. Go ahead. 

Mr. Bonner. The entire matter is the improvement of this harbor. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

Mr. Bonner. The situation can better be demonstrated by picture 
I present showing the congestion and size of vessels, Mr. Chairman. 
There is a granary in this harbor, if you gentlemen will look at it. 
There is a ship that draws 10 feet of water. They can only load the 
shi feet, and then they have to take it out to the 12-foot water 

and bate e the rest of the freight out to it. 

That i is a large granary. There is a lot of grain exported from that 
harbor, and it entails a tremendous cost to move a ship out into the 
12-foot contour and barge the freight out to it. 

Now, if you will take a look at these small pictures, Mr. Chairman, 
in addition to that, the harbor is at times so congested by fish traw lers 
and shrimp trawlers and freight boats that they simply cannot get in. 

It is the depth that we are after, sir. It is an authorized project 
at the present time of 7 feet. And this document has authorized it 
to 12 feet. And I ask, Mr. Chairman, that that item be included in 
the small projects under $150,000, which is taken care of in your 
general appropriation. 

Mr. Rasaut. All right. 
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Mr. Bonner. The next project, Mr. Chairman, is known as Oregon 
Inlet. It is contained in House Document 310 of the 81st Congress, 
Ist session. This project is to build a 14-foot channel through 
Oregon Inlet to Pamlico Sound, and from the sound side of the inlet, 
12 feet on to the 12-foot depth of the inland waterway that exists in 
the sound. 

This project lies wholly within the area of the National Seashore 
Park, which lies north of Oregon Inlet and down to Ocracoke Inlet; 
all is included in the National Seashore Park. The Federal Govern- 
ment owns all the land from here right on down this coast, this outer 
coast, except the land in the small villages. The State maintains 
four large ferries across this inlet, and the ferries have difficulty in 
navigating across the inlet due to the shift that is caused in the channel 
in the inlet, which affects the navigation of the State free ferries 
across the inlet, and with the digging of this inlet to 14 feet, it will so 
stabilize it as to do away with that situation. 

Mr. Rasaut. What is the estimated cost? 

Mr. Bonner. The estimated cost, Mr. Chairman, on the entire 
project—the project includes the channel here, then the 12 feet across 
here to this deep water and a channel up here and a channel in here. 
But I am not asking, Mr. Chairman, for the entire project. I am 
merely asking for the channel across the inlet and out to the 12 feet. 
The engineers have reduced the overhead cost of the entire project 
to $570,000 for this part of the project. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, on the south side of the inlet, there is a Coast 
Guard station here. On the north side of the inlet, the State highway 
has a basin for their ferries and the National Park Service has a 
mariana for yachts and trawlers. I wrote to the keeper of this 
basin “the Mariana” to get figures of the use of this inlet. I also 
wrote to the officer in charge of the Coast Guard to get figures of the 
utilization of the inlet by boats, on the south side. 

I read you a letter from the keeper of the basin on the north side 
of the inlet: 

. a regards to data you wanted on trawlers and for hire boats that use Oregon 
niet— 


and so forth— 


we had 76 trawlers docked here at the basin at one time, ranging in length from 
32 feet up to 59 feet with the larger boats drawing approximately 5% feet draft. 
At that same time there were 16 trawlers anchored in the inlet that were drawing 
6 to 7 feet that could not reach the basin to unload orfuelup. One of the trawlers, 
a 75-footer, drawing 6% feet was low on fuel and water and came into the basin 
on an unusually high tide, and had to wait 3 days before he could get a tide high 
enough to get out again. It is practically impossible for a boat drawing more than 
3% feet to reach Wanchese from Oregon Inlet or for boats using inland waters to 
reach the inlet. There was a total of approximately 112 trawlers using the inlet 
this winter and out of the 112 trawlers only 12 of them were from Virginia. 


Many trawlers came from the south as far as the gulf. 

He goes on to give the different size. 

Mr. Raxpavt. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. In addition to the 112 trawlers there were about 95 
smaller boats which are for sport fishing and for hire and that type 
of boat used in the inlet. 
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Now, that is on the north side. And I will submit this for the 
record, sir. 

Mr. Rapavut. Without objection. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


Wancuesse, N. C., February 25, 1956 
Mr. Herpert C. Bonner, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: I was very pleased to receive your letter and hope this 
finds you well and in the best of health. 

In regards to data you wanted on trawlers and for-hire boats, that use Oregon 
Inlet. Eighty percent of the trawlers used the basin at the inlet, because they 
were drawing too much water to reach Wanchese. We had 76 trawlers docked 
hure at the basin at one time, ranging in length from 32 feet up to 59 feet with the 
larger boats drawing approximately 5 feet draft. At that same time there were 16 
trawlers anchored in the inlet that were drawing 6 to 7 feet that could not reach 
the basin, to unload or fuel up. One of the trawlers, a 75-footer, drawing 6% feet 
was low on fuel and water and came into the basin on an unusually high tide, and 
had to wait 3 days before he could get a tide high enough to get out again. It is 
practically impossible for a boat drawing more than 3% feet to reach Wanchese 
from Oregon Inlet or for boats using inland waters to reach the inlet. There 
was a total of approximately 112 trawlers using the inlet this winter and out of 
the 112 trawlers only 2 of them were from Virginia, the other 110 were from 
Wanchese, Manteo, Stumpy Point, Englehard, Cape Hatteras, Belhaven, More- 
head City, Beaufort and Atlantic, N. C. 

I would say from information gathered from various trawler captains, that 
there are 100 more boats from Virginia and North Carolina that would use 
Oregon Inlet, if there were enough water for the larger boats. In the summer 
during sport fishing there are 51 boats for hire using the inlet. Also there are 
approximately 30 private-owned yachts and boats from 20 feet to 50 feet using 
the inlet. 

The for-hire boats range in length from 28 feet up to 50 feet. There is also 
a large fleet cf mackerel fishing boats from Virginia, that would use Oregon Inlet; 
but from past experiences at Oregon Inlet, they are afraid to take the chances 
and risks involved as this type fishing is done at night and the local fishermen 
have given up this type fishing for the same reason. 

In season of 1955 the for-hire boats made approximately 4,800 round trips from 
Wanchese, Manteo, and the basin at Oregon Inlet to fishing grounds. Well, 
Mr. Bonner, I hope I have been of some help to you, and if you would like any 
more data on the exact amount of trips I will be glad to obtain them for you 
from the other fishing centers. 

I will close for now, looking forward to having you come down for 4 fishing trip 
this summer; let me know when it is convenient for you to come. 

Best regards, 
Tosy TILvert, 
Manager Boat Basin, North Side Oregon Inlet, N. C. 


Mr. Bonner. And this letter is from the United States Coast 
Guard, the commanding officer at the Coast Guard station on the 
south.side of the inlet: 

From October 24, 1955, to February 23, 1956, 429 commercial fishing vessels 
have passed through Oregon Inlet, in and out. 

Fifty United States Government vessels, not counting Coast Guard boats. 

They range in length from 32 feet to 65 feet. 

And he goes on and gives in this letter the number of boardings 
that were made by the Coast Guard on these vessels, and then the 
number of smaller vessels that use this inlet. 

Mr. Rasavut. Without objection, that will be placed in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
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RopanTuHEA, N. C., February 23, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear CoNGRESSMAN Bonner: 1. In reply to your letter of February 20, 1956, 
; - glad to be able to supply you with the following data on vessels using Oregon 

niet. 

2. Having completed the project of placing aids to navigation in Davis Slough 
channel leading from Oregon Inlet to Pamlico Sound on October 24, 1955, I 
requested my men standing lookout watch to record all water traffic passing in 
and out of Oregon Inlet and the following is the result to date. 

3. From October 24, 1955, to Februrary 23, 1956, 429 commercial fishing vessels 
have passed through Oregon Inlet, in and out. 

4. Fifty United States Government vessels, not counting Coast Guard boats. 

5. They range in length from 32 feet to 65 feet. 

6. Thirty-one fishing trawlers have been boarded and inspected by this unit. 

7. To give you an idea as to size of these boats, 26 of the 31 boarded were 
documented vessels of 5 tons and over. 

8. Vessels of this class require approximately 6 feet of water for good and safe 
maneuvering. 

9. This unit has received several inquiries from larger trawlers concerning enter- 
ing Oregon Inlet. They were advised against it due to the depth of water on the 
bar and that only a limited amount of turning space was available inside of this 
inlet. 

10. There were 65 party fishing boats for hire operating out of Oregon Inlet 
last season; 55 of these were boarded and inspected by this unit. 

11. It is estimated that the number of party boats will reach 75 this season. 

12. This unit is in process of formulating a plan whereby we can obtain 100 
pesvees boarding and inspection this season of my assigned area, which included 

tumpy Point, Manns Harbor, Wanchese, Manteo, Rodanthe, Waves, and Salvo. 

13. It is estimated that motorboats in the 16- to 26-foot class will increase by 
approximately 75 vessels, as this is the class that can be carried around on trailers 
and launched from the beach. 

I am anticipating the largest year ever in water traffic at Oregon Inlet. Hoping 
that I can impress on the patrons that this is a fine body of water to fish, but a 


place to be traversed and operated in with caution, and that all approved safety 
methods must be used. 
Glad to be of service at any time. 
Sincerely, 


Wooprow W. Epwarps, 
Officer in Charge, United States Coast Guard Lifeboat Station, South Side, 
Oregon Inlet, N. C. 


Mr. Bonner. I have, Mr. Chairman, a letter from the Director 
of the United States Park Service, who commends this project, and 
states that the Park Service is interested. I submit that for the 
record. 

Mr. Rasavut. Without objection, we will submit that for the 
record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
NATIONAL PARK SBRVICE, 
Washington, D. C., March 21, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Bonner: Your letter of March 16 requests that the National 
Park Service express its interest in a proposed project by the Corps of Engineers 
for deepening and stabilizing Oregon Inlet, adjacent to Cape Hatteras National 
Seashore, N. C. 

The National Park Service is interested in any extension or development of 
facilities in the vicinity of the area; those which improve access thereto, would 
augment the limited existing developments, facilitate the administration of the 
area and provide for increased visitor use. 
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Your continued interest in areas administered by the National Park Service, 
and Cape Hatteras National Seashore in particular, is appreciated. 


incerely yours, 
Conrap 8. Wirtn, Director. 


Mr. Bonnur. I have here a letter from the Governor of North 
Carolina, who has expressed an interest and is asking for favorable 
consideration. 

Mr. Rasavut. That will be included. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


STateE oF NortH CAROLINA, 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE, 
Raleigh, March 20, 1956. 
Hon, HERBERT C. BONNER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BonNER: The existing project for Manteo (Shallowbag) 
Bay, N. C., provides for a channel 14 feet deep and 400 feet wide from the Atlantic 
Ocean over the bar and through Oregon Inlet, thence 12 by 100 feet via Old House 
Channel to that depth in Pamlico Sound; a channel 12 feet deep by 100 feet from 
Oregon Inlet to and including a turning basin 12 feet deep by 600 feet at Manteo; 
a side channel 12 by 100 feet from the Manteo-Oregon Inlet Channel in Roanoke 
Sound to wharves in Mill Creek near Wanchese, including a turning basin 200 
feet square; and a connecting channel 6 by 100 feet from the Manteo-Oregon Inlet 
Channel in Roanoke Sound to that depth in Albemarle Sound. 

The project is about 14 percent completed. The 6-foot channel from Roanoke 
Sound to Manteo was completed in 1911, and a 6-foot channel to Oregon Inlet 
was dredged in 1955. No work has been done on the 14-foot channel from the 
ocean through Oregon Inlet, nor the 12-foot channels from Oregon Inlet to Man- 
teo, Pamlico Sound, and Mill Creek, nor the basins included in the project. 

I wish to express my interest and that of the department of conservation and 
development in the completion of the project, particularly the channel from the 
ocean over the bar and through the inlet and the channels from the inlet to 
Pamlico Sound and Manteo. 

Sincerely yours, 
LuTHER H. Hopaes, Governor. 


Mr. Bonner. The State highway commission is greatly interested 
in the project, because the State, not at any Federal cost whatsoever, 
has built a highway to this inlet within the National Seashore Park 
and has built a highway from the south side of the inlet all the way 
through the National Seashore Park, and all of that is Government 
property, and there has not been one dollar of Government money 
spent on this highway. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. That may go in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


STATE OF NoRTH CAROLINA, 
StaTE Highway aNpD Purtic Works Commission, 
Hertford, N. C., March 20, 1956. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 14 
in which you state you are going to appear before the subcommittee of the Ap- 
propriations Committee handling civil functions (river and iuarbor projects) for 
the east coast Thursday, March 22. 

Mr. Winslow is out of town and will not return until Sunday, March 25. I 
am quite sure he and the highway commission are vitally interested in Oregon 
Inlet and an eventual bridge. If he were here I am confident he would express 
his interest in this project. 


Sincerely, 
CATHERINE ROUNTREE, Secretary. 





602 


Srate oF Norts CaRo.ina, 
State Highway AND Pusiic Works Commission, 
Raleigh, N. C., March 22, 1956. 
Hon. Herspert C. BONNER, 
Member of Congress, 
First North Carolina Congressional District, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Bonner: I am advised that efforts will be made to secure 
Federal funds with which to straighten and deepen the channel at Oregon Inlet, 
N. C., this work to be done under the supervision and direction of the United 
States Corps of Engineers. 

As you know, the North Carolina State Highway and Public Works Commission 
operates a toll-free ferry across Oregon Inlet, using for this purpose four ferryboats 
(converted LCU’s). During the month of February 1956 we conveyed a total 
of 4,715 vehicles across Oregon Inlet; this being a daily average of more than 
162 vehicles. 

At the present time the depth of the water in a large part of the inlet is very 
shallow and the channel changes location frequently, thus causing our ferry 
operation to be somewhat hazardous and to be compelled to follow the shifting 
of the channel. We are, therefore, never able to make a direct run from one 
side to the other, but cross more in the shape of the letter S. 

The deepening of Oregon Inlet would greatly simplify our ferry operation, 
would improve the safety factor, and would make it feasible to operate ferries 
during the night hours which we are not able to do under existing conditions. 

The volume of traffic using this ferry and going to points within the Cape 
Hatteras National Seashore Recreational Park area is increasing very rapidly 
and the deenening and stabilization of the channel would be of material benefit to 
the North Carolina State Highway and Public Works Commission if a project 
covering the construction of a bridge at this location is considered. 

As chairman of the highway commission, I wish you to have the information 
contained in this letter. Certainly, the expenditure of funds for the deevening 
and stabilizing of the channel at Oregon Inlet would be a capital outlay of funds 
that would pay handsome dividends in coming years. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, ‘ 
A. H. Granam, Chairman. 

Mr. Bonner. I have with me, Mr. Chairman, Colonel Snow, who 
was formerly with the Corps of Engineers, and was district engineer 
of North Carolina at one time, who is very familiar with the project. 

Mr. Rasavur. Have you got a statement you want to submit for 
the record? 

Mr. Snow. I haven’t got it typed, sir. It was just recently 
prepared. 

Mr. Ranaut. Suppose you prepare it and submit it for the record, 
and we will place it in the record. 

Will that be all right with you? 

Mr. Snow. If it is with Congressman Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, sir; of course, we conform ourselves to your 
pleasure. 

Mr. Rasavt. Colonel, if you will prepare your statement and the 
next day or so have it typed out, and the Congressman will help out 
with that in his office, the clerk will have it put in the record at this 
point. 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Do you have the colonel’s name? 

Mr. Snow. B. C. Snow. I am now chief engineer of the water 
resources division of the North Carolina Department of Conservation 
and Development. 
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Mr. Rasavtr. Thank you, Colonel. 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Snow is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Cou. B. C. Snow, Unitep States Army (Retrrep), Crier En- 
GINEER, Division OF WATER REsoOURCES, INLETS AND CoAsTAL WATERWAYS, 
NortH CaROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 


I served for approximately 30 years as an officer in the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army. During part of that service, 1 was on duty as district 
engineer, Wilmington district, Corps of Engineers, and have a comprehensive 
knowledge of North Carolina navigation projects. 

Far Creek, in Hyde County, flows into Pamlico Sound about 95 miles south 
of Norfolk, Va. The existing project, authorized as a result of a report of the 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated February 12, 1948, and 
contained in House Document No. 770, 80th Congress, 2d session, provides for 
a channel 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide from that depth in Pamlico Sound into 
the estuary, a distance of about 1.9 miles, thence 12 feet deep und 80 feet wide 
to about 200 feet below the highway bridge in Engelhard, a distance of about 
0.8 mile, with a turning basin of same depth, about 200 by 900 feet, at the head 

The existing project is about 25 percent completed. A 7-foot channel was 
completed in 1931; no work has been done on increasing the depth of the channel 
and basin to 12 feet. Costs have been $34,500 for new work. 

Average annual water-borne commerce over this waterway for the period 
1949-53, exclusive of 47,250 tons of sand and gravel for road work in 1950 and 
24,000 tons in 1952, was about 5,900 tons, principally petroleum and sea food. 
Commerce in 1953, when no sand and gravel was transported, totaled about 
11,300 tons, of which about 7,000 tons were corn and soybeans. When this 
project is completed to authorized dimensions, it is expected that commerce, 
particularly in grain and soybeans, will greatly increase. 

Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay is on the northeast side of Roanoke Island, about 
13 miles northwest of Oregon Inlet, the northernmost existing inlet through the 
barrier beach from the ocean. The existing project, authorized as a result of a 
report of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated July 13, 1949, 
and cortained in House Document No. 310, 81st Congress, lst session, provides 
for the following features: 

A channel 14 feet deep and 400 feet wide, from the Atlantic Ocean over 
the bar and through Oregon Inlet, thence 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide via 
Old House Channel to that depth in Pamlico Sound; a channel, 12 feet deep 
and 100 feet wide from Oregon Inlet to and including a turning basin, 12 
feet deep, 200 feet wide, and 600 feet long, at Manteo, Roanoke Island; a 
side channel, 12 feet deep and 100 feet wide, from the Manteo-Oregon Inlet 
Channel! in Roanoke Sound to wharves in Mill Creek, Roanoke Island, in- 
cluding a turning basin 200 feet square; and a connecting channel, 6 feet 
deep and 100 feet wide, from the Manteo-Oregon Inlet Channel in Roanoke 
Sound to that depth in Albemarle Sound. 

The project is about 14 percent completed. The 6-foot channel from Roanoke 
Sound to Manteo was completed in 1911, and 3 6-foot channel to Oregon Inlet 
was dredged in 1941. . The completed work has cost $63,400. No work has been 
done or the 14-foot channel from the ocean through Oregon Inlet, nor the 12-foot 
channels from Oregon Inlet to Manteo, Pamlico Sound, and Mill Creek, nor the 
basins included in the project. 

The total average annual commerce over this waterway was about 14,900 tons 
during the period 1949-53, principally petroleum products. Commerce in 1953 
totaled about 14,400 tons. When the project is completed, it is expected that 
the commercial fishing industry will be greatly expanded with a concomitant 
increase in fish and shellfish transported. 

If Oregon Inlet is — as authorized, there would be a large increase in 
the fish taken between Cape Henry and Cape Hatteras, and a large part of it 
would be handled at Manteo and Wanchese. Reports of Federal and other 
agencies indicate that the fishing grounds off the North Carolina coast are not 
developed to the extent that they are elsewhere. 

Between 100 and 150 fish trawlers operated between Cape Henry and Cape 
Hatteras, according to a 1948 report of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Vessels generally deliver fish to their home ports. In bad weahter, 
they deliver them to the market easier to reach, resulting in hauls much longer 
than usual. Because of the danger in rounding Cape Hatteras in bad weather 
to get to Hatteras Inlet and inability to navigate Oregon Inlet, North Carolina- 
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based vessels deliver more fish to the Norfolk area than to North Carolina points. 

It has been estimated that one-fourth as much fish, taken by trawlers between 
Cape Hatteras and Oregon Inlet, is delivered to North Carolina points as to the 
Norfolk area, and that one-half of the fish, delivered to the Norfolk area or to 
North Carolina points by rounding Cape Hatteras, would be delivered aanually 
to points on Roanoke Island if the improvement were provided. If one-half of 
the catch were delivered to points on Roanoke Island, it would probably be the 
vessels, which would save the most travel by so doing, that generally would so 
deliver their catches. It takes about 6 hours to make a round trip from fishing 
grounds off Oregon Inlet to points on Roanoke Island. The round trip from 
fishing grounds off Oregon Inlet to the Norfolk area requires about 24 hours. 

The benefit-cost ratio of the completion of the existing project (annual evaluated 
benefits, $193,455; annual charges, $137,470) is 1.40. he district engineer, 
Wilmington district, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, concluded, in his 
report dated December 10, 1948, that no plan of improvement, requiring stabili- 
zation of the bar channel by jetties, was economically justified at that time, and 
that the comparative stability of Oregon Inlet for the past 17 years or more and 
the condition of the bar and gorge at that time indicated that, without jetties, 
the channel through the offshore bar could be maintained by a small seagoing 
hopper dredge at a justified annual cost. His report stated that the improvement 
would make it safer for smaller vessels to venture out to sea and would presumably 
greatly increase the catch, between Cape Henry and Cape Hatteras, of food fish 
and menhaden. The report further stated that the evaluated benefits include 
those of commercial navigation of importance to a number of semi-isolated com- 
munities and to the operators of the Coast Guard Station, closer markets for the 
catch when necessary or desirable, access to inland waters, and a harbor of refuge 
from storms, and that, among benefits not evaluated monetarily, are those that 
might result from increased pleasure fishing and other recreational facilities. 
The district engineer stated that marine insurance rates would be substantially 
lowered, and that the improvement would greatly increase the development of 
fishing between Cape Henry and Cape Hatteras and would decidedly increase the 
general welfare. 


Mr. Bonner. Now, Mr. Chairman, I have citizens from North 
Carolina with me. 

Mr. Rasavur. Will you put their names in the record? 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Lawrence Swain, who is the chairman of the 
county board of commissioners of Dare County, in which this project 


lies. 

Mr. Swain. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

Mr. Bonner. Then I have Mr. Davis, who is a prominent citizen 
of this area. 

Mr. Rapaut. Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Stanley Wahab of this area; Mr. W. H. Potter. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Potter comes here representing the trawler 
fishermen of North Carolina, whose vessels use this inlet and use all 
the waters in and around Diamond Shoals and the coast of North 
Carolina for fishing. And not only does this inlet serve vessels from 
North Carolina; it serves vessels from the Chesapeake Bay and ves- 
sels from as far as the Gulf come up in this area off Diamond Shoals to 
fish. 

This gives them a chance to get into quiet waters from the turbulent 
area of Diamond Shoals. 

These gentlemen will file a statement. 

And I have Mr. Charlie Jackson, whom I expect you all know. 

Mr. Rapsavt. I know him well. 

Mr. Bonner. He is interested, and his national association is 
interested in the project. 

And Mr. Alvah Ward, the gentleman from down there. 
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STATEMENT OF ALVAH H. WARD 


Mr. Ranaut. Have you a statement, Mr. Ward? 

Mr. Warp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt. Is your statement prepared now? 

Mr. Warp. I don’t have it in detail, no, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. You fix your statement and we will put it in the 
record. 

Mr. Warp. Yes. 

(The statement of Mr. Ward is as follows:) 


Dare County Ice & StoraGE Co., 
WasHINGTON, D. C., March 22, 1956. 

My remarks with regard to the Oregon Inlet project, have to do with the 
enormous effect that, if completed, it would have on the economy and well-being 
of this immediate area. 

Dare County, N. C., which includes the neighboring villages of Manteo and 
Wanchese, was initially developed by those engaged in the fishing industry. 
Fishing has been, until recently, the way of life of our county. It has been the 
mainstay of our people, who generation after generation, have depended upon 
this hazardous occupation for their livelihood. 

From the very beginning of its coming into being, some 108 years ago, Oregon 
Inlet has controlled this means of livelihood in Dare County. This is true because 
it is the only inlet between Cape Hatteras and Hampton Roads, Va., that offers 
a place of safety to ships at sea in times of evil weather. It is the only inlet be- 
tween these two points that is navigable; hence it is the only point through which 
a fisherman may pass to gain access to the sea. 

For the past two decades, the entire fishing industry, like so many others, has 
been experiencing great change in its operations. Since about this period of time, 
the approximately 300,000 people living in this area have been virtually eliminated 
from commercial fishing. The simple reason for this is that they have been and 
are now unable to gain access to the sea in vessels of the type that modern day 
fishing requires. As has been pointed out before, no longer is it profitable for the 
small fisherman to go to sea in his small boat. He must have a trawler; a vessel 
generally of about 65 tons burden, carrying a crew of 7 or more. The value of this 
vessel and its equipment runs on the average around $43,750. 

This almost complete elimination of the fishing industry in our county and 
neighboring counties has had many adverse effects on our people and general 
economy. Most important, it has forced many of our citizens, some of which 
were essential to the support of our community activities, to seek more stable 
employment elsewhere. It has forced the majority of our population to turn to 
the trade of tourist attraction. While this is a very fine and profitable business, 
it is short lived and places our economy on a 3- or 4-month basis. In most 
cases these former fishermen have insufficient funds and knowledge of the tourist 
business to make it a success; more especially to the degree of success once enjoyed 
by them while engaged in fishing. ‘Thirdly, the staggering loss of funds derived 
from fishing during those months which are total loss as tourist income months, 
have destroyed incentive and retarded progress of our communities. 

It is actually tragic that, in such a rich and virginal area, such poverty exists; 
for this is a rich and virginal area, but it is used sparsely. The rewards are not 
worth the hazards. As we have already pointed out, between Cape Hatteras and 
Hampton Roads there is no place of safety to which a ship of the type now neces- 
sary to fish at sea, might go in times of foul weather. A ship between these two 
points must take the long and profitless run into their home ports, to unload and 
to provision. 

With a dependable channel at Oregon Inlet, fishing operations could proceed 
from bases inside the inlet in calm sound waters. Here they might unload their 
catches, reprovision themselves, and, by the time the vessel could have reached 
a port in Hampton Roads, trucks would have carried their freight to market and 
the trawler be back to sea again. 

Locally. our fishermen, equipped for modern day fishing could have access to 
the sea. Fishing would regain its many years of wasted toil and loss and our 
county would once again be able to flourish on a stable, year-round economy. 

This is the real, raw, down-to-earth benefits to be derived from the deepening 
of Oregon Inlet. In closing, I would like to quote, and with permission, an 
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editorial appearing in the March 23, 1956 edition of the Coastland Times, our 
local newspaper, which I believe typically explains our county’s ‘‘darkest hour’ 
brought about by the failure of our fishing industry and utter failure to provide 
deeper harbors and channels, such as Oregon Inlet. 


THE DARKEST HOUR IS JUST BEFORE THE DAWN 


There are many communities which have depended from time immemorial 
upon the harvest from the waters. Some of them have also found supplemental 
income in the trapping of fur-bearing animals, the killing of game, and the accom- 
modation of hunters. Through generations of habit, these occupations seem the 
only natural ones. Most all the people turn readily to pursuits of this kind and 
follow them unto their dead end. 

In some localities the dead end for the commercial fisherman seems in sight. 
Fishermen are complaining as never before, about the poor season. The high 
cost of netting, labor, and operation of a fishing rig demands a far greater return 
in order to break even, not to say make a profit. 

Some fishermen have long ago abandoned the industry and moved away for 
more stable employment. It is a bad situation when one must leave a community 
in which he has spent a lifetime, and where all his friends, his accumulations and 
his interests are. It is also bad for a community, this constant drain upon its 
citizenship, and the taking away of those persons who are essential to the support 
of its activities. 

Dull fishings are making dark days for some of our communities. But let’s 
think of the old saying that ‘‘the darkest hour is just before the dawn.”” It seems 
that always in our darkest hours, something new has come up to take the place 
of the old; to bring new income to our people. 

Respectfully submitted, 
AtvaH H. Warp, Jr. 


Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for the time. 


STATEMENT OF L. L. SWAIN 


Mr. Ranaut. Have you got a statement prepared, Mr. Swain? 
Mr. Swain. Yes, sir. Sd 
(The prepared statement of Mr. Swain is as follows:) 


In THE CONCERN OF AN APPROPRIATION FOR THE DEEPENING OF OREGON INLET 
IN Dare County, N. C. 


Chairman McCormack, Mr. Bonner, I am Lawrence L. Swain, of Manteo, 
N. C., county commissioner and chairman of the Oregon Inlet Committee. The 
necessity for the opening of Oregon Inlet to navigation has become of more and 
more importance to the economy of Dare County and to eastern North Carolina 
as time goes on. Oregon Inlet is, as are most inlets perhaps, subject to all the 
vagaries of the weather and ocean currents. From day to day and at times from 
hour to hour the shoals change and a channel that had been usable becomes a 
sand shoal. 

Oregon Inlet is situated on a section of the eastern coast between Hampton 
Roads and Cape Hatteras and is the only break in the coastline between these 
two points. Hampton Roads is about a hundred miles to the north and Hatteras 
Inlet is some 60 miles to the south. Off this shore lies the largest and most un- 
exploited fishing ground left on the east coast, it is our belief. Mr. W. H. Potter 
of the North Carolina Fisheries Commission is here to develop the commercial 
potentialities of this region to the economy of eastern North Carolina insofar as 
fishing is concerned. It is to be pointed out, however, that boats are now unable 
to get in and out of Oregon Inlet at all times for fishing purposes and particularly 
is it hazardous for such boats in the advent of storm or high seas. 

Large fishing boats from the Hampton Roads area and from the Beaufort 
area and even some from as far away as the New England States fish off this shore. 
These boats must travel to their basing points to unload their catches and to 
obtain more supplies and at least 2 days each week are so occupied. North 
Carolina as a State realizes no benefit whatsoever for a great majority of this 
commerce although the product is obtained from its waters. 
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The National Park Service has opened the Cape Hatteras section of Dare 
County as @ national recreation area and has brought many tourists into the 
county to enjoy its natural benefits. Oregon Inlet lies at the gateway to this 
park and access is obtained across it by ferries. The ferry service is often impeded 
by the conditions of the inlet. Ferry service at best is limited by Oregon Inlet to 
a maximum of 2 or 3 small boats because of the limits of the channels that they are 
forced to use. Should Oregon Inlet be dredged out more ferries could be used and 
larger ones would be feasible. 

Ferry traffic has increased from 7,339 vehicles in 1943 to 78,093 vehicles in 1954: 

1955 traffic has shown an even greater increase but the figures have not been made 
available to us. 
3 The Navy has made an installation on Hatteras Island that, we are given to 
; understand, is of some importance to national defense. This installation is 
absolutely at the merey of Oregon Inlet because that is its only means of access. 
There is not even an airstrip on Hatteras Island other than the beach for emer- 
gency use. Something should be done to keep this installation free from the worry 
E of being cut off from contact with the rest of the country. Further the Navy has 
increased the traffic across Oregon Inlet, not only in passenger vehicles but in heavy 
trucks and equipment. This traffic may wait for its turn to cross but when its 
turn comes it must of necessity take it. In summary, it is our belief, that the 
opening of Oregon Inlet will pay for any expenditure made upon it in little more 
than a year and that, for the convenience of the public and the national defense 
that the repayment would accrue in less than a year. From the standpoint of 
allowing more water to escape from the sounds that Oregon Inlet drains it would 
be of great benefit during hurricanes and would lessen their impact insofar as 
water damage is concerned far inland. The economic benefits from the opening 
of Oregon Inlet would be tremendous and would far exceed any amount of money 
spent on it. 


OREGON INLET—ITs POTENTIALS AS AN ASSET TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY AND 
EcoNomMy 


Prepared by the Dare County Committee on Oregon Inlet, 1955; Lawrence L. 
Swain, Manteo, chairman; Melvin R. Daniels, Wanchese; Alvah H. Ward, Jr., 
Manteo; E. P. White, Buxton 





OF SHIPS, WIND, AND FISH 


Past the Outer Diamonds and within sight of the point of Cape Hatteras, in 


2 normal times, 7,760 ships, aggregating 54,320,000 tons annually face the hazard of 
4 passage through the graveyard of the Atlantic in the heaviest concentration of 
4 ocean shipping to be found in the Western Hemisphere. In times of emergency, 


the traffic is heavier. 

7 Past the Outer Diamonds, migrating from the warm waters of the Bight of 
j Hatteras where they were spawned and moving inshore above the point of Cape 
g Hatteras into the colder waters of the south-flowing Labrador current, the annual 
movement of edible fish reaches past a billion pounds in the limited area of 1,800 
square miles of ocean lying above the Continental Shelf. The annual estimated 
value of this ocean crop is about $150 million and less than one-tenth of 1 percent 
of it is harvested by the fishermen of neighboring land areas. 

North and west of Cape Hatteras lies the principal area of the first and the 

only seashore recreational area owned by the Government of the United States, 
now in the third year of its existence and development and providing a potential 
and probable use, within the next decade, by more than 500,000 people annually; 
and, within time, it is foreseen that it will surpass every other facility operated 
by the National Park Service, even the Great Smoky Mountain National Park 
with its present annual use above the million mark. 
2 Here, within a very limited area, are three potential assets of tremendous 
‘¥ national value and significance and the controlling factor in their utilization and 
use lies in Oregon Inlet, 40 miles above the point of Cape Hatteras. It has to 
be crossed by those who avail themselves of the facilities of a great recreational 
area and through it those who do business in great waters have their only a°°ess 
to the sea, whether it be to harvest its wealth or to safeguard the passage of that 
; armada upon whose passage the well-bieng of the Nation has long depended. 

Oregon Inlet is a colossal natural paradox, and it has been so throughout the 
107 years since a storm of legendary violence cut through the mile-wide barrier 
reef with a narrow channel with a mean depth of 16 feet. This depth is indicated 
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in the reports of the first survey that was made of the new gate to the sea made a 
year after it was opened. Lesser inlets above and below the new inlet were 
closed, as if nature had finally made up her mind about the location of a gateway 
between Hampton Roads and Cape Hatteras. 

From the day of its coming into being, Oregon Inlet has baffled every man who 
has had anything to do with it, from the day when Captain Hayman took his 
fish-and-corn-laden schooner through it a week after the great storm and laid 
course for Cape Horn and the newly acquired Oregon Territory. He returned 
a year later with the first tidings that North Carolina and the eastern seaboard 
had of the discovery of gold in California. Not knowing whether the inlet 
would be open when he returned, he reentered Pamlico Sound through Ocracoke 
Inlet and his entry is recorded in the yellow annals of the collector’s office of that 
era and place. 

Thereafter, sailing out of Edenton, Captain Hayman and other navigators of 
that day used this new egress to the sea and for more than half a century they 
continued to use it but never trusting it for the homeward passage. Oregon Inlet 
from the day it came into being has been an unpredictable piece of water and men 
were slow to do anything about it except, in later times, to mark the channel 
with suitable lights which, as often as not, indicated a channel that did not exist. 

Or, rather it existed, but its location was variable. Then, even as now, users 
of the waterway were likely to find the channel lights resting grotesquely on a 
dry reef and the channel moved elsewhere. Indeed, the only predictable thing 
about the inlet has been and continues to be its unpredictability and now, after 
its first century, the only certainty about it is that it moves southward at a steady 
pace of 2.7 inches per day, 82 feet a year. It is now 8,750 feet, generally speaking 
south of its original location. Today it may be 5 feet deep and tomorrow 5 times 
as much, but the inlet, as a whole and on the average, is 2.7 inches farther south. 

Nobody in 107 years has spent so much as one dime toward rendering the gate- 
way a safe and dependable egress to and ingress from the sea, except negligible 
amounts spent for channel lights. It is the purpose of this paper, as breifly 
and as concisely as the complexities of the matter permit, to examine the potential 
of the inlet. The problem divides itself into three phases, and, for oe: they 
will be considered first separately. 


The three problems 
Oregon Inlet as a gateway to the rich pastures of the sea and the marine life that 
it contains. 
Oregon Inlet in its relation to the national security and the safety of ships at sea. 
Oregon Inlet as a barrier to the general use of the Nation’s first and its only 
seaside recreational area. 
GATEWAY TO RICHES 


This aspect of the problem of Oregon Inlet has been examined in detail and at 
length in an earlier brief prepared under the direction of this committee and 
accepted by the Corps of Engineers as a part of its report and findings approving 
the improvement of the inlet and will be only briefly touched upon here. The 
figures and other data in the earlier brief have been brought up to date by current 
inquiry and will be found somewhat more comprehensive, though the basic con- 
sideration remains unchanged. 

Mentioned above was the fact that, according to the estimates of authorities 
listed in an appendix, annually a billion pounds of edible fish traverse the offshore 
area above and below Oregon Inlet, and that only a negligible percentage of the 
total are taken and marketed. The reason is simple enough: there is no reasonable 
way for the fishermen to get at them, with any hope of a profitable operation. The 
area is dangerous and it is inaccessible. 

There is little need here to discuss in detail the universally known fact that this 
area lies contiguous to the graveyard of the Atlantic, named and delimited by 
Alexander Hamilton as that area of the sea from which the lighthouse he caused to 
be set up on Cape Hatteras can be seen. It is admittedly the most dangerous 
piece of ocean certainly in the Western Hemisphere and seafaring poeple have to 
keep a weather eye alert. 

Times have changed in the fishing business. No longer is it profitable for the 
small fisherman to go to sea in his small boat but he must have a trawler, a vessel 
generally of about 65 tons burden, carrying a crew of 7 or more. The value of 
the vessel and its equipment runs, on the average, to $43,750, and there was a 
total of 119 of them fishing in the area under contemplation during the present 
season. 
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Not one of them operated from any port in North Carolina. For the most part, 
they were from the Hampton Roads area and, to a lesser extent, a larger type of 
boat working out of Gloucester, Mass., ports in that New England area. A num- 
ber of boats of this type operate from ports southward from Cape Hatteras, but 
few of them venture the hazard of rounding the Outer Diamonds to gain access to 
the sea riches above it. 

It is a rich and virginal area but it is used sparsely. The rewards are not worth 
the hazards. Between Cape Hatteras and Hampton Roads there is no place of 
safety to which these ships might go in times of evil weather. More, they must 
make the long and profitless run into their home ports, at or above Hampton 
Roads, to unload and to provision. With a dependable channel at Oregon Inlet, 
fishing operations could proceed from bases inside the inlet in calm sound waters. 
Here they might unload their catches, reprovision themselves; and, by the time the 
vessel could have reached a port in Hampton Roads, trucks would have carried 
their freight half a thousand miles to market and the trawler be back to sea again. 

In brief, the savings in operating costs, insurance and lost cargo to the whole 
fleet of out-of-State trawlers operating in this area for as much as 42 days during 
the past fishing season, numbering 119 vessels with a total tonnage of 7,735 tons, 
and valued at $6,206,250, annually would have totaled $1,493,273.91. 

Looked at from a more regional standpoint, there are 14 counties in the area that 
lives upon Oregon Inlet and, traditionally, their economy has been sea-based. 
There are 300,000 people living in this area and for 2 decades past they have been 
virtually eliminated from the fishing industry. And the simple reason for this is 
that they are unable to gain access to the sea in vessels of the type that modern 
fishing requires in use. The small-boat fisherman cannot now compete with the 
seagoing trawler. 

It will suffice, by way of summary, that the benefits arising from a dredged and 
stabilized inlet would, within 2 years, wholly offset the initial cost of the improve- 
ment. 

AND THE NATIONAL SECURITY 


Seven thousand seven hundred and sixty ships are a lot of ships and the number 
set down here is not guesswork, and the count is probably conservative. The 
count was actual and visual, and some may have passed in darkness or too remote 
a fog to be counted; but, the proponents of this project have avoided conjecture, 
estimates or approximation where the absolute could be so stated. It should be 
reiterated: 7,760 ships are a lot of ships. 

It is obviously, necessary here to generalize a little. Ships that pass through 
these waters are generally bound from the gulf and South American ports or to 
them. Northward, the line diverges. Some of them continue to ride the Gulf 
Stream (it flows past here at a nominal rate of 4 knots per hour) toward Europe. 
Their burdens, wherever they are bound, are essential to the national economy 
and security. Milliosn of tons of petroleum, strategic ores from South America, 
sugar, coffee, meat, and stuff from the seven seas. But essentially their cargoes 
are of the raw materials out of which life in the United States and in the world is 
made. 

Southward bound, there are the finished products of the factories of two con- 
tinents; but, the point is that along here passes the economic life of the northern 
world, more than 7,000 shiploads a year, and the smoke of these ships is, on a 
good day, visible from Oregon Inlet. 

And, for these ships, there are the natural dangers of the graveyard of the 
Atlantic, and too often in the last century’s history, the natural point of attack 
by enemy offensive. Always there is the perennial danger from unpredictable 
vagaries of the weather and the sea here where the icy waters of the Labrador 
current and the steaming flood of the Gulf Stream converge. And, in times of 
national emergency, the danger is multiplied. Twice, within a generation, foreign 
submarines have cut through and utterly demoralized this lifeline. 

Within the period of official records, during the past 80 years, the United States 
Coast Guard has recorded 872 ships destroyed at the hazard of the sea; and, since 
1918, enemy submarines have destroyed 124 ships within sight of the area. In 
a period of 8 weeks, no longer ago than 1942, though little has ever been said about 
it in print a total of 108 ships were sunk here, with the loss of 1,052 lives. 

It is essential to the national security that this lifeline of 2 continents, these 
7,000 and more ships a year, be husbanded by every means at the Nation’s com- 
mand. No longer do ships come to the shore to be wrecked, Like in the fishing 
business, times have changed and methods of rescue and of safeguarding the life 
of the sea need modernizing. 
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A case in point: Not many days ago 2 ships collided at sea within sight of Oregon 
Inlet and in a heavy fog; and a man died because it takes even the swiftest Coast 
Guard cutter 9 hours to reach this area from the normal base in Norfolk. The 
circumstances of this incident were aggravated by thick fog and other weather 
conditions, and the matter. had to be handled jointly by the air, local craft, and 
radio but the final rescue had to be left over for many hours while a boat big 
enough to cope with the situation could make its run. 

During the terror ridden weeks of early 1942, no counteroffensive against the 
invading submarine could be mounted from a base nearer than Norfolk... Shore 
stations, lifeboat stations, did a heroic and forever memorable job with what they 
had; but, it was not enough. A defensive-offensive base at Oregon Inlet in the 
first 6 months of 1942 would have saved, conceivably, a good half the ships and 
the lives lost, saved shipping that would have shortened the war, in the estimate 
of the General of the Air Force, Arnold, by 4 months. 


OREGON INLET AS A BARRIER 


On Hatteras and Ocracoke Islands, the area principally containing the Cape 
Hatteras National Seashore, the modern era begins in 1919 with the develop- 
ment of what was then called the balloon tire. With these devices, it was possible 
to negotiate the roadless sands of the two islands with motor vehicles. These 
appeared and the era of the boat was ended. In 1923, Capt. J. B. (Toby) Tillett 
instituted a ferry service across Oregon Inlet and the two islands began to look 
outward. 

In 1936, the then Congressman Lindsay Warren conceived and began to bring 
into being the idea of a great recreational area along the Outer Banks, and the 
late President Franklin Roosevelt made his second visit to this area doubly 
memorable by announcing that on the previous day he had signed Warren’s 
legislation. In 1941 the late Gov. J. M. Broughton ended the era of the toll 
ferry by State subsidy, and in 1946 Gov. R. Gregg Cherry announced the alloca- 
tion of $345,000 for the beginning of paved road on the island. In 1951, the 
State of North Carolina brought out and took over the management of the inlet 
ferry. 

And, in 1952, the reborn dream of a great recreational area, somewhat reduced 
from its initial concept, came finally into being and with it Oregon Inlet again 
reasserted itself. People began to itch to visit the Cape Hatteras National Sea- 
shore and they came. There is appended hereto a table indicating the growth 
of ferry traffic since the day of the ending of tolls down to the past month, but it is 
sufficient for the present purpose to point out that one of the present ferries can 
and usually does carry at one trip more vehicles than were carried in a whole 
day in 1942. 

No account has been, or could reasonably be, made of the people who have not 
been carried, but it is a fact known to everybody conversant with the situation 
that probably as many people are hindred from crossing the inlet as are carried 
over. And it is the considered belief of people whose judgment is vital to the 
future of the area that, because of the limitation of any ferry service over the 
inlet as presently constituted, that same can never hope to take care of peak 
traffic. 

Within the span of these 3 years of formulation of the Cape Hatteras National 
Seashore, ferry traffic has increased by an even 1,000 percent. And this is the 
beginning, not the end, of the problem. Statistical engineers of the National 
Park Service take into their contemplation of the problem the fact that the 
seasonal length of the park use below the inlet will be virtually the year round 
because of the subtropical climate of the area, cooler in summer and warmer in 
winter, a fact that has had little stress thus far in the development plans as 
announced. The recreational area is just at the beginning of its development— 
and so also is the problem of crossing Oregon Inlet to get to the area. 


AND THE SOLUTION 


Here, briefly and as simply stated as may be, are the 3 aspects of the problem of 
Oregon Inlet combined into 1 overall problem. And the solution is as simple and 
entirely feasible: 

Dredge a serviceable channel, 15 feet in depth and stabilize it with suitable 
jetties and build a bridge over it. 

It would be manifestly foolish to build a bridge unless the channel is going to 
stay under the bridge. Within 40 years or so the channel, maintaining its present 
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migratory progress, would be somewhere south of the present Oregon Inlet station 
and well to the south end of any bridge that might be built to serve present needs. 

It is the opinion of experts of the Corps of Engineers most immediately con- 
cerned with the problem that the dredging and stabilization of the inlet would 
require no unusual expedients. Its cost, totally, would be but little more than 
the annual saving, indicated above, for the fishermen who would make use of the 
facility if it were available. 

Nor does the construction of a bridge over the stabilized inlet present any prob- 
lem to the designers and builders of such bridges. More difficult problems have 
been encountered and solved, and the overall cost, dredging, stabilization and 
bridging would be well within reason. Competent estimates of the whole work, 
requiring about an equal outlay of State and Federal funds, are well under $4 
million. 

A bridge would solve for all times a problem that is already costing too much 
The per capita cost of putting a passenger across Oregon Inlet by ferry is already 
prohibitively high and the savings made possible by a bridge would pay for the 
bridge within half the normally allotted time of 20 years. The point need not be 
argued here, since both are obvious and simple: Both the dredging and the 
bridging would pay for themselves, directly and indirectly, within much less than 
half the time accepted as normal, 

And the accompanying benefits, access to the sea in times of emergency, in 
war by the defense forces, and, in normal times, by the United States Coast Guard 
in extending instantly their traditional help would be of incalculable worth, to 
the Nation and to the world. Beyond and in addition to these things, the opening 
of the inlet would revitalize the economy of a large and important area of North 
Carolina, give back to it that which is its rightful heritage, make it again th: 
fishing capital of the Southeast. 

Given a stabilized channel, the United States Coast Guard would establish 
within the inlet a rescue base from which it would reach, with appropriate rescue 
equipment, the area of the greatest danger on the eastern seaboard, establishing 
facilities that, in times of unfortunately recurrent national emergency, would be 
used by the United States Navy as bases from which to defend the Nation and 
from which to mount and project counteroffensive measures. 

And for the hundreds of thousands of people everywhere who will come to 
utilize the Nation’s greatest outdoor recreational area, there would be immediate 
and comfortable ingress and egress; and for the inhabitants of the islands, who 
have clung to their lands and their traditions through changing centuries, there 
would come a feeling of oneness, of belonging, that would be a thing of value, to 
them and to the world toward which they have, through their generations, 
reached, 

Ben Dixon MacNeEIt, 


APPENDIX I 


Oregon Inlet—Ferry traffic, 1943-54 


Year Vehicles Daily Passenger 
averages 
1943 nana 7, 339 20 26, 364 
1945 5, 932 16 22, 978 
1946 ‘ 6,412 18 24, 70 
1947 — e 6, 955 19 25, 819 
1948 7, 572 21 29, O8Y 
1949 8, 901 24 31, 364 
1950 9, 647 26 32, 27 
1951__. 15, O84 41 48, 627 
1952 34, 661 95 S81, 494 
1953 4, 148 148 101, 37¢ 
1954 78, 093 | 214 129, 440 


1 Passenger totals do not include drivers of vehicles. Adding these to the total would give, for 1954, a 
total of 207,533 persons transported across the inlet in the year. 


NOTE, These figures are from the statistical department of the State highway and public works cor 
mission and are furnished by William N. Spruill, division engineer of the State highway commission. 
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Figures related to the passage of ships off Diamond Shoals and within sight of 
Oregon Inlet are used through the courtesy of Adm. Russell E. Wood, com- 
mander, Fifth District, United States Coast Guard, at whose direction the 
observations were made. 

Matter related to the operation of fishing vessels in the area off Oregon Inlet 
was assembled, from various sources, and from personal investigation. This 
committee acknowledges with gratitude the helpful interest of the Hampton 
Roads Maritime Association and the Bureau of Fisheries and to the United 
States Coast Guard for making local and personal inquiry possible. 


STATEMENT OF W. H. POTTER 


_ Mr. Porter. Mr. Chairman, I have two wires and a letter from the 
State officials, and a prepared statement that I would like to submit 
with those attached. 

As a matter of record, I would like to read these wires. I have a 
wire directed to me from Mr. William P. Saunders, who is director of 
the department of conservation and development of the State of 
North Carolina, who says as follows: 

Please advise Appropriations Committee that department of conservation and 
development endorses Oregon Inlet project in interest of commercial and sports 
fishing, safety of ships at sea, and added safety for outer banks area during hurri- 
canes. 

I have a wire from the Secretary, in the name of the president of the 
North Carolina Fisheries Association, whom I represent: 

Please inform our Representative Bonner in Washington, D. C., of the continued 
need of navigation improvements at Oregon Inlet. Our entire organization is 
supporting and will continue to support this program. 

I have here a letter that is of two paragraphs from the commis- 
sioner of fisheries of the State of North Carolina, and I would like to 
read it, and I will not read my statement, but I will file that as a part 
of it. 

Mr. Porrer (reading): 

Please advise the Appropriations Committee that the North Carolina Division 
of Commercial Fisheries heartily endorses the Oregon Inlet project due to the tre- 
mendous value of both commercial and sport fishing. 

It will increase the menhaden fishing season from a 6-week operation to 9 weeks 
and food fishing to an almost daily operation, weather permitting. It will also 

rovide a more free passage of fish in our inland waters, help to protect our outer 
anks from hurricanes as well as an entrance to safe harbors for our boats at sea 


n stormy weather. I am sure that this project would mean an increase to com- 
mercial fishermen of many hundreds of thousand dollars. 


I would like to file that letter and the two telegrams and my pre- 
pared statement with the secretary and make one comment. 

In the light of the cost-benefit ratio applicable to this particular 
project, the various phases of fisheries of North Carolina anticipate 
a far greater investment in fishing equipment and processing facilities 
than the ultimate total cost of the project. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right. 

Mr. Porter. The ratio percentages, I do not have any estimate of 
those, whether it is 1 to 4 or 1 to 2. But they are great. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rapavt. Thank you. 

Mr. Bonner. We thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Potter is as follows:) 
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OREGON INLET IMPROVEMENT PROJECT, NORTH CAROLINA 
, 


My name is W, H. Potter, of Beaufort, N. C. I appear here today in support 
of the Oregon Inlet improvement project representing the North Carolina Fisheries 
Association. I also bring endorsements from Mr. William P. Saunders, director 
of North Carolina Department of Conservation and Development; from Mr. C, G. 
Holland, commissioner of fisheries of North Carolina; and, endorsement by the 
National Fisheries Institute, through the director, Mr. Charlie Jackson. I also 
bring to you the personal request from a multitude of fishermen of eastern North 
Carolina, _ 

All that has been said, and now is a matter of record, in support of this badly 
needed work has stood the test of time. The justifications for this project have 
been accumulated over a period of many years and by many people. The area 
of the Atlantic seaboard from Hatteras Shoals to Cape Henry contains one of the 
world’s best fishing bottoms. Even without safe access to the area hundreds of 
boats from North Carolina and Virginia have reaped a portion of the available 
harvest of seafoods. It goes without saying that the dangers faced during good 
and bad weather have tried the souls of many men. The limiting factor has 
always been the lack of an inlet of sufficient depth to afford access to and from the 
sea. New and larger types of fishing craft have been made available to the fishing 
industry and require deeper waterways to facilitate their use. 

The presence of Hatteras Shoals as a barrier many times has turned fishermen 
to less profitable and more safe fishing areas. In the menhaden fishing industry 
alone the availability of a deepwater inlet at Oregon Inlet would lengthen the 
fishing season for this type of fish in North Carolina at least 50 percent. In 
dollar value to the fishing industry of North Carolina it is estimated that this 
potential alone, lengthening the menhaden season, would amount to several 
hundred thousand dollars annually. Fifty-six to seventy-five seagoing fishing 
units operate for menhaden in North Carolina waters during the fishing year. 
As for the number of edible fish trawlers, there is no end to the possibilities. At 
present the Morehead City Shipbuilding Corp. alone is turning out a trawler 
every 2 weeks to add to the fleet. More trawlers are being built at other places 
along the coast. 

Federal funds are at this time being used to make an adequate survey of the 
deepwater areas off the Atlantic coast. The findings of this survey will reveal to 
the fishing industry more and greater opportunity for the livelihood of its members. 
The entire economy of eastern North Carolina, as well as that of areas of Virginia 
and other coastal States will benefit from the resultant growth of fisheries enter- 
prise when Oregon Inlet has been dredged to an adequate depth and is afforded 
maintenance. 

The North Carolina Fisheries Association is a sounding board for the opinions 
and needs of North Carolina fishermen. We urge favorable consideration and 
early accomplishment. 

Perhaps at this time it is not necessary to refer to the four ladies who visited 
our east coast in the guise of hurricanes—Hazel, Connie, Diane, and Ione—but 
to the fishermen who could not get to and from the fishing area north of the shoals 
at Hatteras during the stormy periods and feared to go during the rather long 
storm prediction periods, this lost time at sea meant in many cases the difference 
between a successful and a failure as far as their fishing season was concerned. 
Actually the deepening of Oregon Inlet will afford not only the safe passage 
required but will aid considerably in the protection and rehabilitation of the 
neighboring coastal areas. 

The entire Atlantic coast needs deep water at Oregon Inlet. 





Raueianu, N. C., March 21, 1956 
W. H. Porter, 
Washington, D. C. 


Please advise Appropriations Committee that department of conservation and 
development endorses Oregon Inlet project in interest of commercial and sports 
fishing, safety of ships at sea, and added safety for outer banks area during 
hurricanes. 

Wiuuiam P. SAUNDERS, 
Director, Department of Conservation and development. 
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VANDEMERE, N. C., March 20, 1956. 
W. H. Porter, 
Director at Large, North Carolina Fisheries Association, Inc., 
Beaufort, N. C. 

Please inform our Representative Bonner in Washington, D. C., of the con- 
tinued need of navigation improvements at Oregon Inlet. Our entire organization 
is supporting and will continue to support this program. 

G. B. GARNER, 
Secretary-Treasurer, North Carolina Fisheries Association. 


State oF NortH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT, 
Morehead City, N. C., March 21, 1956, 
Mr. W. H. Porter, 


Beaufort, N. C. 

Dear Mr. Porter: Please advise the Appropriations Committee that the North 
Carolina Division of Commercial Fisheries heartily endorses the Oregon Inlet 
project due to the tremendous value to both commercial and sport fishing. 

It will increase the menhaden fishing season from a 6-week operation to 9 
weeks and food fishing to an almost daily operation, weather permitting. It will 
also provide a more free passage of fish in our inland waters, help to protect our 
outer banks from hurricanes as well as an entrance to safe harbors for our boats 
at sea in stormy weather. I am sure that this project would mean an increase to 
commercial fishermen of many hundreds of thousands dollars. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. G. Houuanp, 
Fisheries Commissioner. 

Mr. Raxpavt. I might say to all you gentlemen that you could not 

have a more devoted Congressman than you have in Mr. Bonner. 
— . - 

Mr. Bonner. I appreciate your kind words. 

Mr. Porter. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rasavt, Thank you, gentlemen. 

Marcu 22, 1956. 


Upprr Wisconsin River FLoop Controt—GutTrenBurG, Iowa, TO 
Hamsure Bay, ILuLINors 


WITNESSES 


HON. THOMAS E. MARTIN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF IOWA 

HON, B. F. JENSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF IOWA 

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF IOWA 

HON. W. I. CONWAY, MAYOR, MUSCATINE, IOWA 

CHARLES P. HANLEY, CHAIRMAN, MUSCATINE FLOOD CONTROL 
COMMISSION 

JOHN H. HENDRICKS, CHAIRMAN, JOINT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
MUSCATINE AND LOUISA COUNTIES 

NOAH SCHROCK, PRESIDENT, UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER FLOOD- 
CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Raxsavut. Congressman Fred Schwengel. 

Mr. Scowence.. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am very happy to be here with my delegation. Since I am filling the 
shoes of a distinguished former Member and colleague of yours, now 
a distinguished and able Senator, the junior Senator from the Great 
State of Iowa, and he is here today, I am going to ask him to make 
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a short statement and introduce the friends of ours who are here in 
the interests of this project. 
Mr. Rapavrt. All right. We are pleased to have the Senator come 
forward. 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR THOMAS E. MARTIN 


Senator Martin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As you know, Congressman Schwengel is my successor in that 
congressional district, and I am rather proud of his being in the 
House now with you. 

We have a number of prominent citizens from the southeast corner 
of Iowa interested in the control of the Mississippi River along the 
border, the eastern border, of Lowa. 

They have come in here today with reference to two particular 
projects, one group, and another group on a third project along that 
Mississippi River. 

I will introduce them briefly here: 

Mayor W. I. Conway, of Muscatine, Iowa; Charles P. Hanley, 
chairman of the Muscatine Flood Control; John H. Hendricks, chair- 
man of the Joint Board of Supervisors, Muscatine and Louisa Counties; 
L. R. McKee; R. C. Kantz; Eddie Bartelt; H. Pat Finnegan; Charles 
A. Rehwalt; and George Volger. 

These men are here with reference to the part of the Mississippi 
River in and around Muscatine, Iowa, and the farmland just immedi- 
ately below that. 

The first speaker of this group, speaking in behalf of this group, is 
Charles P. Hanley, chairman of the Muscatine Flood Control Com- 
mission, who will speak with reference to the Mad Creek project, 
which you have had before vou. 

I will ask Mr. Hanlev to come forward. 

Mr. Rasaut. Sit up here next to the stenographer, Mr. Hanley. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES P. HANLEY 


Mir. Hantey. I am Charles P. Hanley, Muscatine. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commission, I am going to 
assure you that my remarks are going to be very brief, because | know 
the tremendous amount of time that you are putting into these projects. 

I represent or speak for the city of Muscatine on this project. 
Muscatine is a town of about 20,000 people on the west bank of the 
Mississippi, about 30 miles south of Davenport. The town is a town 
of factories and businesses and homes, and we have had out there in 
Muscatine for a good many years, a lot of trouble with floods from the 
Mississippi River. 

Whenever the stage in the Mississippi River got to about 16 feet, 
then we had our flood troubles. 

There are two projects at Muscatine that we are vitally interested 
in. One is known as the Mad Creek proposition, which I want to 
speak to you on, and the other is the Muscatine-Louisa County levee, 
on which Mr. Hendricks will speak to you. They are both very vital 
to Muscatine. 

This Mad Creek proposition gets its name from a creek which runs 
through Muscatine on the east portion of the town, and as the river 
comes up, the water backs up the creek. And lying alongside of the 
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west side of this creek is a large industrial center of Muscatine, com- 
— of possibly a dozen big factories and 25 or 30 commercial 
usinesses, and probably 1,000 homes. 

This is the area that we are especially interested in on this Mad 
Creck proposition. 

I would like you to look at those pictures as I talk to you. 

We are in the President’s budget. This whole project is going to 
cost about $860,000. That is the engineers’ estimate. 

Last year, with the help of this committee, Congress appropriated 
$70,000 for advance planning. That advance planning is practically 
completed, and now the engineers are up to the actual construction 
of the project, and we are in the President’s budget at this time for 
$300,000, which I am told takes care of about 40 percent of the actual 
project. 

This project on the creek composes about $2,700 of levees that the 
Government engineers propose to build on the west side of the creek 
bank. It runs from the Mississippi up to the town, about 2,700 feet, 
and then down along the river for several hundred feet. 

In other words, it just fences this low ground in, so that in case of 
floods, that levee will protect this big area of Muscatine. This is 
about a fourth of Muscatine that this Mad Creek project covers. 

We have a very fine ratio of 2.12. The local interests are well 
taken care of as to right-of-way and whatever expense comes to the 
city. 

This is of such vital importance to Muscatine that we have been 
working on this project for the last 5 years. 

Mr. Rapauvt. Do you have a budget estimate? 

Mr. Hanutry. Yes. The budget estimate is $806,000. We had 
some big floods there in 1951 and 1952. That is what those pictures 
show. We had the State militia there for a month each year, and the 
Government sent their engineers there and sent their Coast Guard 
there, and the town was regimented to fight this flood. 

We are asking and would appreciate it very much if this committee 
will see fit to give us this appropriation for actual construction. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Rasavur. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Han ey. I have a report here I would like to file. 

Mr. Rasavr. All right. That will be placed in the record at this 

oint. 
. (The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF MuscaTINE LEVEE IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION, MUSCATINE 
FLoop Controt Commission, City oF MuscaTINE, Iowa 


Gentlemen, our delegation, representing the people of the city of Muscatine, 
Iowa, wishes to thank you for the privilege you have extended to us to appear 
before you and present this statement. 

We appear before you duly authorized to speak for the city of Muscatine, the 
industrial and commercial interest located at Muscatine, as well as all of the 
people who live and are endeavoring to maintain their homes and businesses in 
the area affected by the flooding of the Mississippi River as it affects Mad Creek 
in the city of Muscatine, Iowa. 

Our delegation and the people we represent have followed with diligence the 
progress of our local flood-control project for more than 10 years. 

The project to which we address ourselves was authorized by the 83d Congress 
and for the purpose of identification we make reference to the President’s budget 
as: “Re: Corps of Engineers, U. 8. Army, civil works budget, fiscal year 1957, 
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construction, general: 5, Flood-control projects—(N) Iowa $300,000.00 (Mad 
Creek area).”’ 

Muscatine, Iowa, is located on the great bend of the Mississippi River 30 miles 
downstream from Davenport, Iowa. The city of Muscatine has a population of 
approximately 20,000 persons. 

Every time the Mississippi River reaches a stage of 16.3 on the gage at Musca- 
tine, lowa, the Mississippi River backs up the bed of Mad Creek and floods out 
the industries, commercial establishments, and homes located in the Mad Creek 
area. This area subject to frequent flooding extends approximately 3,700 feet up 
the creekbed from the Mississippi River and is up to 1,000 feet in width. 

This project involves a small but highly developed industrial and commercial 
area in Muscatine. An appropriation for this project was included within the 
President’s budget and we feel that it should be given priority because: 


1. In this area there are 11 large manufacturing concerns as follows: 
Maker Bros.: Machine shop 
Barry Co.: Button machinery 
Barry Pulley Co.: Pulleys 
Hawkeye Pearl Button Co.: Buttons 
The Home-O-Nize Co.: Aircraft parts and office furniture 
Huttig Manufacturing Co.: Sash and doors. 
Iowa Electric Co.: Gas distribution. 
McCormick Craig Co.: Aluminum finishing 
McKee Feed & Grain Co.: Soybean processing 
C. E. Richard & Sons: Meatpacking 
Weber & Sons Button Co.: Buttons 

2. In addition there are approximately 20 commercial establishments, all 

subject to flood conditions, to wit: 
American Petroleum Co.: Petroleum 
Cohn Bros.: Plumbing supplies 
Ford Garage: Automobiles 
Wm. Glatstein: Scrap 
Goldsberry Coal Co.: Lumber and coal 
Greenblatt: Scrap 
Hawkeye Lumber Co.: Lumber 
Harley Mills: Welding 
International: Trucks 
Lee Transport Co.: Trucking 
Leu Garage: Automobiles 
Joe Manjoine: Beverages 
Muscatine Iron & Metal Co.: Scrap 
Peters Oil Co.: Petroleum 
Quast Distributing Co.: Beverages 
Pace Coal Co.: Coal 
Reliable Coal Co.: Coal 
H. E. Smith Coal Co.: Coal 
Standard Oil Co.: Petroleum 
Yingling Coal Co.: Coal 

3. There are, in this area, many homes and residences. 

_ The estimated damages to industrial and commercial concerns in this Mad 
Creek area in the 1951 and 1952 floods have been carefully estimated to have 
been in excess of one-half million dollars. This estimate includes actual cost of 
protection, cost of overcoming damages, loss of production, and loss of wages. 

The Corps of Engineers of the United States Army know that this Mad Creek 
area is not now and never has been protected against the flooding of the Mississippi 
River. They have long been aware of the damage the city of Muscatine suffers 
every time the Mississippi River reaches a stage of 16.3 at Muscatine, Iowa. 
When the Corps of Engineers prepared the interim report of flood protection 
ee on the upper Mississippi River from Guttenberg, Iowa, to Hamburg 

ay, Ill., they included this Mad Creek area as one of the vitally needed flood 
protection projects. 

We are not engineers and we realize that our opinions and conclusions may not 
conform with engineering facts and experiences but for the purposes of the record 
we wish to state that we are of the opinion that— 

(a) Since the formation of the United States of America it has been the ex- 
clusive function of the Federal Government to aid and foster navigation upon all 
navigable rivers. 
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(6) We know that the improvement of the Mississippi River by the creation 
of the 9-foot channel has resulted in a great economic benefit to the United 
States as a nation and that the use of said 9-foot channel during World War II 
materially aided the defense effort, We wish to thank the Congress of the United 
States for its foresightedness in creating this great waterway which has proved 
so vital to the economy and military successes of the United States. 

(c) Although the dams erected in connection with the 9-foot channel were 
primarily intended for the purpose of maintaining the navigability of the Missis- 
sippi River, we know that the impounding of waters by those dams tends to in- 
crease silting in the river bed. We are willing to admit that the opening of the 
dams during flood stage tends to keep the channel of the river scoured out, yet 
we are not convinced that such procedure scours out the silting which occurs 
elsewhere in the river when the dams are closed. In support of this we wish to 
point out that prior to 1951 the record high water at Muscatine, Lowa, was 19.1 
feet, which occurred in 1922. Since that time we have had floods causing damage 
at Muscatine during the following years: 

September 1938: 18.5 feet at Muscatine. 
June 1944: 18.9 feet at Muscatine. 
June 1947: 16.0 feet at Muscatine. 
April 1951: 20.9 feet at. Museatine. 
April 1952: 21.1 feet at Muscatine. 

d) Whatever may be the cause, we believe that the Mississippi River at 
Muscatine is unable to carry the amount of water it carried prior to the establish- 
ment of the 9-foot channel and as evidence thereof we point out that in 1951 the 
peak flow of the Mississippi River was estimated at 230,000 cubic feet per second, 
at which time we had a river stage on the gage at Muscatine, Iowa, of 20.9 feet, 
but during the 1922 flood the Mississippi River at Muscatine carried 283,000 
cubic feet per second and the river gage showed a water stage of approximately 
19% feet. 

In summary on this point we wish to state that in our opinion something is 
restricting the cross section of the channel and that this restriction of the channel 
is causing an increased water stage against which local interests are entitled to 
protection furnished by the United States Government. However, we wish to 
heartily endorse the statement made by the Iowa Natural Resources Council on 
page XI of the interim report; 

“The proposed projects are of such a scope, both financial and physical, as to 
be beyond the ability of local interests to bear alone.” 

The Mad Creek project involves an expenditure of more than $860,000 and 
calls for a non-Federal contribution of more than $3,700 but we wish to call atten- 
tion to the fact that maintenance of these works, all of which are to be assumed by 
the local interests, calls for an annual expenditure on the part of said local inter- 
ests of approximately $7,072. 

Our previous statements filed in connection with the interim report pointed 
out that the record flood at| Muscatine occurred in 1952 when the Mississippi 
fiver reached a stage of 21.1 feet. The engineers now tell us that an estimated 
flood of 100-year frequency will bring a river stage of 25.5 feet. Such a stage of 
water will not only flood a much greater area and thus cause flood damage to many 
more homes and industrial and commercial establishments but will cause devastat- 
ing losses to those already subjected to flood because of the increase of floodwater 
by some 4.6 feet. 

Funds for preliminary planning and construction of this project were appro- 
priated by Congress for the fiseal year of 1956 and such preliminary planning is 
now going forward under the direction of the Corps of Engineers. 

The Bureau of the Budget has included in its report for the fiscal year 1957 the 
sum of $300,000 for the first stage of construction on this project. This sum, if 
appropriated by Congress, will make this project approximately 40 percent com- 
plete. 

This project is the largest urban project set forth in the interim report of the 
Corps of Engineers (H. Doc. No. 281, 83d Cong.). Its benefit-cost ratio accord- 
ing to the 1955 estimate by the Corps of Engineers is 2.24 to 1.00. 


CONCLUSION 


The Muscatine, Iowa, project (Mad Creek area) is not only feasible and econom- 
ically justifiable, but— 
1. It has been authorized by Congress. 
2. Congress has already appropriated $70,000 for preliminary planning by 
the Corps of Engineers, which planning is now almost completed. 
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3. The project has one of the largest benefit-cost ratios of any urban 
project included in the interim report. 
4. The area involved has never received flood protection to which it is 
entitled. 
5. This project provides urban protection which protects more people and 
therefore should be given priority 
(a) To safeguard the life and health of the people living and working 
in the flood area. 
(b) To protect the homes and personal property of the citizens of 
Muscatine, Iowa. 
(c) To protect the property of commercial and industrial organiza- 
tions in this portion of the city of Muscatine. 
(d) To insure against unemployment and loss of production in the 
city of Muscatine. 


NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION 


The representatives submitting this statement, on behalf of the public bodies 
they represent, do hereby again renew and express the willingness of said municipal 
bodies to provide the required non-Federal costs in connection with the construc- 
tion of this Muscatine, lowa, project; and 

On behalf of the people of Muscatine, lowa, we earnestly urge that you include 
in the forthcoming appropriations bill the sum of $300,000 for the construction 
of this project at Muscatine, lowa, as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget 
and approved by the President of the United States. 

Respectfully submitted. 

City or Muscatine, Iowa, 
By W. J. Conway, Mayor. 
Muscatine Levee IMPROVEMENT CoMMISSION, 
By ki. A. KLEIN, Secretary for said Commission. 
Muscatine Firoop Conrrot ComMIssIon, 
By Cuas. B. HANLEY, Chairman. 


Senator Martin. The next statement will be made by John Hen- 
dricks. He is chairman of the Joint Board of Supervisors of Musca- 
tine and Louisa Counties. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. HENDRICKS 


Mr. Henpricks. | certainly appreciate this opportunity to appear 
before you on behalf of the city of Muscatine and the Muscatine 
Island Levee District of Muscatine and Louisa Counties, lowa. I am 
chairman of the Muscatine Island Levee District and, on behalf of the 
people living in that district, I wish to present to this joint meeting the 
following statements of fact. 

Subject: Flood control, Mississippi River, Guttenberg, lowa, to 
Hamburg Bay, Ill. (H. Doc. No. 281, 83d Cong.) 

Flood control, omnibus bill, title II—H. R. 9859: The Muscatine 
Island Levee District is located about 30 miles south of Davenport, 
lowa, and is about the middle of the stretch of the Mississippi River 
covered by the flood control omnibus bill above referred to. 

The Muscatine Island levee joins the levee of the city of Musca- 
tine, Iowa, at the corporate limits of the city and extends downstream 
some 13.5 miles to Port Louisa in Louisa County, Lowa. 

As early as 1856 a levee was built along the west bank of the Mis- 
sissippi River at Muscatine, lowa, to protect the city’s early indus- 
trial area. 

Then in 1886 the levee was extended to Port Louisa, which makes 
its combined length 15.6 miles. These two levees are connected to- 
gether to form one continuous levee. 
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Muscatine and Muscatine Island levee protects some 26,478 acres 
of agricultural land and farmsteads which are associated with Iowa’s 
famous agricultural crops. It also protects over 1,000 homes and 50 
industrial and commercial establishments located within the city of 
Muscatine, Iowa, as well as numerous stores, filling stations and small 
homes industries. 

Behind these levees are also located the main lines of the Chicago, 
Rock Island & Pacific Railway, the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & 
Pacific Railway, the Muscatine Municipal Electric Plant and the 
Muscatine Municipal Water Works. 

According to the Government engineers’ survey there is only 3.4 
feet of fall in the slope of the bed of the Mississippi River in the 15.6 
miles between the city of Muscatine and Port Louisa. With such a 
small amount of fall in the bed of the Mississippi River at this point 
it is obvious that if the levee should break in time of high-flood water 
at any point between the city of Muscatine and Port Louisa, the 
resulting property damage would be enormous and hundreds of human 
lives would be endangered. 

These levees are of such vital importance to this community that 
we, at all times, keep them maintained—cleared and repaired at dis- 
trict expense. All of this work of maintenance is done in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, Rock Island district, Rock Island, Tl. 

We wish at this point to acknowledge the good work done by the 
Rock Island District Corps of Engineers because we are convinced that 
without the assistance of the Corps of Engineers, the National Guard 
and the United States Coast Guard, we would have probably lost this 
Muscatine Island levee not only in the flood of 1951 but also in the 
flood of 1952. 

Muscatine has a population of about 20,000 according to the last 
census. Further expansion of industry is badly needed in Muscatine, 
Iowa. According to the Iowa Employment Service 1,200 to 1,500 
people from Muscatine and the surrounding territory are employed 
in cities and towns neighboring Muscatine, Iowa. These people should 
be and would like to be employed in Muscatine. 

The only practical place for new industries to locate is in the area 
downstream from Muscatine. At the present time this area does not 
have adequate flood protection and for that reason it is not attractive 
to industries. 

The future industrial expansion in Muscatine depends upon the 
city baving adequate levees that will give protection against a 25.5- 
foot flood stage in the Mississippi River as recommended by the 
Corps of Engineers. 

We need and feel that we should have protection against a flood 
having an estimated probability of occurrence of once in 100 years. 
If we get such protection we are convinced that we will secure new 
industries which will furnish the jobs for our people in Muscatine 
who must now travel to the cities neighboring Muscatine for their 
jobs, and the floods, or threat of floods, will not close down our in- 
dustrial plants every time the Mississippi River reaches a stage ap- 
proximately 20 feet. 

In addition to the highly industrialized area and portion of densely 
populated city, this levee also protects 26,478 acres of agricultural 
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land and farmsteads, and we respectfully ask that the Appropriations 
Committee find some way to appropriate additional money over and 
beyond that presently included in the President’s budget so that 
advance planning and construction may be provided for this most 
critical area. 

After very careful consideration of the entire flood-control project 
covering 314 miles of the upper Mississippi River from Guttenberg 
to Hamburg Bay, the Corps of Engineers have come to the conclusion 
that Muscatine and the surrounding area is one of the three areas 
where flood protection is most vitally needed. 

We wish to call your attention to the benefit-cost ratio for this 
authorized and recommended flood protection for the Muscatine and 
Muscatine Island Levee District. The benefit and cost ratio for this 
project, according to the estimate made by the Corps of Engineers in 
1955, is $6.71 to $1. 

We realize that such a benefit and cost ratio is almost unheard of 
in a levee-improvement district, especially when connected to a proj- 
ect which would protect a flooded area so large and subject to such 
extreme damages if the levee should fail. 

We think it good business and prudent economy to protect property 
which helps pay the taxes so badly needed by the Federal Govern- 
ment rather than to pay out about the same amount of money for 
relief and loans to help people get on their feet after a devastating 
flood occurs. 

Summary: 

1. We also believe that all of the projects are feasible and are 
economically justifiable. 

2. We heartily endorse the project as authorized in flood control, 
omnibus bill, tithe II—H. R. 9859, for Muscatine and Muscatine 
Island Levee District. 

3. We hope and pray that this Appropriations Committee and the 
Congress of the United States will see fit to appropriate additional 
funds over and above the funds recommended and included in Presi- 
dent Eisenhower’s budget for preliminary planning and construction 
so that this vital flood protection project may go forward without 
delay. 

4. We want flood protection and not flood relief. 

For myself and on behalf of the people I represent, I wish to thank 
you for the time and consideration you have given to our needs in the 
Muscatine and Muscatine Island levee district and I assure you that 
anything you can do to furnish us the flood protection we are asking 
for will not only be greatly appreciated but urgently needed for the 
protection of the people and property in the district. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to answer any questions you might 
have, 

Mr. Rasaut. I think we are familiar with that. 

Mr. Henpricxs. Thank you very much. 

I have another statement of facts which I would like to have made 
part of the record. 

Mr. Rasaut. Who is this by? 

Mr. Henpricks. This is by the levee commission and myself as 
chairman of the joint board of supervisors of Muscatine and Louisa 
Counties. 
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Mr. Rasaut. That may go in the record at this point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Muscatine, lowa, DownsTREAM AREA, MuscaTINe IsLanp LEvEE District 


STATEMENT OF MuscaTINE ISLAND LEVEE District, MuscaTINE LEVEE 
IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION, MuscaTINE FLoop CoNnTROL COMMISSION 


Gentlemen, our delegation wishes to take this opportunity of thanking you 
for the privilege we have of submitting this statement on behalf of the citizens of 
Muscatine, lowa, and the inhabitants of Iowa along the Mississippi River. 

We appear before you duly authorized to speak for the city of Muscatine and 
the Muscatine Island levee district, the industrial and commercial interests 
located at Muscatine, as well as all of the people who live and are endeavoring 
to maintain their homes and businesses in the areas affected by the flooding of 
the Mississippi River in and about the city of Muscatine, including the joint 
board of supervisors of Muscatine and Louisa Counties, Iowa. 

The projects to which we address ourselves are two in number and both of 
them have been included in the President’s budget for 1957, and for the purpose 
of identification we make reference to the interim report of the Chief of Engineers 
dated January 2, 1953, The projects are shown on the general map of the Chief 
of Engineers attached to his interim report as index number VI, and are desig- 
nated therein either as ‘‘Muscatine Island Levee District’? or as ‘‘ Muscatine, 
Iowa, Downstream Area’’ paragraphs Nos. 140, 141, and 142, on page 56. 

These projects to which we address ourselves have been included within the 
President’s budget for an appropriation this year, but because of the importance 
of said projects and the economic benefits which may be realized therefrom, we 
feel that we should make a short statement in connection therewith, and we 
respectfully ask your indulgence. 

These projects include two levees, the upstream levee is 2 miles long and runs 
along the west bank of the Mississippi River within the corporate limits of the 
city of Muscatine, lowa. The second portion extends from the corporate limits 
of the city of Muscatine, Iowa, some 13% miles through Muscatine and Louisa 
Counties, Iowa, to Port Louisa in Louisa County, Iowa. 

The two levees are connected together and form one continuous levee. This 
levee protects some 26,478 acres of agricultural lands and farmsteads and also 
protects over 1,000 homes in South Muscatine, Iowa, and a vital part of the 
industrial and commercial section of the city of Muscatine, Iowa, among which 
are the following industrial plants and commercial establishments having a total 
value of over $30 million, to wit: 


J. J. White Roofing Co.: Wholesale roofing. 

Roach & ]Musser Co.: Sash and door. 

Roth Lumber & Oil Co.: Bulk gas and oil. 

Shell Oil Co. bulk plant: Bulk gas and oil. 

Continental Oil Co. bulk plant: Bulk gas and oil. 
Mid-Continent Petroleum Co.: Bulk gas and oil. 

Muscatine Roofing & Lumber Co.: Retail and wholesale roofing. 
TWRG, Inc.: Steel gates. 

Muscatine Processing Corp.: Soybean processing. 

McKee Button Co.: Buttons. 

Beach Lumber & Supply Co.: Retail lumber and building supplies. 
Carver Pump Co.: Pumps. 

Carver Foundry Products: Foundry products. 

Romann Liebbe Co.: Retail and wholesale meats. 

Seright Manufacturing Co.: Welding. 

Modern Dairy: Dairy. 

Swift & Co.: Packing plant. 

Grain Processing Corp.: Alcohol and riboflavin. 

Kent Feeds, Inc.: Feed and grain. 

Industrial Molasses Corp.: Molasses distribution. 

Weber & Sons Button Co.: Buttons. 

Acme Pearl Co.: Buttons. 

Universal Crushed Shell Co.: Shell products. 

Jones Coal Co.: Retail coal. 

Johnston Cycle Co.: Motorcycles. 

Muscatine Cement Products: Cement building blocks. 
Muscatine municipal water and electric plants: Electricity and water. 
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Peter Products Co.: Wood building partitions. 
R. D. Massey Cheese Co.: Cheese. 

The Prime-Mover Co.: Power wheelbarrows. 
Spratt Oil Sales: Bulk gas and oil. 

Sean Oil Co.: Bulk gas and oil. 

C. R. 1. & P. Railway roundhouse: Railroad. 
Muscatine Metal Culvert Co.: Metal culverts. 
Law’s Machine Works: Machine shop. 

H. Havemann Vaults: Burial vaults. 

Witt Ice & Gas Co.: Dry ice. 

Celon Co.: Cellulose closures. 

Vaupel Warehouse: Warehouse. 

Motor Service Warehouse: Warehouse. 
TeStrake Bros.: Feed. 

E. Herman Gremmel: Warehouse. 

Riggs & Ross: Truckers. 

Automatie Gravel Products Co.: Sand and gravel. 
Museatine Alfalfa Mill: Alfalfa. 

Northern Gravel Co.: Sand, gravel, and cement. 
Rib-Stone Silo: Silos. 

Hahn Bros. Sand & Gravel Co.: Sand, gravel, and cement. 


The main lines of the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Co. and th 
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad Co. are located here. 

There are also numerous other stores, filling stations, and small home industries 
in the area, 

We wish to call particular attention to the fact that this levee is the sole pro- 
tection of the Muscatine municipal electric plant and the Muscatine municipal 
water works. These plants are the only plants furnishing the city of Muscatine, 
which has a population of 20,000, according to the last census, with electricity 
and water, and their continued operation unhampered by flood conditions is vital 
to the health and welfare of the community as a whole. 

The portion of this levee within the city of Muscatine, lowa, is supervised by 
the Museatine Levee Improvement Commission. It was reconstructed to its 
present grade in 1944 by the city of Muscatine at a cost of $80,000. During the 
1951 flood it was badly damaged by the flooding of the Mississippi River and the 
levee improvement commission made application to the Chief of Engineers for 
emergency repairs under the Emergency Flood Control Act of 1936. However 
we were informed that because of the extensive demands being made upon said 
Federal funds at that time, no funds could be allocated to us, and so again the 
city of Muscatine repaired and rebuilt said levee at an expense of $15,000 

The Muscatine Island levee south of the city of Muscatine is controlled by the 
joint boards of supervisors of Muscatine and Louisa Counties and received emer- 
gency repairs under the authority of the emergency repair appropriations granted 
by Congress after the 1951 flood and said emergency repairs were completed just 
prior to the 1952 flood. 

If said emergency repairs had not been completed prior to the 1952 flood, we 
are convinced that we would have lost the Muscatine Island levee. The loss of 
this levee would be particularly serious not only to the 26,478 acres of agricultural 
lands but also to the city of Muscatine itself because any break in the Muscatine 
Island levee within 10 or 12 miles below the city of Muscatine would cause the 
floodwaters to back up through the area into south Muscatine even though the 
levee within the city itself is saved, and if a flood of 20.9 feet, such as we had in 
1951, occurred we would have some 5 to 9 feet of water over most of the southern 
part of the city of Muscatine and all of the industrial plants and commercial 
establishments above enumerated would be forced to cease oneration. 

During the 1951 flood we had the services of the Corps of Engineers, the Na- 
tional Guard, the United States Coast Guard and hundreds of volunteers. We 
constructed by volunteer labor over 3 miles of board fence on the low parts of the 
existing levee, lining the same with tar paper and backed them up with sand and 
in excess of 100,000 sand bags were filled and placed by volunteer labor. There 
is no doubt in our mind but that without the assistance of all of these people, 
we would have lost this portion of the levee during the 1951 flood. 

After the 1951 flood with the cooperation of the Rock Island District Corps of 
Engineers and under authority of the emergency repair appropriations granted 
by Congress, emergency work was commenced on this levee. We wish at this 
point to acknowledge that the Rock Island District Corps of Engineers did every- 
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thing in their power to complete said work prior to the 1952 flood. However such 
emergency repairs were not completed. The emergency repairs which were 
completed after the 1951 flood and the construction of over 8 miles of board fence 
which was built and the far in excess of 100,000 sand bags which were filled and 
placed on the levee played a very important part in preventing a levee failure 
during the flood of 1952. The cost to the Federal Government of such emergency 
repairs in 1951 was over $86,600 and after the 1952 flood the emergency repairs 
cost approximately $30,000. 

We wish to call your attention to the fact that this particular project, to wit: 
Muscatine Island Levee District, in Muscatine and Louisa Counties, Drainage 
District No. 13, according to the interim report at table 37 carries a benefit-cost 
ratio of 7.53 to 1. This is a benefit-cost ratio which is very rare in flood-protection 
projects especially when connected to a project which protects so large an area. 

We also wish to call attention to the fact that this particular project is not the 
most expensive of the flood protection projects recommended in the interim report. 
Its cost, according to the 1955 estimate, is assessed at $2,440,000 with a non- 
Federal cost of $29,600. The annual cost of operation and maintenance is 
$4,088, but the annual benefits to be received from such work is the highest of 
any project included in the interim report, to wit: $571,720 per year. 

But again we wish to call your attention to the statement of the Iowa Natural 
Resources Council, ‘‘The proposed projects are of such a scope, both financial and 
physical, as to be beyond the ability of local interest to bear alone.’ 

On the other hand no immediate material benefits would be received by any 
of the persons in the area because as stated in the interim report, at paragraph 
200, ‘‘Studies indicated that there would be little, if any, benefits attributable to 
the increased or higher utilization of the property that would be protected,” 

This project if constructed would permit the people to use their land as it is 
now being used free from annual losses estimated at table 17 of the interim report 
at $642,980 per year, 


CONCLUSION 


We respectfully urge, for the reasons hereinabove stated, that this committee 
approve and recommend that the money included in the President’s budget for 
this project be appropriated and earmarked in order that the Corps of Engineers 
may proceed without delay to plan in detail the flood-protection works outlined 
in the interim report for this project. We beli2ve the project is based upon sound 
engineering principles, and that the project is feasible and economically justifiable, 
and we know that its construction in the near future is vitally necessary— 

1. To safeguard the life and health of people living and working in the flood 
areas. 

2. To protect the homes and personal property of the citizens of Muscatine, 
Iowa, and community. 

3. To protect the property of business and industrial organizations in the 
city of Muscatine. 

4. To insure against unemployment and loss of production (industrial, 
commercial, and agricultural) in this community. 

5. To furnish to our employees and farmers a safe place to work and live. 


APPROVAL AND ASSURANCE OF NON-FEDERAL COSTS 


The representatives submitting this report for and on behalf of their respective 
public bodies represented by them, do hereby again express the willingness of said 
municipal bodies to provide the required non-Federal cost in connection with the 
construction of said project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Muscatine IstAND LEVEE DIsTRICT, 
By Joun H. HENpDRIKs, 
Chairman of Joint Board of Supervisors of 
Muscatine and Louisa Counties, Iowa, 
MuscaTInE LEVEE IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION, 
By E, O. Kern, 


Secretary for said Commission. 
MuscaTINE FLoop ConTROL COMMISSION, 
By Cuas, P. HANLeEy, 
Chairman of said Commission, 
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Mr. Rasavt. Is there anything else? 

Mr. Henpricks. That is all. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Thank you very much. 

Senator Martin. We have representing this project Mr. Seely 
Lodwick, of Fort Madison, Iowa, vice president of the Upper Missis- 
sippi River Flood Control Association; and Mr. Noah Schrock, of 
Mediapolis, Iowa, who is president of the Upper Mississippi River 
Flood Control Association; and Mr. Schrock will make his statement 
and submit a prepared statement for the record. 


STATEMENT OF NOAH SCHROCK 


Mr. Scurockx. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I am president of the Upper Mississippi Valley Drainage Association. 

Our association was specifically organized and formed to expedite 
the legislation that was finally passed by Congress, known as House 
Document 281 of the 83d Congress, 2d session. 

The purpose of that act of Congress was to provide a comprehensive 
flood-control project from Hamburg Bay, Ill., upward to Gutten- 
burg, Iowa, benefiting about 14 levee districts and drainage districts 
up and down the river. And the reason for the legislation and the 
purpose for which it was intended was to rectify our levee system that 
has been fairly adequate up to the time of the creation of the 9-foot 
channel, which resulted in the creation of some, I believe, 26 or 28 
pools from St. Louis to St. Paul. 

We had levees that were fairly adequate up to that time. How- 
ever, the Mississippi River Commission from time to time would en- 
large and rectify some of the levee sections in some districts. But we 
have always been exposed, gentlemen, to the ravages of water that we 
fell heir to. And I might state that the small section of levee extending 
from just below Mr. Hendricks’ district at the mouth of the lowa 
River to the mouth of the Des Moines River receives the discharge of 
two-thirds of the State of Iowa, and the Des Moines River and the 
Shunk River contribute more than 50 percent of the flood peaks of the 
Mississippi River below Cairo. 

We had the natural advantage, gentlemen, in those days, of a belt 
of timber paralleling the levees that was owned by lumber companies 
and basket companies that acted as a stop, breaking the wave action 
in extreme high waters, so we weren’t bothered with erosion. 

However, when the 9-foot channel was constructed the areas above 
each dam were cleared and denuded of all timber growth, which for 
the first time in our history exposed our levees to the wave action of 
the pools, and also of high flood stages, of course. 

Mr. Hanp. For whom was the timber removed? 

Mr. Scurock. After 1937. 

Mr. Hanp. By whom? 

Mr. Scurock. By the United States Government. They realized 
that the water standing in the pools would kill the timber, and they 
would have this snag trouble, and consequently they removed this 
timber. 

That exposed our levees to a terrific pounding and wave action. 
They did, however, riprap some of the levees as far as pool height. 
But flood height exceeds pool height by some 6 or feet at high-water 
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stages, and consequently, the riprapping was under 6 feet of water 
and din’t do us any good. 

The Government realized that since the 9-foot channel was created 
they would have to revise the entire pattern of our levees. And if I 
may use this book as an illustration, prior to the pools being con- 
structed we had normally a 3-to-1 slope of levee. You gentlemen 
know what that is. It is fairly adequate where you don’t have any 
wave action. But when you get wave action pounding up this steep 
slope, it sloughs off vour banks and creates a tremendous hazard on 
your levee. 

Under this House Document 281 just mentioned, the Government 
has propesed and planned, and Congress has passed, a vast compre- 
hensive flood-control project which also includes Mr. Hendriks’ 
district that proposes to flatten the slopes of these levees from 3 to 1 
to a 6-to-1 slope on the river side, which will in effect prevent the 
wave action and the erosion of our levees. 

We are very happy that Congress passed this legislation. 

But I do want to mention this, gentlemen, that since the Govern- 
ment had denuded these pools they have made obsolete and have 
inflicted a severe hazard upon our existing levees whose protection 
we enjoved for many years. I have lived in this levee district for 
40 vears, and I have been in every high-water fight from that time 
on until today. I am a farmer, I am not an attorney, and I know 
what it is to walk in boots and wear a raincoat and pack sandbags. 

Mr. Rasaur. Is there any money in here for those levee repairs? 

Mr. Scurocx. There is only $75,000 appropriated and in the budget 
for the Muscatine Island levee. 

Mr. Rapsavur. What are you addressing yourself to, this $75,000? 

Mr. Scurocx. Addressing myself to w anting it increased. 

Mr. Raravt. Increased by how much? 

Mr. Scurock. One hundred thousand for three different districts 
that I will mention in just a moment. 

Mr. Rapavr. Go ahead. 

Mr. Scurock. The Rock Island engineers have suggested to us 
that they can spend for advance planning $100,000 in ‘each of the 3 
most critical districts. And we would be very happy, gentlemen, if 
you could see fit to include in the appropriation so that each 1 of the 3 
districts that I have mentioned in my record here—I will file it, I will 
not take any more of your time and we would like very much if that 
could be increased to include from 75—— 

Mr. Rapavur. From $75,000 to $100,000 in 3 places? 

Mr. Scurock. The overall from $75,000 to $300,000. 

I will file this for the record. And this is a copy of the resolution. 

Mr. Rasaur. That may be placed in the record. 

(The statement and resolution are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF NOAH ScHrocK, MEpIApouis, TowA, PRESIDENT OF THE UPPER 
Misstssippl RiveER FLoop ContTRoL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, the Upper Mississippi Flood Control Association is an organiza- 
tion of the drainage and levee districts along the Mississippi River between 
Guttenburg, Iowa, and Hamburg Bay, Ill. It includes the major levees protect- 
ing over 300,000 acres of lands in the States of Iowa, Illinois, and Missouri. These 
are the levees which are threatened when the Mississippi River goes on a rampage, 
and the millions of dollars of losses which have occurred in flood time have been a 
continuing reproach to the slowness of our flood-control program. 
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The Government has not been idle, however, in the promulgation of a sound 
policy. It has had the combined problems of navigation and flood control to 
deal with. As far back as the 76th Congress the Chief of Engineers recommended 
as follows: 

“The best plan for improvement of the Upper Mississippi River is one which 
provides for a dependable 9-foot depth for navigation from Cairo to Minneapolis, 
for the construction of levee improvement in the main valley, for several reservoirs 
at good sites on the tributaries for the protection of lands from overflow etc.”’ 

In the pursuit of this overall policy, a 9-foot navigable channel has been obtained 
by the construction of a series of locks and dams by which the Mississippi River 
has been converted into a series of navigable pools. Twenty-six great dams are 
now in operation. In addition, there has been a desirable start made in the 
construction of reservoirs for flood control on tributaries. The Coralville Reser- 
voir, on the Iowa River, is nearing completion, and the Red Rock Reservoir, on 
the Des Moines River, has been approved. 

The one phase of this overall policy which has been most sadly neglected is the 
construction of levee improvement in the main valley. A commendable beginning 
has been made by the Corps of Engineers by preparing a study of what is needed 
along the Mississippi River in this area, and as a result thereof the 83d Congress 
adopted H. R. 5859, which authorized the improvements of these agricultural 
levees along the Mississippi River between Guttenburg, lowa, and Hamburg Bay, 
Il. 

Fully realizing that it would be impossible to complete this ambitious construc- 
tion program at one time, the representatives of these drainage and levee districts 
in the 3 States area involved have organized the association for which I now speak, 
and with the advice and cooperation of the office of the district engineer at Rock 
Island, the districts. themselves have selected 3 projects which have been ap- 
proved, and recommend them as the most critical districts, and in the greatest 
need of immediate replacement or repair. These districts are as follows: 


Estimated cost 


In lowa, Muscatine Island Levee District : : $2, 251, 453 
In Missouri, Fabius River Drainage District 1, 993, 668 
In Illinois. Hunt-Lima Lake District_- . ‘ nda Ja = Le ee See 


The basis on which these costs have been computed is that it is proposed to 
reconstruct these levees so as to withstand maximum floods having a cycle of 50 
vears. With this need as a basis, and with the history of flood damages as a 
target ($13 million in 1947, $9 million in 1951, and $9 million in 1952), it can 
readily be understood that every dollar invested in the construction of these 
levees will yield high benefits in return. 

The ratio in each of the districts is as follows: 


Muscatine Island Levee District__ wis cn $6.71 to $1.00 
Fabius River Drainage District_ shay _ $1.43 to $1.00 
Hunt-Lime: LOKe. Pretrict.. 42... <<< , __. $3.03 to $1.00 


We do not desire to request an appropriation of more funds than can be effec- 
tively used in 1957. It is our information that $300,000 worth of advanced 
planning will be required on these three projects in order to place them in a posi- 
tion where contracts can be let and actual construction commenced during the 
succeeding fiscal year. We therefore ask for the following amounts to be added 
to the appropriations bill: 


For Muscatine Island Levee District in lowa 1 teti $100, 000 
For Fabius River Drainage District in Missouri : ‘a _ 100, 000 
For Hunt-Lima Lake District in Illinois . _ 100, 000 


Respectfully submitted. 
Noan ScHrock, 


ResoLution ApopTep at MEETING OF UppreR MuississtpPp1 FLoop ConTROL 
ASSOCIATION ON OcTOBER 7, 1955 


That the association requests the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army 
to recommend for inclusion in his budget report to Congress as large an amount 
of money as he can possibly employ during each of the ensuing fiscal years, in the 
earliest possible development of the flood-control improvements which have been 
authorized by Congress on the upper Mississippi in the area from Guttenberg, 
Iowa, to Hamburg, IIl. 
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That this association is in complete cooperation and agreement with the Chief 
of Engineers and fully approves his selection and designation of the several proj- 
ects within the entire program as to the priority which may exist between the 
several individual projects in the several States; but 

This association again reiterates and stresses the extreme urgency and impor- 
tance of repairs and remedial works to each of the levee and drainage districts in- 
cluded in the overall project, and again urges the Chief of Engineers to take such 
steps as are within his power, including the enlargement of his forces, if necessary, 
to obtain completion of these vital protective works at the earliest date. 


Mr. Rapaut. Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. I appreciate sitting in with this section of the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee this afternoon and listening to the people 
from Iowa. I know considerable about these projects, and I can 
assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the testimony which these gentle- 
men have given is a true picture of the situation. 

The Iowa people are rather proud people, and they tried to cope 
with this problem for many, many years, until it got beyond endur- 
ance and beyond the ability of the local people to take care of these 
matters. And so they are now coming to Congress. And I am sure 
that you gentlemen from Iowa will be treated fairly. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Martin. I want to thank the chairman and the committee 
for giving us this opportunity. 

Marca 22, 1956. 


Wotur RIver 
WITNESS 


HON. MELVIN R. LAIRD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Rasaut. Congressman Melvin R. Laird, of Wisconsin. 

Mr. Lartrp. Mr. Chairman, members of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, I appear before you today to request that $10,000 of the appro- 
priations to the Corps of Army Engineers for snagging and mainte- 
nance work on rivers throughout the United States be earmarked for 
improving the Wolf River. The Corps of Army Engineers is charged 
by Federal statute with the responsibility for maintaining navigation 
of the Wolf River from its mouth to New London, Wis., a distance of 
47 miles. Under a Federal statute the engineers are required to main- 
tain a channel in this river at a depth of 4 feet. An increasing number 
of boats are using the Wolf River from New London all the way to 
Lake Winnebago. ‘This river channel is in very poor shape and the 
lives of hundreds of Wisconsin citizens are endangered by the present 
condition of the channel. It is imperative that this river be snagged 
from New London to its mouth this year. 

The Corps of Army Engineers recommended to the Bureau of the 
Budget that no funds be included for the snagging of the Wolf River 
in their budget for this next fiscal year. Brig. Gen. Paul D. Berrigan, 
division engineer, North Central Division of the Corps of Engineers, 
wired me on February 8, 1956, that in the absence of any commercial 
navigation, no economic justification could be furnished the Chief of 
Engineers in Washington for the Wolf River snagging project. He 
further stated that due to the lack of economic justification for the 
project, an adverse report was necessary. 
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I regret very much that the Corps of Army Engineers has taken the 
position which they have on this project. Certainly anyone who was 
familiar with the Wolf River would realize that not only is there con- 
siderable economic justification to this snagging project, but there 
also is a moral responsibility which the Federal Government must 
assume. Even greater than the economic justification and the moral 
obligation which the Corps of Army Engineers has to perform this 
work, there is the simple fact that the condition of the Wolf River 

resently constitutes an extreme danger to the lives of hundreds of 
oaters using this river during the spring, summer, and fall. 

The entire cost of snagging the Wolf River from its mouth to New 
London, Wis., sufficient to open a channel for small craft is estimated 
by the Corps of Army Engineers to be $10,000. The corps has the 
equipment available in the area and could accomplish this task in 
about 6 weeks after it is approved by your committee. 

I am therefore submitting to the committee petitions signed by 
2,000 citizens of Waupaca County which state: 

We, the undersigned petitioners hereby petition the interested parties in the 
promotion of conservation and recreation of the Wolf River in and around Wau- 
paca County by the removal of hazardous snags which have been injurious to 
our activities on the said Wolf River. 

I have checked over these petitions and find them to be in order. 

I earnestly request the Appropriations Committee to earmark 
$10,000 of the appropriations authorized to be used by the Corps of 
Army Engineers for maintenance and snagging rivers for this project 
on the Wolf River in my congressional district. 

Your support will be appreciated by me. 

Marcu 22, 1956; 


Upper Iowa River Prosect 


WITNESSES 


HON. HENRY O. TALLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF IOWA 

HON. BEN F. JENSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF IOWA 

J. C. MENDENHALL, MAYOR, NEW ALBIN, IOWA 

L. F. MOORE, FARMER, NEW ALBIN, IOWA 


Mr. Rasavut. Congressman Talle. 

Mr. Tauue. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to call the attention of the committee 
to my testimony on yesterday pertaining to the upper lowa River 
flood-control project. As stated then, I am now prepared to introduce 
two witnesses who are keenly interested in this project. 

Mr. Rasavt. The committee will be glad to hear them. 

Mr. Tauue. This is Mr. Mendenhall, mayor of New Albin, Iowa. 
And this gentleman is Mr. L. F. Moore, of New Albin, lowa. These 
gentlemen were here last year accompanied by 5 other witnesses from 
New Albin. And they came at the expense of the entire community, 
which furnished the money for them to come down here. 

Actually these people are losing their life savings, and they are at 
the end-of their means, one might truthfully say. 
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I will say no more because you are very busy and your time is so 
fully occupied. It is a privilege to introduce the mayor of New Albin, 
Mr. John C. Mendenhall, who will testify and introduce Mr. L. F. 
Moore. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. MENDENHALL 


Mr. MENDENHALL. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
we are very glad to be here and to again have the privilege of meeting 
you gentlemen. In behalf of all the citizens of New Albin and all the 
farmers in our trade territory, we thank you for this time allotted to us 
and express our appreciation for this opportunity to again testify 
before your committee in favor of the channel dredging project on the 
upper Iowa River near New Albin. 

New Albin is located in the extreme northeast corner of the State 
of Iowa and is about 2 miles from this upper Iowa River. 

You have all the facts and figures from our testimony given last 
year but I would like to repeat that the total amount of money 
invested in our town is well over $1% million. The value of all the 
farmland and buildings in this flood area is close to $1 million. 

There is another industry that is very seriously hurt by these floods, 
and that is commercial fishing. We have at least 10 families in our 
town that depend on commercial fishing as a means of livelihood. 
In the past their gross annual income has been around $50,000. 
Many of the sloughs that were formerly used for commercial fishing 
can no longer be used for that purpose due to large deposits of silt and 
debris caused by the flooding of this river. 

In the 5-year period between 1949 and 1955, our crops were com- 
pletely flooded out, which represents a loss to the farmers in the 
amount of $421,000, to the railroad and highway $35,000, and to 
business interests and commercial fishing, $88,000, or a total overall 
loss of $544,000 in 1953 and 1954. We cannot afford to suffer this 
huge loss any longer. 

The biggest loss, of course—close to a million dollars—is to the 
farmers. They have no other income and have nothing on which to 
fall back. I know that neither they nor anyone else could stand the 
severe losses any longer. They have very productive land, but crops 
will not grow under water. Their entire life savings are tied up in 
these farms, and we hope they will not be forced to walk away and 
leave it all. 

All of these floods are definitely caused by the blocked channel of 
this upper Iowa River and in order to clear this channel, Federal aid 
is necessary. The Army engineers regard this upper ‘Towa River 
project as very important and have given it a high priority. They 
say it is an excellent project having a ‘benefit-cost ratio of 1.35 to 1.0. 
The St. Paul engineer expects to file his planning report in Washington 
by the end of “April. The Washington office expects to complete 
their review in the month of May. By June 30 the plans and speci- 
fications should be completed. 

In other words, if the money for construction were made available, 
the engineers could begin work on July 1, 1956, the beginning of the 
new fiscal year. 

They have further suggested that construction of the project could 
be accomplished within a 2-year period, requiring funds in the amount 
of $500,000 the first year, and $492,000 the second year, in order to 
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maintain an economic rate of progress and not tie up work. We do 
hope that the money for construction will be appropriated in this 
session of Congress in such a way that once construction is started the 
progress of the work will not be interrupted because of lack of funds. 

The engineers also state that if this project is carried out as proposed 
it will eliminate all flood danger. 

Last year a 7-man delegation spent the time and money to make a 
2,400-mile round trip, and today 2 of us are making the same trip to 
testify in favor of this project. I feel this fact bears out the serious- 
ness of the situation. 

This is not a new project, as the Army engineers and ourselves have 
been working on it for about 12 years. 

We sincerely hope you will give this project a favorable recommenda- 
tion and that the money for construction will be appropriated in this 
session of the Congress. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rapavur. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF L. F. MOORE 


Mr. Tate. | should like now to introduce Mr. L. F. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. I own and operate a farm on the Upper lowa River in 
connection with my son, Earl Moore. Since testifying before your 
group in May of 1955, we have had a wonderful crop year on the lands 
adjacent to the said Upper Iowa River. This crop was possible owing 
to the favorable rainfall we had during the crop season of 1955. We 
had just enough moisture for a good crop and no floodwaters. The 
1955 crop was the first full crop we have produced from our river farms 
in the past 5 years. We had only partial crops in the years 1950, 
1951, and 1952, but complete crop failures in the years 1953 and 1954, 
owing to summer floods that could not drain off our croplands owing 
to the blocked condition of the said U pper Iowa River. 

To prove that this river land is very fertile many acres of this 
ground during the crop season of 1955 produced in excess of 100 bushels 
per acre, and it was noticed that the land that would be considered 
to be lowest in flood times produced the greatest yield last season. 
I kept records of the corn yield on my farm referred to in one of my 
opening statements, and the yield in 1955 on that farm was just in 
excess of 90 bushels per acre. 

The trustees of drainage district No. 1, Upper lowa River, and 
myself were at St. Paul, Minn., on March 15, 1956, to consult with 
the St. Paul District United States Army Engineers. The said engi- 
neers spoke very favorably of this project, especially the benefits 
derived as per cost ratio. The said engineers have their planning 
survey about completed, and would be ready to start actual construc- 
tion by July 1, 1956, if the necessary construction money is made 
available. 

If for any reason the said construction money is not made available 
to commence construction this present year, then the $68,000 appro- 
priated in 1955 for the planning of this project will be more or less 
wasted, due to the fact that this same cross section and planning work 
may have to be done over again before construction could start. The 
St. Paul engineers stated to us that they could commence construc- 
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tion if they even had half of the funds made available 
$500,000—in this present year. 

I will deliver to you for your records also a certified copy of the 
minutes of the meeting of March 15, 1956, of the trustees of drainage 
district No. 1, Upper lowa River, in which minutes the said trustees 
have passed a resolution agreeing that they would see that the neces- 
sary easement or river right-of-way is provided, and all other require- 
ments prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that it has been a pleasure to 
again be permitted to appear before your honorable body to set out 
the present conditions of the blocked channel of the Upper Iowa 
River, and would further state that any favorable recommendation 
you give this worthwhile project will be appreciated by all persons 
concerned, as farmers in this Upper Iowa River area are having a 
hard time keeping their heads above the financial waters owing to 
floods and the present depressed farm prices. 

I think you for the time you have allotted tome. And I have this 
record of the minutes of the meeting here for the record. 

(The minutes of the meeting of the board of trustees of Upper 
Iowa Drainage District No. 1 is as follows:) 


in round figures 


MINUTES OF MEETING OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF UPPER Iowa DRAINAGE 
District No. 1 or ALLAMAKEE County, Iowa, 1956 


A special meeting of the board of trustees of Upper Iowa Drainage District No. 1 
was duly convened at New Albin on the 15th day of March 1956. 

The following trustees were present: Roy Moore, Leo Colsch, Fred Weymiller. 

The following trustees were absent: None. 

Trustee Fred Weymiller offered the following resolution: 

“Whereas the Congress of the United States, in the Flood Control Act of 1954, 
Public Law 780, 83d Congress, 2d session, authorized the construction of a project 
for channel improvement and flood protection on the Upper Iowa River, Iowa, 
substantially in accordance with the recommendations by the Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, Washington, D. C., as stated in House Document No. 
375, 83d Congress, and subject to the condition that local interests furnish satis- 
factory assurances to the Secretary of the Army and the district engineer, Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, St Paul, Minn., that they will— 

““(a) Furnish, without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas necessary for construction of the 
project; 

“(b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction works: 

““(c) Maintain and operate the project in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; and 

““(d) Prevent encroachments which would reduce flood-carrying capacity of 
the channel. 

“and 

“Whereas the trustees have been furnished with a detailed description and 
explanation of the principal features of the proposed project and the plan of the 
United States for accomplishing the same, by representatives of the said district 
engineer; and 

“Whereas the trustees recognize that construction of the said project will 

rovide a desirable degree of protection against damage to property and possible 
oss of life in the community, and that it is essential to the welfare of the residents 
thereof: Now, therefore, be it 

‘Resolved, That the trustees of Upper Iowa Drainage District No. 1, Allamakee 
County, generally approve the proposed channel improvement and flood protec- 
tion project at and near the mouth of the Upper Iowa River as proposed by the 
Corps of Engineers, and hereby undertake and agree with the Secretary of the 
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Army of the United States of America and the district engineer, Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army, St. Paul, Minn., that the district will: 

“(a) Furnish, without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas necessary for construction of the 
project; 

“(b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the con- 
struction works; 

‘“‘c) Maintain and operate the project in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; and 

“‘(d) Prevent encroachments which would reduce flood-carrying capacity 
of the channel. 

“it being a condition of these assurances that the United States will grant to the 
said district any license or permit necessary for access to Government-owned 
land for the performance of work required by the above assurances; and be it 
further 

‘Resolved, That this resolution be entered upon the official minutes of this 
board and that certified copies thereof be furnished to and filed with the district 
engineer, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, St. Paul, Minn., as evidence 
of the approval by Upper Iowa Drainage District No. 1, Allamakee County, of 
the proposed project, and of its willingness to cooperate with the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the construction, operation and maintenance of the said project.” 

A motion for adoption was duly seconded by Trustee Leo Colsch and was 
presented and carried by unanimous vote of the members present; whereupon 
the chairman declared the resolution duly passed and adopted. 

Roy Moore, Chairman. 

Attest: 

ALFRED A. MEYER, Clerk. 

This is to certify that the foregoing resolution was passed by unanimous vote 
of the board of trustees of Upper Iowa Drainage District No. 1, Allamakee 
County, at a special meeting of the board lawfully convened at New Albin, Iowa, 
on the 15th day of March 1956. 

AuFRED A. MEYER, Clerk. 
STATE oF Iowa, 
County of Allamakee, ss.: 

Subscribed and sworn to before me by Alfred A. Meyer this 15th day of March 
1956. 

[SEAL] ALBERT FRUENTE, 

Notary Public in and for Allamakee County, Iowa. 


My commission expires July 4, 1957. 


Mr. JENSEN. May I say that Congressman Talle and these gentle- 
men have explained the terrible situation that exists in this area. 
And I know that they have given you the truth. And I sincerely hope 
that we can get this project on the way to construction at the earliest 
possible time, because certainly I think it is one of the most desperate 
situations that I have seen in all of the years I have been on this 
committee. 

Mr. Moore. Twelve years we have been working on it. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Tauue. Mr. Chairman, as I said at the outset, this is in all 
good conscience a desperate situation. These people would be dead 
broke if they suffered another crop loss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 
and gentlemen of the committee. 

Mr. Rasavur. I appreciate your sincerity in coming before the 
committee. 
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Marcu 22, 1956. 
JAMES RIVER SURVEY 


WITNESSES 


HON. WATKINS M. ABBITT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 

HON. J. VAUGHAN GARY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 

AUGUSTUS ROBBINS, JR., THE HOPEWELL NEWS, HOPEWELL, VA. 

ROBERT A. JACKSON, CHAIRMAN, PORT AND DOCK COMMISSION, 
HOPEWELL, VA. 

FRED W. McWANE, CHAIRMAN, VIRGINIA STATE PORT AUTHORITY 

RAYMOND V. LONG, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

ALVIN MASSENBURG, PRESIDENT OF VIRGINIA PILOTS ASSOCIA- 
TION 

J. MALCOLM BRIDGES, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, RICHMOND, VIR- 
GINIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

H. M. MEACHAM, CHAIRMAN, THE PORT OF RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 
ADVISORY COMMISSION 

ROBERT S. HOPSON, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS, CITY OF 
RICHMOND, VA. 


Mr. Rasaur. Watkins W. Abbitt, of Virginia. 

Mr. Assirr. Mr. Chairman, I have a delegation, and Congressman 
Gary has a delegation. We are all appearing in behalf of the same 
project, which is completing the survey on the James River in Virginia. 

As of June 30 this vear the project will have been over half com- 
pleted. We are asking for such funds to complete it in fiscal 1957. 
The budget provides $40,000, and we need $37,000 more to complete 
it. The engineers tell us that they can complete it expeditiously and 
economically in one more year. 

I ask consent to file a joint statement on behalf of Congressman 
Gary and myself. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, it may be filed. 

(The joint statement of Mr. Abbitt and Mr. Gary is as follows:) 


Joint STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN J. VAUGHAN GARY AND WATKINS M. ABBITT, 
Marcu 22, 1956 


Gentlemen, we are appearing before you today in the interest of efficiency and 
economy, in urging completion on schedule of a survey now underway on the 
James River in Virginia. 

Last year, after having received expert testimony to the effect that a survey 
to determine the advisability of deepening the James River from Hampton Roads 
to Richmond could be completed in 2 years, at a cost of $157,000, the Congress 
appropriated $80,000 with the understanding that the job would be carried to 
completion in this second year. However, the budget request for the Corps of 
Engineers this year included an item of only $40,000 for continuation of the 
survey in the fiscal year 1957, when $77,000 is needed to complete it. 

By its action last year, the Congress indicated it was completely satisfied with 
the desirability of the survey, as set forth by the excellent testimony provided 
by the commercial, industrial, and technical people who have direct and expert 
knowledge of the James River and its great potential value to the commerce 
and defense of our country. The question no longer concerns the merits of the 
survey, but only the most efficient and economical way of completing it. 

We did not ask for the appropriation of the estimated cost of the survey last 
vear, because the engineers stated that the project could not be completed in 
1 year. The Congress appropriated more than half the total last year, and the 
remaining amount should: now be appropriated, so that the survey will be-com- 
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pleted at lowest cost, and on schedule. After that, the personnel involved will 
be able to move to other work approved by the Congress. 

In reply to a question forwarded to the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
the Assistant Chief of Engineers has advised that all the $80,000 appropriated 
for the initial year’s work on this project will be expended on schedule this year, 
This means the job will be more than half done. Therefore, there is absolutely 
no reason for slowing down the survey at this time. 

To drag out the completion of this important survey, when it can be carried 
to its completion in only 1 more year, would certainly be more costly to the 
Federal Government in the long run. 

Mr. Assirt. I would like to introduce the group, and introduce the 
ones who are going to speak: Mr. George Fisher, manager of the 
Petersburg Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Fred W. Peach, manager of 
the Chamber of Commerce of Hopewell; and i L. D. James, city 
manager of Hopewell; and Mr. A. P. Cutchin, former member of 
the port and dock ¢ ommission; and Mr. ks publisher and editor 
of the Hopewell News. Mr. ‘Robbins is appearing on behalf of the 
Tri-Cities Relations Committee of Petersburg, Hopewe I] and Colonial 
Heights Chambers of Commerce. We would appreciate your hearing 
from us at this time. 

Mr. Hann. Does Congressman Gary want to be heard now or 
later? 

Mr. Ansirr. Later. 


STATEMENT OF AUGUSTUS ROBBINS, JR. 


Mr. Rossrins. I will lead off, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

Next year we will celebrate the 350th anniversary of the settlement 
of Jamestown in 1607, the first permanent English settlement in the 
new world. We invite you gentlemen to visit us then. You will see 
replicas of the three small craft in which that hardy band braved the 
ocean to found our Nation, the Susan Constant, the Discovery and the 
Goodspeed, 

We would like to take you on a trip from Jamestown up to City 
Point, which is/now a part of the modern city of Hope well, for that 
part of the James River is indeed the “Cradle of America.” The 
first legislative assembly in America was held at Jamestown in 1619 
and set the pattern for the long struggle for self-government. 

The first shipyard in America was established in 1612 at Bermuda 
Hundred, directly across the mouth of the Appomattox River from 
City Point. It is interesting to note that City Point is probably the 
oldest English port in the United States in continuous existence. 
Founded in 1613, just 6 years after Jamestown, it has had its ups and 
downs, but there has always been a settlement there and it has always 
had shipping. 

During colonial days City Point was an important port of entry. 
In 1864-65 General Grant had his headquarters there during the siege 
of Petersburg and the battle for Richmond. City Point was the port 
and main depot for the entire Union Army. During World War I 
our troops trained at Camp Lee, between Hopewell and Pete rsburg, 
marched down to the City Point docks to embark for France. 

So the usefulness of Hopewell as a port is nothing new. Before 
World War II it was the 26th port of the United States in point of 
tonnage handled. We feel sure that a 35-foot channel in the James 
River would bring back a lot of this shipping and attract new tonnage, 
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In addition, we have every reason to hope that a 35-foot channel 
would attract new industries to the area. The industrial growth of 
this area just since the end of World War II has been phenomenal. 
In the past 5 vears alone the large industries in Hopewell have spent 
more than $100 million on expansion and improvement. Last year 
a new industry went into operation at a cost of $30 million. So far 
this year two new industries have been announced at a cost of several 
million dollars each. 

These industries are important to national defense. Hopewell has 
the largest nitrate plant in the world. It was this plant that made 
the United States independent of outside supplies of nitrates when it 
went into operation in 1928, and it has never shut down since. 
Hopewell also has the largest cellulose plant in the world and a large 
oil terminal. These account for most of the shipping at present. 

There is deep water off the City Point docks at Hopewell, where 
the channel is more than 40 feet deep. The river makes a wide 
bend right at City Point, which makes an ideal place for a turning 
basin. Hopewell is the natural port for both Petersburg and Colonial 
Heights, and any development there would benefit a large area. This 
area is closely knit in many ways and is working together as a unit 
through our tricity relations committee. 

The preliminary survey of the James River made in 1949 showed 
that the estimated ratio of benefits to cost of the 35-foot channel was 
2.16 to 1, which is high for projects of this kind. We understand 
that the cost of dredging will be less than it was estimated in the 
preliminary survey and we have compelling reasons to believe that the 
prospective tonnage will be much larger. 

With half the survey to be completed during this fiscal year you 
can readily understand why we so earnestly want it completed in 
fiscal 1957, so we can come back and ask you gentlemen for the 
money to actually deepen the channel to 35 feet. The entire detailed 
survey is costing only $164,800. The Congress appropriated $80,000 
for this fiscal year, but the budget for the next fiscal vear contains 
only $40,000. 

If that stands the survey cannot be complete in 1 more year. That 
is why we are requesting that you gentlemen increase this by only 
$37,000, to $77,000, in order that the survey may be completed. 

Mr. Hanp. How far is Hopewell from Jamestown? 

Mr. Rossins. Thirty-nine miles by river. It would make a trip, 
sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. Will you identify yourself for the record, Mr. Jackson? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT A. JACKSON 


Mr. Jackson. Robert A. Jackson, chairman of the Hopewell Dock 
Commission. 

On March 31, 1955, the House Public Works Committee approved 
a resolution passed by the Public Works Subcommittee of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee on August 13, 1954, which authorized a 
complete survey of the James River to determine the exact cost of 
dredging a channel with a minimum depth of 35 feet from the Hampton 
Roads area to Richmond, Va. The estimated cost of this survey was 
approximately $157,000. Of this amount $80,000 was appropriated 
last year and is due to be expended on or about July 1, 1956, if the 











a 


637 


survey is continued at its present rate. This leaves a balance of 
$77,000 of the original estimate of $157,000 by the United States 
Army engineers to make a complete survey. 

We understand that the estimate in the proposed budget allows only 
$40,000 of the $77,000 needed to complete this survey. 

To terminate this survey at its three-quarter point seems to be false 
economy. Most of the machinery in motion will have to be stopped 
and the personnel and equipment diverted to other projects until such 
time as the remaining one-quarter or $37,000 can be allocated to 
complete the survey. Not only would this delay cause an increase in 
the cost of the work, but it would of necessity defer any action to 
expedite the realization of a 35-foot channel in the James River. 

With the river traffic on the James ever-increasing, and with indus- 
trial sites of the type offered on the James River becoming more and 
more in demand, the deepening of the channel from the Hampton 
Roads area to Richmond is becoming more of an economic necessity 
every day. 

For many years this area has been hampered by the limited depth 
of the channel in the upper reaches of the James River. Many ships 
and tankers have had to deliver partial loads to Hopewell and to 
Richmond because their fully loaded draft would not allow them to 
navigate the present channel. This, of course, increases considerably 
the tonnage cost, as well as discourages this type of shipping to this 
area. It is also a very important factor to be considered by industries 
which are contemplating locating in this area. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.16 to 1.0 established in the preliminary 
survey was favorable, but all indications are that a survey at this 
time will improve this ratio considerably. The industrial growth 
in this region has been called phenomenal, and we feel confident that 
it will continue to develop rapidly and solidly with the deepening of 
the present channel to 35 feet. 

We, therefore, respectfully request that this committee recommend 
the remaining balance of $77,000 to be appropriated during the next 
fiscal year for the completion of the survey by the United States 
Army endineers to determine the feasibility of deepening the James 
River channel to a minimum of 35 feet. 

Mr. Rapavt. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Assitt. We appreciate this opportunity to be heard. And if 
we have any time left we would like to have Mr. Gary speak. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN J. VAUGHAN GARY 


Mr. Rasaut. We can hear from our colleague, Mr. Gary, a member 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Gary. Mr. Chairman, we are asking for so little money that 
I imagine you are*wondering why we have all these witnesses. This 
is a matter of vital importance to Virginia. We are only asking for 
$37,000, we are not asking for any construction funds, all we want to 
do is complete the survey that has already been started and is in 
progress. The estimated cost of the survey is $157,000. Congress 
appropriated $80,000 last year. All of that will have been spent by 
July 1, this year. 

Now, the budget recommends only $40,000 for the next year. If 
you give us the remaining $77,000 of the estimated cost we can com- 
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plete the survey next year and save time and money. I[t will certainly 
be more economical than extending the survey over 2 more years. 

We have several representatives from State organizations that would 
like to be heard briefly. 

First, [ present Mr. Fred W. McWane, chairman of the Virginia 
Ports Authority. 

Mr. Ranaut. I know Mr. McWane. He was here before. 


STATEMENT OF FRED W. M’ WANE 


Mr. McWane. The Virginia State Ports Authority consists of 
seven businessmen appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the 
General Assembly of Virginia, living each in different cities throughout 
the State. 

The Virginia State Ports Authority, an agency of the State of 
Virginia, is charged among other things with developing world and 
domestic commerce through Virginia’s ports, the development of her 
port and harbor facilities, and cooperation with the Federal and State 
governments in the improvement of navigable tidal waters where such 
improvements are economically justifiable. 

Based upon all data available to us, including an analysis of the 

potential for waterborne commerce at Ric hmond, V a., recently com- 
pleted by the authority, the Virginia State Ports Authority i is of the 
firm conviction that the deepening of the James River Channel is 
completely justifiable from an economic standpoint. We therefore 
respectfully urge the Appropriations Committee of the House of 
Representatives to approve a sum sufficient to complete the economic 
and engineering survey now underway by the Corps of Engineers of 
the United States Army. 

We cite, in summary form, facts in support of our conclusion: 

(1) Prior to the action in 1955 by the United States Congress in 
appropriating the sum of $80,000 for the first year’s work on a 2-year 
economic and engineering survey, the United States Corps of Engi- 
neers supported the cone lusion that this sur vey is justified. 

(2) The port of Richmond at the head of navigation on the James 
River is closer to much of the great agricultural and industrial Mid- 
west than any other port on the North Atlantic. Farmers, manu- 
facturers, and consumers would benefit through a reduction in the 
cost of transportation through the use of the James River to an even 
greater extent than they do now if the river channel is carried down 
to 35 feet. The United States Corps of Engineers in 1950 estimated 
that for the calendar year of 1955, the savings in transportation cost 
realized through use of a 35-foot channel would amount to $3,497,657. 

(3) Within a 500-mile radius of the port of Richmond approximately 
49 percent of the total population of the United States is situated. 
This radius accounts for 58 percent of the Nation’s total income, 
58 percent of the retail trade and 59 percent of the total industrial 
output. The making of Richmond a deepwater port would be of 
evident material assistance to national firms in distributing not 
only to the South, Southwest, West, and Northwest, but even to the 
North. 

(4) A 35-foot channel in the James River would create many new 
deepwater industrial sites for use by defense or defense supporting 
industries with an abundance of fresh water so necessary to in ustrial 
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development and expansion. It would further contribute to the 
encouragement of a dispersion of those industries dependent upon 
world trade by making available to them industrial sites removed 
from the already highly industrialized areas of our country. 

(5) A depth of 35 feet is estimated as a minimum requirement for 
accommodation of the present-day cargo vessels of the Victory, 
Liberty, and C. & T. classes now operating in foreign and coastwise 
trade. The use of these classes of vessels has outmoded the present 
25-foot channel and effectively retards the potential development of 
Richmond as a major port in foreign and coastwise commerce. 

An investigation of the economic possibilities by the United 
States engineers indicated a preliminary benefit-cost ratio of 2.16:1. 
In addition, intangible benefits are apparent from the standpoint of 
opening up some 150 miles of shore line on the proposed 35-foot 
channel to prospec tive industry operationally dependent upon deep- 
draft shipping. This potential feature of the desired improvement is 
enhanced by the fact that class A railroads and improved highways 
flank the entire reach of the river under consideration, 

(7) Based upon the fact that military installations are active and 
are proposed in close proximity to the river; that the lower reach of 
the river is utilized by the United States Maritime Administration for 
storage of idle ships; that shipping on that section of the river is 
rarely hindered by ice; and that development of commercial shipping, 
both foreign and coastwise, would be encouraged, it is considered that 
the desired improvement would be essential to the national defense 
and economy. 

We appreciate having this opportunity to appear before you and 
wish to urge your earnest and favorable consideration of the addi- 
tional sums required by the United States engineers for the comple- 
tion within the 2-year period of the survey for the James River 
project. 

The concern primarily of the Virginia Ports Authority, among 
other things, is with the development of the seaports of Virginia, 
improving the facilities therein, and with a program of cooperation 
between the various local and State governments. 

The ports authority has considered this program very carefully. 
We have approved it, and they have directed me to come ai fore you 
today and make this statement in behalf of the project. 

We feel particularly capable of expressing an opinion, because we 
have just completed, just issued yesterday, a report on the potential 
waterborne commerce for the city of Richmond, in which the entire 
James River Basin had to be studies. It took nearly a vear to prepare 
that report. It consists of 114 pages of standard typewritten paper. 

Here is a copy which Congressman Gary has just handed me to 
show you that it is a complete and rather voluminous volume. 

Mr. Gary. And it will help the Army engineers in their study. 

Mr. McWane. I think it very definitely will do that. 

Mr. Gary. We are doing our part in Virginia. We are not asking 
the Federal Government to do all of it. 

Mr. McWawner. That is all we have to say orally, Mr. Chairman 

Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Gary. The next witness is Dr. Raymond Long, the director 
of our State department of conservation and development. 
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STATEMENT OF RAYMOND V. LONG 


Mr. Lone. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, the 
importance of this project to the Virginia economy as well as to the 
national economy has already been presented to you in testimony of 
last year, as well as this testimony offered this year. 

I shall not take your time to review that. 

I would like to insistently impress upon you that the Virginia 
Department of Conservation and Development strongly urges favor- 
able consideration of the full amount of the appropriation necessary 
to complete the survey as a first step, as a first step in channel deepen- 
ing and improvement from Hampton Roads to Richmond. 

The committee is well informed as to the tonnage already being 
shipped via the James as well as the far greater tonnage that would be 
shipped on this watercourse if the channel would accommodate deeper 
draft ships. Information on this has been supplied in previous testi- 
mony and in factual information presented at this hearing. 

The importance of the project should be weighed in terms of its 
potential contribution to the Virginia and the national economy. 
This potential is supported by the following: 

With a 35- to 40-foot channel from Hampton Roads to Richmond 
there would be 180 miles of shoreline most of which would be ideally 
suited for industrial locations needing water, rail, and highway 
tr ansportation. 

There are 7 trunkline railroads serving the area with a total 
on of 100,000 miles. There are 2 trunkline railroads, 1 on the 
north and 1 on the south side of the James from Richmond to Hampton 
Roads, that could serve industrial development along this improved 
channel from Richmond to Hampton Roads. 

The James River supplies an average daily flow of from 19 to 20 
billion gallons of water per day. In addition there are other sources 
of water supply tributary to the James and could readily be tapped 
as water supplies for industrial development. 

There are modern improved highways along both the north and 
south shoreline of the James River from Richmond to Hampton 
Roads. 

Geographically Richmond is farther west than Baltimore, Phila- 
delphia, or New York and has an advantage in shortening the inland 
hauls to and from the great industrial centers in the West. It is to 
the advantage of Virginia and the Nation to improve the James 
River Channel that would in such manner provide shipping facilities 
with shortened freight hauls from these large industrial centers in 
the West. 

There is demand from industry for deepwater front property 
in Virginia. Our Hampton Roads port areas and practically all of 
the lower peninsula shores adjacent to deepwater are already occupied 
and not available. 

An early completion of the survey is highly necessary to discover 
the estimated cost of channel deepening not only for a 35-foot but 
also for a 40-foot channel and thus determine an soeaniaie ratio of 
costs to benefits. 

The appropriation of $80,000 for the current fiscal year for the 
project, contemplated this survey would be completed in 2 years and 
would not be dragged out. It was contemplated that the survey 
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would cost $157,000 and_ the ~— of $77,000 would be appro- 
priated for the next fiscal year beginning July 1, 1956. It is im- 
portant that this survey project be completed at the earliest date 
possible and, therefore, 1t 1s urged that the babies ‘ec of the estimated 
cost of $77,000 be : appropriated for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1956. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Hann. Congressman Gary, if the engineers have this money, 
can they complete the survey next year? 

Mr. Gary. Yes, sir, in 1 more year, and that is all we ask, so that 
it can be completed next year. They will spend $80,000 this year, 
and they need $77,000 more now. 

Next is Mr. Alvin Massenburg, president of the Virginia Pilots 
Association—lI should have said, Capt. Alvin Massenburg. He is the 
man that brings the ships into the Chesapeake Bay. 


STATEMENT OF ALVIN MASSENBURG 


Mr. Massensura. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
| just want to state that from a practical standpoint we have seen 
the development of the James River and the need of a deeper channel 
for some time. We now have a depth of 25 feet, and that is totally 
inadequate for the type of ships that use the James River. In almost 
every instance, even with the Liberty ships, it is necessary to dis- 
charge part of their cargo in Hampton Roads if they are bound up 
with cargo, or load only pert of a cargo coming down and complete 
loading in the Hampton Roads area, which is not an economical 


process. 
Of the money for a survey this year, as I understand it, $80,000 
will be spent by July 1. I also understand it will require $77,000 


additional to complete the survey in another year. I think it is 
imperative that we complete this survey in the next year in order to 
be in a position to justify funds for the ‘deepening of the river so that 
the ships presently using it will be able to navigate more economically 
at a much deeper draft than is now possible. 

Within the past year, there have been some improvements made 
from maintenance funds so that we have some of the SOT—2 tankers 
going to Richmond now, partly loaded. And when this dredging is 
completed, the ships will be able to go there with full cargo to discharge. 

I think it is very imperative that we don’t lose any time in complet- 
ing this survey. 

‘T thank you very much for your attention, 

Mr. Rasaut. Thank you, Captain. 

Mr. Gary. Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert in the record 
letter from Mr. Frank A. Ernst, president of the Virginia State 
Chamber of Commerce. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

VIRGINIA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Richmond 19, Va., March 20, 1956. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBLIc WorKs, 
Commitiee on Appropriations, 


United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: The Virginia State Chamber of Commerce strongly urges an 
adequate appropriation for completion of the survey of the James River Channel 
between Norfolk and Richmond. 
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It is our policy to scrutinize requests for Federal appropriations closely. Weare 
convinced, however, that the best interests of all concerned will be served if an 
additional appropriation of $77,000 is made available for completion of this survey 
within the next year. Since the survey is now underway, it obviously is more 
economical to complete it. We understand that the amount proposed for this 
work is not sufficient for completion of the survey. To await a later appropriation 
would involve many hazards, which in our judgment would be uneconomical and 
improper. 

The Virginia State chamber, composed of 5,000 members residing in every sec- 
tion of Virginia, emphasizes the importance of this project to our Commonwealth. 
ven our more inland cities are served advantageously by provision of facilities 
for waterborne commerce. We therefore urge the committee to make provision 
for the economical prosecution of the project. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK A. ERNst, President. 

Mr. Gary. That shows the interest of the State of Virginia in this 
project. The city of Richmond and, in fact, my entire district is very 
vitally interested in it, and I am going to ask Mr. Malcolm Bridges, 
executive manager of the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, to pre- 
sent a statement on behalf of his organization, and to introduce those 
present from the city of Richmond. 


STATEMENT OF J. MALCOLM BRIDGES 


Mr. Bripces. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I 
have always heard that the greatest error that can be made is over- 
pleading a case before a friendly jury. And that is not my intention 
this afternoon. As a ms _ r of fact, I would like to file a statement 
for the record and just say a few words. 

We are vitally intereste di in this matter. If we have sufficient funds 
to complete the survey next year, it not only means engineering econ- 


omy, but it means it will enable us to go forward with long-range plan- 
ning for our great metropolitan area, because the James River, as the 
result of this survey, is going to be inseparably linked with so many 
plans for our three municipalities and our counties that we are wait- 
ing patiently for the completion of it. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


A STATEMENT PRESENTED BY THE RICHMOND, VA., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE TO 
THE Hovssr oF REPRESENTATIVES APPROPRIATION SUBCOMMITTEE 


Gentlemen of the committee, the Richmond Chamber of Commerce, an agency 
with more than 2,000 members representing the business and professional life of 
Richmond, has taken an active interest in the efforts to improve the channel of the 
James River and build up waterborne commerce since inception of the organiza- 
tion in 1867. 

tichmond owes her inception to the fact that the site for the city was bocated at 
the head of navigable waters; its eerly growth and development is due in large 
measure to this location, and much cf it; present development and future potential 
is due to the fact that the James has been kept open as a channel for the transpor- 
tation of goods. 

The interest in the survey under consideration this afternoon is of long standing. 
Spokesmen for this organization have had the privilege of appearing before this 
committee upon several occasions. Our story has always been the same: 

Richmond has demonstrated its faith in the river survey by meeting every 
demand placed upon her. Business interests organized and presided over the 
initial conference to determine the economic feasibility of a deeper channel when 
the funds were made available for the first year of the current survey. We are 
now ready and anxious to assist United States district engineers in any way possi- 
ble to the end that their report will be complete, objective and valuable to those 
who will determine, once the survey has been completed, whether or not we are 
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justified in asking for funds that will be necessary to provide Richmond, Hope- 
well, and other points along the James with sufficient water to care for the type of 
ship that can and should be attracted to serve our area. 

Might I suggest that provision for sufficient funds to complete the survey, 
$77,000, would result in long-range economies. There are real reasons why the 
work should be done without interruption; engineers will, I am certain, be able to 
advise you that savings can be expected in event the continuity of this work can 
be assured. 

There are reasons why we urge you gentlemen to make available the $77,000; 
that is, anxiety on the part of scores interested in this project to know the results 
of the completed survey, and the fact that our long-range planning for the entire 
area is inseparably linked with the outcome of this study. 

Furthermore, I think that you will be interested in the fact that we have just 
brought to a close a session of the General Assembly of Virginia, during which 
considerable interest was demonstrated in the current survey, In event you 
gentlemen, in your wisdom, make it possible for us to complete the work by 
making available the full amount estimated to cover such costs, we will be able 
to go back to the assembly at its next regular session and obtain from that body 
cooperation that may be necessary to leave the Federal Government free of any 
damage claims that may arise as result of the actual dredging iiself, 

I need hardly pledge to you and to the United States Army engineers the con- 
tinued active interest of our organization, and assure you that it will be a privilege 
to assist in this important survey. I do hope that you will act favorably upon 
our petition that the work, now underway, be permitted to continue without 
interruption, and share with us the feeling that there are real reasons, economically 
and otherwise, that point to the soundness of our position. 

Mr. Brinces. I would like very much to present to vou Mr. Harry 
Meacham, who represents the city port authority, and who has a 
short statement to make for vou, sir. 


STATEMENT OF H. M. MEACHAM 


Mr. Meracuam. In the interest of economy of time, I will read this 
very brief statement. 

For 8 vears the city of Richmond has earnestly worked toward or 
voal of a wider and deeper James River Channel from Richmond t 
the sea. Our present channel, authorized by Congress in 1930, was 
the result of similar vears of effort on the part of many interested 
and devoted citizens. The city of Richmond has faithfully fulfilled 
its obligations to the Federal Government in the maintenance of the 
present channel and in the provisions of adequate facilities for use of 
vessels using this channel. Indeed, the citv and Federal Government 
have an investment of over $15 million in this project. 

Even if time permitted us to go into detailed justification of this 
project I do not think it would be necessary. In the past 8 vears 
we have put on record with appropriate Federal agencies what we 
believe to be more than adequate justification for the requested survey. 

It is felt that one particular reason for widening and deepening the 
channel should be stressed. This reason is the trend towards location 
of industry on sites that can be reached by waterborne transportation. 
Five essential requisites for such industry are: A water route to the 
sea that will safely accommodate the majority of oceangoing vessels 
now in use, adequate trunkline rail and highway transportation, 
ample “ tric power, and a large supply of fresh water. Richmond, 
and the James River Basin, contiguous to Richmond, has 4 of these 
5 essentials. Six trunkline railroads serve Richmond and two major 
trunk highways (Routes 60 and 1) pass through the city. 

Further , we have an almost unlimited amount of electrical power 
available. The fresh water in large quantities is supplied by the river 
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itself. Thus, the one essential ingredient that we lack to make this 
area an ideal location for industry is a channel of proper depth and 
width. 

The provision of that missing ingredient is the reason for our ap- 
pearance before this committee. We are confident that the requested 
improvements to the channel will increase industrial development in 
the James River Basin to a degree hard to envision. 

The Corps of Engineers has wholeheartedly endorsed this project. 
Congress has appropriated $80,000 for a portion of the necessary 
survey. It is our earnest plea that this committee will see fit to 
recommend the appropriation of the additional $77,000 necessary to 
complete the survey this coming fiscal year. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bripers. I now want to present Mr. Robert S. Hopson, 
director of public works of the city of Richmond, who has a short 
statement. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. HOPSON 


Mr. Hopson. I will read this short statement. If this requested 
survey by the Corps of Engineers indicates that widening and deepen- 
ing the James River Channel is economically feasible and the project 
is approved by Congress, the city administration of Richmond is 
prepared to share the attendant obligations for provisions of spoil 
areas, maintenance dredging of berthing areas, and so forth. 

Prior to 1927 our city expended voluntarily $1,355,000 on river 
improvements, a figure 37 percent of that expended by the Federal 
Government. Since 1927 the city has expended an _ additional 
$2,500,000 on its share of improvements including terminal facilities 
and dredging. 

We believe that we have amply demonstrated our willingness to 
fulfill our obligations and we earnestly request that the $77,000 needed 
to comple te the feasibility survey be appropriated for the fiscal vear 
1956-57. Further delay could be costly and industrial development 
of this area should be quickly expedited if the feasibility report is 
favorable. 

Thank you for your time. 

Mr. Gary. Mr. Chairman, we yield back the balance of our time 
and thank you for your very kind attention. 


Marcu 22, 1956 
TuTtLe CREEK 


WITNESSES 


HON. WILLIAM H. AVERY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF KANSAS 

LESLIE G. TEMPLIN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE COMMIS- 
SION ON TOWN AND COUNTRY WORK IN THE KANSAS CONFER- 
ENCE OF THE METHODIST CHURCH 

RALPH BERGSTEN, CLEBURNE, KANS. 

GLENN D. STOCKWELL, RANDOLPH, KANS. 


Mr. x ABAUT. Congressman Avery, we are glad to welcome you. 

Mr. Avery. Thank you. I have three witnesses. We were 
allocated 20 minutes. We will try to cut it down to 10 in view of 
the lag in your schedule. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be pleased to hear you. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM H. AVERY 


Mr. Avery. I want to thank the committee for the opportunity 
of appearing here this afternoon relative to the public works program 
for the Kansas River Basin now under consideration by your com- 
mittee. We have suffered from the ravages of flood as has every 
area that contains the flood plain of a river. My district is in need of 
extensive flood-control improvement, but there is lack of agreement 
on how this should be accomplished. I feel the State of Kansas, 
like many other States, has been remiss in not taking the initiative 
in the past years to conserve the water resources of our State. Quite 
obviously a water-conservation program and a flood-control pro- 
gram must be treated simultaneously. Flood control became ac- 
cepted as a Federal responsibility in 1928, and Kansas, we now 
realize, should have established a State agency at that time to develop 
a policy in conjunction with the Federal agencies that would have 
become the official policy of the State. Since that did not occur, we 
were faced with the choice of accepting the program of the Corps of 
Engineers, or not participating in Federal funds. 

We did establish such an authority in 1955, and I will refer back 
to that point later in my statement. 

We are now considering this afternoon local flood protection projects 
for Topeka and Manhattan as well as several reservoirs. 

[ urge the committee approve the funds for planning and con- 
struction money as requested by the corps and recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget for the local protection works for Topeka and 
Manhattan, Kans. It is necessary that this preliminary planning be 
completed in order that local interests may know the extent of their 
financial responsibility in constructing these local protective works. 
| urge favorable consideration of the “$400,000 recommended | Vv the 
Bureau of the Budget for the Topeka, Kans., flood-control project. 
This will include funds for construction of the Soldier Creek Cutoff 
project and detailed planning money for the dikes on the Kansas 
River at Topeka. The Corps of Engineers have agreed that con- 
struction will start on the Soldier Creek Cutoff portion of this project, 
which is. immediately north of Topeka, Kans. The local interests 
have fulfilled the requirements of local cooperation insofar as fur- 
nishing right-of-way. This project is highly desirable. Also there 
has been included in the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget 
$40,000 for detailed planning money for the local protection works 
for the city of Manhattan on the Blue and Kansas Rivers. This 
protection is badly needed as no protective work has been done there 
since the 1951 flood. 

Although not included in the budget, I request that $26,000 be 
added to the appropriation for the Kansas River for planning money 
for the city of Marysville, Kans. Marysville is located on “the sig 
Blue River and has had recurring floods through the years. I hope 
the committee can see fit to add $26,000 to their recommendation for 
the Kansas River to include this desirable project. 

Now, as to reservoirs. At the present time three reservoirs have 
been authorized by Congress in my district. These 3 reservoirs are 
less than 100 miles apart and all are located virtually at the mouth of 
3 major tributaries to the Kansas River. The first one, Tuttle Creek, 
was authorized in 1938 without any consideration of the views of the 
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State of Kansas. The other two, Milford and Perry, were authorized 
in 1954 in face of an unfavorable report by the Governor of Kansas. 
Referral to the governor of the affected State was provided for in the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. 

As to Milford and Perry Dams, the Corps of Engineers upon my 
request, are coordinating a restudy of these projects with the Kansas 
Water Resources Planning Board. In a letter addressed to me by 
Lt. Gen. S. D. Sturgis, Jr., Chief of Engineers, he states: 

In this review, all of the projects concerned, including Milford and Perry, are 
being completely restudied just as though they were new proposals. I think 
you may be sure, therefore, that the Board will have every opportunity to review 
and comment on the conclusions for Milford and Perry and for additional projects. 

General Sturgis further stated in his letter he believes 
that with its increased technical staff we can work with it in an increasingly 
effective manner. 

This reference was to the Kansas Water Resources Planning 
Board, which was created during the 1955 session of the Kansas 
State Legislature. This board has a technical staff and is in a position 
to cooperate in this review and restudy. For that reason I am 
asking that any consideration of those projects be deleted until that 
report is available to your committee and Congress. 

I made a similar request for Tuttle Creek, but because of its status, 
the corps denied the request on that project. 

As to Tuttle Creek, my opposition to it remains unchanged, not- 
withstanding the unfavorable action of the Ist session of the 84th 
Congress in appropriating an additional $7,500,000 to continue its 
construction. I don’t have to remind the committee that this action 
was taken without a favorable report from this subcommittee. There 
is considerable doubt in my own mind if this reservoir or all proposed 
reservoirs would have materially alleviated the results of the 1951 
flood. 

Not one inde pe nndent survey has ever recommended the construc- 
tion of Tuttle Creek Dam. In 1951 three independent consulting 
engineers were employed by the State of Kansas to resurvey this dam. 
The engineers concluded that the project was not economically feasible 
as a flood-control project. The Missouri Valley Survey Committee, 
appointed by President Truman, expressed grave doubt relative to the 
economic justification. 

As you no doubt know from the hearings conducted last session of 
Congress, the Kansas State Legislature in 1953 passed a resolution 
requesting that no further funds be appropriated for the construction 
of Tuttle Creek Dam. This resolution still stands. 

Water conservation and water shortage have always been a topic 
in this controversy. I want again to ‘emphasize that we are not 
opposing water conservation, nor are we attempting to say that water 
shortage is not a matter of serious consideration. On our watersheds, 
we have provided storage for 513,690,012 cubic feet of water and this 
was done before the passage of the Hope-Aiken bill by the 83d Con- 
gress. The operation of this bill has implemented the storage of 
water in northeast Kansas, and H. R. 8750, recommended by the 
House Committee on Agriculture and now pending before the Rules 
Committee, if passed will greatly accelerate upstream water con- 
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servation, as it liberalizes the authority of the Department of Agri- 
culture in the cost sharing of upstream water-conservation works. 

The sociological aspects of the project will be discussed by other 
witnesses to follow. It is hard for us to understand why our par- 
ticular area has been designated for reservoir sites for which the 
benefits largely accrue to downstream areas not even located in the 
State of Kansas, and without full compensation for the sites taken 
by eminent domain. 

It is the only such proposed concentration of dams that I know of 
in the whole Missouri River Basin. Rainfall cannot be the deciding 
factor as the rainfall is heavier east of the Missouri and virtually no 
projects proposed there. It is ohemeed to keep the Missouri River 
controlled without reservoirs from South Dakota to its junction with 
the Mississippi at St. Louis, but the Kansas River draining a smaller 
watershed must be controlled by reservoirs only a few miles from the 
confluence with the Missouri. 

In other words, it appears to me that my district has been designed 
as expendable for downstream benefits without any cost to them or 
any negative factor on their economy. I think if the ‘Vy Were assessed 
for a proportion of the cost, their urgent support for these reservoirs 
would materially diminish. 

As for water conservation, construction on Tuttle Creek was started 
in 1952 under the stipulation, and I quote from the Congressional 
Record, page 7734 of the Senate, on June 19, 1952, of the 82d Congress: 

There will be no conservation pool back of the dam or headwater that will be 
used for navigation. 

With this limitation, I fail to see how it will contribute to water 
conservation. 

In the event work is continued on this project over my opposition, 
| want to personally ask your support for a bill that I have introduced 
into the House, H. R. 9827, amending the Internal Revenue Code to 
provide that a forced seller under eminent domain by the Federal 
Government for a public works project, if over 60 years of age, will 
not be liable for a capital gains tax. If under 60 vears of age, only 10 
percent on capital gains. 

The other bill I will introduce next week permits the Corps of Army 
Engineers to pay up to $20,000 per business for business losses in- 
curred to property acquired for the construction of a reservoir proj- 
ect. Since we did not seek funds for this project at any time, nad 
Congress saw fit to appropriate construction funds, I implore your 
personal support to these proposals that will lessen, not displace, the 
economic impact of my district. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

| have three other gentlemen who have brief statements to make 
First, are there any questions? 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a brief comment, 
if | may. 

I have listened to what our colleague has said about Milford and 
Perry and the other projects in which he is interested. But I have 
especially directed my attention to Tuttle Creek, about which all 
these many years I have heard arguments both for and against. | 
have heard it bitterly argued on both sides. 
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It seems to me frankly, that in the past construction was not too 
well justified, as the witnesses pointed out, and I don’t recall that the 
committee actually recommended it, it was added on the floor last 
year. But of the statements I have heard, I am bound to say that 
I have gotten some information from the statement just made by our 
colleague that I have either not heard before or else I have not recalled. 

I confess, for example, that I did not know that in 1938 this original 
authorization was made completely without the approval of the State 
of Kansas. And these other projects not only apparently have failed 
of approval, but have been disapproved. 

How much construction has been done here already, Mr. Avery? 

Mr. Avery. There have been two major appropriations totaling 
$20 million. 

Mr. Hann. How much construction is in place? Do you know 
approximately? 

Mr. Avery. That would pretty near take an engineer. There is 
is quite a lot of construction. I have, of course, been down—— 

Mr. Hanp. I don’t want to take the committee’s time, but I do 
think I have gotten some information I haven’t had before, and I 
compliment you on a clear statement in presenting your view. 

Mr. Avery. May I interject at this point. The original appropria- 
tion for $5 million was put in on the floor in the closing hours of the 
82d Congress. 

Mr. Hanp. I recall very distinctly that the first year that I sat on 
this project, the subcommittee disapproved it. 

Mr. Avery. And last year it was not recommended by the sub- 
committee, but it was added in the full committee, and there was a 
special reprint of the bill made so that it could be included when it 
was brought out to the floor. 

Mr. Murray. How did the State disapproval take place, by a 
resolution or an action of the Governor? 

Mr. Avery. The 1944 Flood Act provides that a proposed project 
be referred to the Governor of a State, which is affected by the project, 
and his answer will be forthcoming. 

Mr. Murray. In other words, it was actually the action of the 
Governor rather than the State legislature? 

Mr. Avery. That is right. 

Mr. Murray. Has the State legislature passed any resolutions 
on it? 

Mr. Avery. They have on Tuttle Creek, but they have never con- 
sidered Milford and Perry, because they have just recently become 
active in the picture. 

Mr. Murray. What was their action on Tuttle Creek, the State 
legislature? 

Mr. Avery. I don’t have them here, but the resolution says in so 
many words that they requested Congress not to appropriate further 
funds for the construction of Tuttle Creek Dam until further studies 
could be made. I believe it was added in there. 

Mr. Murray. Is Tuttle Creek actually flood protection for Kansas 
or for Missouri? 

Mr. Avery. Well, it is about 175 miles from Kansas City, and of 
course there are several cities in Kansas between the point of the 
rese:voir and Kansas City. But most of the benefits, justification 
benefits, are allocated to Missouri, and clear on down to New Orleans. 
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But obviously there would be some benefits that would be allocated to 
the State of Kansas on the flood lands. 

Mr. Murray. That is all. 

Mr. Avery. Next I have Dr. Leslie Templin, executive secretary 
of the Commission on Town and Country Work in the Kansas Con- 
ference of the Methodist Church. 

Mr. Tempuiin. Mr. Chairman, and members of the Senate and 
House committees, I am Leslie G. Templin, M. A., Ed. D., of Baldwin, 
Kans., director of the department of rural life at Baker Unive rsity, 
and executive secretary of the Commission on Town and C ountry 
Work in the Kansas Conference of the Methodist Church. I am not 
representing either the university or the church, but appear before 
you in a personal capacity. My work has resulted in a deep and grow- 
ing concern for what happens to rural people, their institutions ‘and 
communities, a concern about those things that affect their economy, 
and considerable alarm regarding the future of the agricultural valleys 
of Kansas, and America as a whole. The Methodist Church has five 
churches within the reservoir area of the Blue Valley that are to be 
evacuated because of the dam’s construction. Within the area are 
seven other Protestant.and Catholic churches. For the past 6 months 
| have been serving on a committee in our church of which our 
congregations in the Blue Valley asked two serious questions: 

|. Has the church anything to say to the people of such a valley 
about the necessity for, and the moral implications in the destruction 
of their farms, businesses, homes, and communities? 

Has the church any ‘pli in for assisting pastors and congregations 
as os -y face the uncertainties and problems of a de _populating period? 

Most of the research for this committee has been my responsibility 
and every known available source of information has been used. Ex- 
cept for the Corps of Army Engineers, the cities on the Kansas River 
below the site of the dam, and the railways and other industrial com- 
panies occupying the flood basin and crowding the flow way, I find 
that, almost without exception, all these sources question the value 
and advisability of the Tuttle Creek Dam. This includes independ- 
ent engineers, such as the Wolman, Hawson & Veatch report, the 
Missouri River Survey Commission’s report, geologists, conservation- 
ists, and others who have written about the Pick-Sloan plan of exten- 
sive reservoir construction. Their reasons include doubtful flood pro- 
tection; unnecessary loss of our best agricultural soil; disruption of a 
fine valley upland economy; sedimentation both in the reservoir basin 
and upstream, especially in view of the low rate of fall in the valley; 
and a seriously questioned cost-benefit ratio. 

Equally serious is the fact that there are several, as yet, unanswered 
questions which, it seems to me, demand answers before the pe ople of 
our river valleys, our general public, and the Members of Congress 
can determine the merits of this and other proposed dams. Some of 
“a are: 

What is the overall number of reservoirs planned for the protec- 
daa of all American cities and to provide drought-yvear water or other 
benefits? And how many acres of grades 1 and 2 of agricultural land 
would be taken out of production ‘if all were built? There are 118 
proposed reservoirs sites in the Kansas River Basin alone. This 
basin is said to be about one-sixth of the Missouri Basin. And across 
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the country are other cities and rivers that flood. Where is this 
program taking us? In addition to all farmland lost to agriculture 
through suburban developments, industrial decentralization, highway 
and airport construction, and military bases, what will be the results 
to our rural economy and even our urban life if all proposed dams 
are completed? 

2. Is there a real concern for a comprehensive plan of soil and water 
conservation and use, involving upstream conservation practices, 
flow-way care, bank stabilization, proper use of flood basin, and 
necessary reservoirs? If so, why do beneficiaries of conservation 
plans or local protection works must share in costs while reservoirs 
are arbitrarily constructed for beneficiaries who do not share in the 
cost, except as they buy power or irrigation? Does the history of 
appropriations indicate an interest in all phases of a comprehensive 
plan? 

3. If, as most, perhaps all, conservationists assert, a reservoir’s 
life and usefulness depends on upstream conservation, and, if adequate 
flow-way and flood-basin restrictions plus conservation upstream 
might even make large reservoirs unnecessary, why are the reservoirs 
given prior consideration? Simply to assert that the Army engineers 
say they should come first seems a thoroughly inadequate answer. 

4. What about the cost-benefit ratio of 1.56:1 suggested by the 
Corps of Army Engineers? Does this include the following items: 
(a) the amount that construction of the dam will cost above the 
estimated $89 million; (4) the intangible losses to professional and 
business people, such as clientele, good will, and professional standing 
in the community; (c) the continuing losses to farmers who are left 
with unsalable hill pastures after losing their bottom land; and (d) the 
difficulties of dispossessed farmers who cannot find other suitable land 
and have to start in other employment? There is considerable doubt 
eee the validity of the suggested ratio. 

The reports of last year’s congressional hearings indicate that, 
soe without exception, downriver advocates of the Blue Valley 
Reservoir urged its usefulness during drought years as well as for flood 
protection. ‘Not once were they warned ‘that this was impossible in 
view of the promises and commitments to the valley that it is to be a 
dry dam. How can an open, dry dam impound water for drought 

ears? This has not been answered. 

Elsewhere in our country arid and submarginal lands or steep hill- 
sides of cutover timberland have been converted into reservoirs, but 
nowhere have so many acres of the best bottom land of a State with 
such fine settled homesteads, thriving villages and rural communities 
been destroyed to create a reservoir whose flood-protection benefits 
are honestly and competently questioned. Gentlemen, it is a serious 
thing to hold over the head of all our people who live in the many 
fertile agricultural valleys of America the threat of dispossession and 
loss of homes, churches, and communities just because a city is located 
down the river. If we must have reservoirs let us put them in upland 
gullies, not in bottom-land fields and villages. We shall hardly save 
our cities by destroying our valleys. And on the basis of my study, 
therefore, I urge you to give careful consideration to these unanswere d 
questions before the 50,000 acres of the Blue Valley are made the 
first of many uselessly destroyed farms and crops, with their homes 
and communities. 





Lolli hat Na 


ea a a he 


Nh naa a ln. 








v 
d 


Ni 


a 
h 


651 


Thank you very much, sir, 

Mr. Merray. In your study, did you make any comparison be- 
tween the obvious disadv antages to the various churches from moving 
as to the advantages that might be gained by the churches in the area 
that the dam would protect? Did your study include that, Doctor? 

Mr. Tempuin. No, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you very much. ' 

Mr. Avery. I have now Mr. Ralph Bergsten of Cleburne, Kans. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH BERGSTEN 


Mr. Brerastex. | am a livestock farmer living just outside the 
reservoir level should the Tuttle Creek Dam be built. I also represent 
the Blue Valley Christian Laymen’s League which is a brotherhood 
of all the churches in this area. We represent six denominations, and 
we are greatly concerned about the moral wrong it would be to destroy 
this productive valley. Our churches are located in the valley. 
Many people from the surrounding countryside come down into the 
valley to worship God in these churches. Our schools are located in 
the valley also with children coming in from the countryside. We are 
at a complete loss to know where we will worship God and where we 
will educate our children. I have inquired in one town which might 
be considered the most logical place in case the dam is built to send 
our children and the answer was, ‘Our schools are already filled to 
capacity.” 

Our powerlines and means of communication would also be dis- 
rupted. I farm land on both sides of the reservoir. How would I get 
from one side to the other? Also, we depend on the valley to raise 
corn and feed. We on the upper lands raise grass and wheat. This 
is because our land is of such nature that it will erode. If the valley 
is taken from us we will have to plow up our grass and sow crops 
which will make it more apt to wash away in time and cause the land 
to be worthless. This change of farming will necessitate great adjust- 
ments, so great that it will not be possible to make it in one generation. 

We are trying to get the people interested in watershe d work but 
everyone is discouraged. The farmers say, ““What’s the use? We 
are trying to save the valle *y and the Government is trying to take 
it from us. If they take the valley, they will sooner or later take us. 
So what’s the use?” 

The contractor in this locality said that when the last appropriation 
went through his work stopped almost immediately. It is clear that 
our land will be worth very little in a few years. At the present rate, 
we will be living in the slums of Kansas in a few years if some ‘body 
doesn’t do something or if something isn’t done. If the Congress of 
the United States is willing to spend : such great amounts of money in 
building dams to save Kansas C itv ce rtainly they should do something 
for us who will be left in this deplorable condition if the dam is built. 
Wouldn’t it be better to have flood control the watershed way which 
will save the citizens and farms along with the State of Kansas? 

The watershed treatment has prov ed itself in several instances. By 
doing this the water is stored in the ground and valuable topsoil is 
saved. This builds better farms and better communities. The w ater 
table in the ground is raised making it possible for people to draw and 
irrigate and the like. I do not claim to be an authority but I am sure 
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this method would cost far less than the big dam way. Also instead 
of destroying it would be creating. 


I know, too, that as human beings we have a responsibility to God 
regarding what we do with the ‘things He gives us. The Bible 
reminds us of this in the words of Galatians 6:7. “Be not deceived; 
God is not mocked: For whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also 
reap.” 
Do you have any questions? 
Mr. Hanp. You will just face the destruction of your community? 
Mr. Bercsten. The community will be without any churches and 


that is a very serious matter, because if you take our churches away, 
that breeds communism. 


Mr. Avery. Mr. Chairman, I have just one more witness, Mr. 


Glenn Stockwell, Randolph, Kans., who has apperaed before your 
committee before. 


STATEMENT OF GLENN D. STOCKWELL 


Mr. StockweLi. My name is Glenn D. Stockwell, of Randolph, 
Kans. I have appeared before this committee many times in the past 
and presented the adverse engineering reports and said this thing will 
not work. If you are judging it by engineering reports you have got 
to lay these reports beside those of the United States Engineers. If 
you are judging it on a humanitarian basis you have to consider the 
people downstream. 

I have several requests from people to file statements. 

Mr. Raravt. Do you have a statement? 

Mr. StockwE.Lu. Yes. 

Mr. Rasaut. Without objection it will be placed in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GLENN D. StocKwELL, RANDOLPH, KANs. 


My name is Glenn D. Stockwell, Randolph, Kans. I am a farmer and the 
president of the Blue Valley Study Associ*tion, a civic group composed of residents 
of the Blue Valley and surrounding territory. This group is primarily interested 
in the development of the natural resources of our area in a way that will return 
the greatest happiness and genersl welfare over a period of time. Onur fore- 
fathers, who settled this region over 100 years ago, were mostly refugees from the 
tyrannies of Europe. They established homes thet they hoped wovld endure 
for ages. The present generation is endeavoring, through new skills of conserva- 
tion, to preserve those »ncestrel homes. 

The combination of rich v2lley land and upland grazing hes mde this the most 
presperous region in the 10th Feder®l Reserve District. The loss of the stehle 

valley feed production will wreck our agricultural economy and degrade the area 
teota a prosperous region to a rural slum. The port of the community left will 
not be able to maintein their churches, schools, roads, and other public fecilities. 
The heart will be torn out of an integrated community. Tuttle Creek project 
will force an »dverse adjustment onto thovsands of people who will not he com- 
pensated by the land acquisition program of the nroject. There sre no colleteral, 
offsetting benefits to the community. There will be no hydropower, no navica- 
tion, no irrigation, no water stored for times of droucht. This is 9 sinele-purnose 
flood-control dam. Instead of a rich farming valley we will simply have a 
stinking mudhole. 

We have appeared before this committee many times in the pest to opnese this 
thorouzhly uniustified and discredited project. We have discussed the report of 
the Missouri River Basin Survey Commission app»inted by President Truman and 
the report of the board of encineers appointed by Governor Arn, of Karscs. Poth 
of these reports are in your files and both reports comnletelv condemn this nroicct. 
I feel that further remarks on the engineering feasibility of this project is needless 
in view of these undisputed authoritative reports. 
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We have discussed with this committee the resolutions passed by the Kansas 
Legislature asking that Tuttle Creek Dam be stopped. Kansas legislators have 
explained the legislative intent of these resolutions. We have discussed the im- 
plications of the First District Congressional elections when the people express 
an overwhelming opposition to this project through the ballot box, the court of 
last resort for Americans. These expressions of public opinion still stand unre- 
pudiated. These evidences of public opinion should be of more concern to the 
committee than arrogant manifestations of powerful selfish interests seeking 
other things than flood control. 

We appreciate that this committee has recognized our protestations in the past. 
We feel that our objections are still valid and should still be given careful con- 
sideration by Congress. It would be better to abandon the funds already sunk 
in Tutcle Creek than to continue and waste a hundred million dollars on this 
virtually worthless project. 

Tuttle Creek commits the Federal Government to a vast construction program 
of a billion dollars on the Kansas River. No appreciable amount of protection 
will be achieved until the last reservoir is in place. Alternate plans for protection 
have been proposed by the Kansas engineers that would cost only one-fourth of 
the cost of this vast reservoir system. I am sorry that the executive department 
has not seen fit to consider these alternate proposals of the Kansas engineers. 
The basic difference is that Tuttle Creek and similar reservoirs on the Kansas 
River are construction projects while the Kansas plan is a flood-control plan. 

This project, today, is not the same project that was authorized by Congress 
in 1938. The 1938 proposal might have been acceptable to Kansas. This one 
is not. In 1938 it was represented to the authorizing committee that no towns 
or villages would be inundated. Now it is proposed to inundate 9 or 10 towns 
and villages. Does this committee give recognition to the intent of the aurhor- 
izing committee or does it recognize the right of the executive department to 
redesign projects at will? 

The cost of this project has increased from $27 million at authorization, to $87 
million at start of construction, and is now in excess of $92 million. The major 
costs of this project will be land acquisition and relocation costs. Enormous 
sums will be required to relocate railroads, highways, powerlines, pipelines, 
telephones and other public utilities. Current land prices are proving far above 
estimates previously submitted to this committee by the Corps of Engineers. 
I feel that the committee should scrutinize closely the current land acquisition 
and relocation program in an effort to determine more accurately the probable 
ultimate costs of this project. I advise this because of the following statement 
in the Missouri River Basin survey report: “‘In the face of the slim justification 
originally found in 1947, the rising construction costs since that time, and the 
above indications that half the originally claimed benefits may have since decl'ned 
instead of increased, the present justification of Tuttle Creek and other similarly 
situated reservoirs must be seriously questioned.’? The Board of engineers 
employed by the State of Kansas seriously questioned the probity of flood damage 
estimates of the Corps of Engineers in the Kansas Basin. The Second Hoover 
Commission said: ‘“‘A startling example of the degree to which urban damages 
may be overestimated * * * was discovered by the task group in its examination 
of the Kansas River flood problem.’”’ This Commission further comments upon 
the fallacy of justifying reservoir construction like this on supposed benefits to 
flood control on the lower Mississippi River. I hope that this committee feels 
that its responsibilities for making wise use of public funds extends further than 
accepting cost estimates arrived at by applying cost indexes to windshield surveys 
made 18 years ago. 

Proper development of our water resources is vital to our national welfare. 
Means and methods of developing water resources should not be determined like 
a popularity contest by seeing who can send in the most box top coupons. Water 
resource development should rest upon unimpeachable facts and evidence that the 
Nation will .receive a net benefit rather than a net loss. That criterion was 
established by Congress in the original Flood Control Act of 1938. Tuttle Creek 
does not meet this criterion. This project has assumed national promience 
because of the gross deficiencies in evaluating the cost and benefits. I wish to 
insert here, as a part of my remarks, an editorial from the Christian Science 
Monitor of January 25, 1956, entitled, ‘“The Blue Valley Belles.” 

Continuing this project in the face of adverse economic and engineering evidence 
presented by many unimpeachable sources would be a dereliction of duty and a 
travesty on justice. I recommend that further funds be refused for Tuttle 
Creek Dam. 
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Mr. SrockweE.t. I have an engineering report from L. D. McDonald, 
consulting engineer. 

I have two letters from Ed Abels to Paul L. Jameson, Garrison, 
Kans. 

I have a statement from A. E. Holcomb, Rossville, Kans. 

I have a statement signed by the members of the first, second, and 
third districts of the Board of County Commissioners of Pottawatomie 
County, Kans. 

I have a statement from Paul L. Jameson, Garrison, Kans. 

And I have a statement from the ministers of the Blue Valley 
Association, assembled at the Methodist Church in Riley, Kans., on 
March 19, 1956. 

There is also a telegram from Harold H. Munger and a resolution 
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners of Clay County, 
Kansas. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection, they may be placed in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


[Christian Science Monitor, January 25, 1956] 


THe “BiueE VALLEY BELLES” 


They have been called the ‘‘Blue Valley Belles.’’ And even were one to reject 
the merits of their cause one could hardly fail to admire their courage and persist- 
ency and, perhaps, what may prove to be their effectiveness. 

The “Belles” are women of Kansas’ Blue River Valley who have been resisting 
the building of Tuttle Creek Dam. And they have more on their side than just 
the natural reluctance of long-settled farmers to have their homes and fields 
permanently flooded in order to save city folk (over 100 miles away) an occasional 
inundation. 

They have on their side the reluctance of thousands of other farm people 
behind a whole galaxy of dams. These the Army engineers would build in order 
to prevent a repetition of the 1951 deluge which swept through the two Kansas 
Citys. Even more persuasive to other Americans is the authority they have 
behind them when they contend that the dam at Tuttle Creek wouldn’t do the 
job—that there are ways to protect the Kansas Citys without ruining hundreds 
of square miles of rich farmlands and thousands of family homes. 

The issue that now heads up in the Big Blue Valley really extends over the 
whole United States. For it hinges upon a basic disagreement as to how to 
control floods: whether by big dams and reservoirs (as the Army engineers hold) 
or by many smaller headwater dams and ponds, together with a system of set- 
back levees and flowways around towns and cities (as the conservationists pre- 
dominantly urge). 

Without pretending to possess engineering competence we would verture a 
word for the latter. For even if this should prove insufficient, the flow would 
still have been lessened, and supplemental big dams would not have to be so 
big. But if the mammoth structures are built first, the damage is done 
irrevocably. 

And Tuttle Creek Dam is now being built. So more power to the Blue Valley 
Belles to win at least a reprieve while this subject gets a fuller airing. 


The ministers of the Blue Valley Association assembled at the Methodist 
Church in Riley, Kans., on March 19, 1956. 

We are informed of the appropriation to be considered by the Committee on 
Appropriations to continue construction on the Tuttle Creek Dam. 

Inasmuch as this dam and resulting lake will displace 5,000 people, will destroy 
12 churches which will eost $475,000 to replace and will damage the programs of 
12 other churches. 

And inasmuch as the construction of big dams is not the solution of the prob- 
lems of floodwaters and water conservation. 
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We respectfully request that the appropriation for the Tuttle Creek Dam }.« 
omitted from this current and future budgets. 

(Signed) F. H. Dawson, Willis C. MeGuire, Roy T. Johns, Nil 

Hirdnik, M. H. Kennedy, FE. H. Dahm, F. W. Engstrom, Edgar 

Patterson. 











Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am certain that you have before you 
convincing evidence to prove that there is neither moral nor economic justification 
for construction of Tuttle Creek Dam across the Blue River in Kansas. As a 
resident of the Blue Valley, I wish to call to your attention the fact that no mone- 
tary compensation could atone for the injustice to our people that the completion 
of this dam would mean. 

However, I am much more deeply concerned, as an American citizen, in seeing 
the processes of democracy prevail over bureaucratic pressure and _ political 
expediency. It is shocking to realize the widespread resignation to the theory 
that might makes right in determination of governmental policy. On some issue 
somewhere within our Nation, it must be proved that right and justice ean still 
prevail over the pressure of powerful Government bureaus and of well-financed 
lobbyists. 

Members of the committee, by refusing to grant further funds for this project, 
the unfeasibility of which is so definitely proved, you have a wonderful oppor- 
tunity to restore people’s faith in the moral integrity of their government, Only 
by deciding issues such as this within our Nation on the basis of right and justice, 
rather than expediency, can America hope to hold a place of leadership in 
working for world peace. 

To summarize, I urge you to realize the contribution to the welfare of ou 
Nation that can well result from your refusal to grant further funds for Tuttle 
Creek Dam. 

Respectfully, 
























Paut L. JAMESON 
Garrison, Kan 













OFFICE OF THE County CLERK, 
PoTTAWATOMIE CouUNTY, 


Westmoreland, Kans., March 19, i95¢ 






To the Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee: 

We request that you do not appropriate any further funds for construction of 
Tuttle Creek Dam. 

In view of the enormous amount of money required, the destruction of some of 
the finest land in our Nation, we do not believe that the benefits derived justify 
this expense, destruction, and eviction of these people from their homes. 

As commissioners of this county in which a large part of the dam basin lies, we 
request no funds for Tuttle Creek Dam be allowed. 

Sincerely yours, 











THE Boarp or County COMMISSIONERS OF 
POTTAWATOMIE County, KANs. 

GorDON BRADSHAW, First District Memb: 

JoE H. Dott, Second District Member. 

CriypE LassweELu, Third District Member 












STATEMENT OF A. EF. Hotcomr, Rossvi_ue, KANs. 









As a landowner in the Kansas River Basin, 43 miles downstream from the Tuttle 
Creek Dam site, and having interested myself in the defense of the people of thy 
Blue River Valley since the 1951 flood, I have conversed with hundreds of people 
not asseciated with the Blue Valley people. In large and small towns and 
farmers in various localities, I have found that a very small percentage of the 
people are in favor of the dam. To be specific, | would say that 97 percent of the 
farmers expressed disgust for the action taken by the United States Congress as 
regards the destruction of our river valleys. 

Small communities, and those people upon the farms are fully aware that the 
fertile river valleys are our most precious heritage. To destroy them we destroy 
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the heritage of generations to come. The fertile river valleys are our only assur- 
ance of preserving arable land. 

Arable land is precious—it is the source of all life upon this earth. To destroy 
ara»le land is to commit an act of treason against nature. When little men are 
vested with authority to destroy nature’s most precious possession, they in part 
destroy themselves along with future generations. 

Watershed treatment on tributary streams can be effective in controlling river 
basin floodin: for a fraction of the cost of large dams. 

Those men who vote for further appropriations to cover up fertile valleys by 
flooding with water violate the sancity of nature. Nature in turn retaliates by 
drouzht, pestilence, and famine. Arable land is not man-made. 


(Signed) A. E. Honcome. 


THE LAWRENCE OUTLOOK, 
Lawrence, Kans., December 28, 1955. 
Mr. Pau L. Jamison, 
Garrison, Kans. 


Dear Mr. Jamison: I am sorry that it is impossible for me to use your com- 
munication and I am returning your money. I simply do not believe it is fair to 
further confuse the issue about Tvttle Creek Dam. 

In this area it is not a matter of flood control but one of water supply. That 
supply must come and can only come from large storage reservoirs such as Tuttle 
Creek, Kanopolis, Perry, and others. None of us is foolish enough to believe 
that flood prevention is possible or that it is guaranteed by the construction of 
dams. We do know that with a growing population in this area—all down the 
Kaw Valley—there must be more water available during years such as the four 
we have just had. That means storage reservoirs, farm ponds, soil conservation, 
and every possible type of water and soil conservation. 

Thousands of gallons of water are being hauled daily all through this area from 
the Lawrence system to farms for use in home and in feed lots. The drought has 
been far more damaging than the 1951 flood. The proposed work in the various 
watersheds recognizes these facts—but very little progress has been made in those 
efforts. 

I do appreciate the fact that many residents of the Blue Valley will lose their 
homes; they will be paid for them and must move. The turnpike through our 
county has ruined dozens of fine farms and I have done what I could to help 
those farmers get a fair price for the land and damages, just as I have asked our 
Congressman and Senators to do everything possible to help you people to get 
paid liberally for your land and holdings. 

Mr. Jamison, I cannot convert you to my way of thinking nor can you change 
me; we have two entirely different viewpoints. However, we can be honest with 
each other and continue as friends on that basis. Thanks for your note and your 
communication. 

Most sincerely, 
Ep ABELS. 


THE LAWRENCE OUTLOOK, 
Lawrence, Kans., January 13, 1956. 
Mr. Pau. L. JAMESON. 
Garrison, Kans. 


Dear Mr. JAmMEson: Thanks for your letter of the 4th instant in reply to my 
note aout the need for more water in the Kansas River. You certainly have my 
permission to use anything that I write in any manner you see fit. The continu- 
ing dry weather is serving to place more and more emphasis on the need for more 
water. 

Mr. Jameson, this water problem is one of the most complicated and most 
important in our State. We need all the storage that we can possibly get on the 
farms to feed the ground water supply. The chemical fertilizers and weed and 
inse*t sprays that are being used on the farms mixed with the detergents in the 
modern soaps are com"ining to throw a terrible strain on those who attempt to 
drink the water. Late researsh shows that many underground sources are being 
contaminated by the chemivals that are used in the fields and kitchens. 

We have a growing population down the valley with new industries coming in. 
They simply have to have water. I have been into this scrap for more water for 
many years and know that Mr. Breidenthal and all of the rest of the many folks 





657 


down the valley are far more interested in water for industry and people than in 
flood control. 

If you are interested in studying the water problem I recommend that you get, 
for a starter, the book Water or Your Life by Arthur H. Carhart. It is published 
by the J. B. Lippincott Co. 

Most sincerely, 
Ep ABELS. 


Marcu 20, 1956. 
Mr. GLENN E. Stock WELL: 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Stock wE.u: Replying to the inquiry of a member of your board of 
directors as to my opinion of the adequacy and justification of the flood-control 
plan for the Kansas River, I have the following comments: 

The original plan of flood protection for the Kansas cities which made use of 
botH levees and reservoirs was incorporated in an enzineering report by Mr. 
Fowler to a committee of interested businessmen of Kansas City. Mr. Fowler 
based his design on the 1903 storm, and the plan which was a part of his report 
included a floodway through the urban areas capable of passing the total flow of 
the 1903 flood. The plan also included a reservoir on the Blue River of KF ansas 
and one on the Republican at Milford, Kans. The reservoirs were safety factors 
only to allow for discharges caused by more critical locations of the 1903 storm. 
Mr. Fowler, I believe, also stated in that report that he could not justify the 
extra cost of such a plan over the cost of a levee plan. 

The Army later proposed a similar plan which was authorized by Congress in 
1938. That plan has been modified by putting in, taking out, and increasing 
reservoirs ever since. The 1951 flood had a discharge of approximately twice 
that of the 1903 flood. It is reasonable then to expect that following his original 
basic design and based upon the 1951 flood, Mr. Fowler would propose a floodway 
through the urban areas capable of passing the 1951 flood discharge or approxi- 
mately twice that of the 1903 flood. 

As evidence of the fact that this is the thinking of capable and unbiased engi- 
neers, you have the report of the Board of Enzineers employed by the Resource 
and Development Commission of the State of Kansas. This report was made 
subsequent to the 1951 flood. This report points out the inadequancy of the 
Army’s proposed plan. It also points out the added cost of an estimated $550 
million over a plan providing adequate floodways throuzth kansas City, Topeka, 
Lawrence, and other urban areas. Above everything else, that report points out 
the added hazard of a policy, which not only permits but encourazes building 
and encroaching on the river’s normal floodways to the end that disastrous flood 
loss will continue to increase. The east and west coast floods of this year should 
make us take heed of the warning set out in that report. 

It is no longer necessary for business to crowd the floodways of streams not used 
by traffic. It is a good time for us to review the possibility of clearing some of the 
areas along the streams to make floodways available. Many of the businesses of 
these areas are in obsolete buildings and locations. Water, rail, truck, and other 
facilities are now available out of the bottom areas. 

The 1938 Flood Control Committee in their House Report No. 2353, section 
No. 3, apparently intended that the Chief of Engineers should so recommend in 
his plans, as that report indicated, that if it were less costly to evacuate areas than 
to protect it, Federal money could be used to relocate the people of the area. 

I have spent considerable time in reviewing reports on flood-control plans of 
the Missouri River Basin and have failed to find any report prepared by capable 
engineers in private practice that agrees with the Army that their plans are 
justified or give assurance of full flood protection. The Missouri River Basin 
Committee’s report for instance, does not approve of the flood-control plan 
authorized for the Kansas River nor Tuttle Creek Reservoir in particular. ‘that 
report also points out that the favorable publicity given to the plan proposed by 
the Army leads the people to a feeling of false security. That report also points 
out that a discharge of 400,000 second-feet was produced on the Neosho River 
from the 1951 storm and from a drainage area of 2,900 square miles. It further 
points out that approximately 9,000 square miles will still be unprotected above 
the Kansas Citys after the presently authorized structures are completed. 

I am amazed by the fact that some of Kansas City’s most prominent and ardent 
advocates of the Army’s plan for protection of Kansas City are aware of these 
facts, but feel that eventually enough reservoirs can be added to make the plan 
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adequate. I believe, however, that even if all the reservoirs that the Army can 
propose are incorporated in the plan, that there will be approximately 6,000 square 
miles of unprotected area above Kansas City. It would appear therefore, that 
under the most optimistic view of the Army’s plan that a floodway of not less 
than 450,000 second-feet to perhaps 600,000 second-feet should be provided 
irrespective of the reservoirs. 

In the face of these facts and my own knowledge of the inherent hazurd of 
man’s operation of reservoirs, | can only express my opinion that the authorized 
plan, even as proposed to be modified, is inadequate and a waste of the taxpayer’s 
money. In my opinion it is not practical to try and patch up a plan made obsolete 
by the 1951 storm by adding a multitude of structures costly to build and to 
operate, and at the same time, keep the restricted floodway adequate only for the 
1903 flood. Certainly the report made to the State of Kansas by such out- 
standing engineers as Abel Wollman, L. R. Howson, and N. T. Veatch is a fine 
basis for an adequate plan for the Kansas Basin, and I can only recommend that 
the people of Kansas take steps to make use of it. 

Yours truly, 
L. D. McDonaup, Consulting Engineer. 


MANHATTAN, KaNns., March 21, 1956. 
Wo. H. Avery, 
Representative First District of Kansas, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

My name is Harold H. Munger. I am a graduate civil engineer, licensed by 
the State of Kansas and presently employed as associate professor, School of 
Engineering, Kansas State College. Have been a resident of the Kansas River 
Valley 60 years and have witnessed every important flood of that river in that 
period. Have studied these floods extensively, and offer the following conclusions 
based upon personal observation and available streamflow records. 

First. The construction of Tuttle Creek Dam cannot possibly have any 
measurable effect in preventing damage from a repetition of the 1951 flood be- 
cause the rainfall causing that flood was not in the Big Blue watershed. 

Second, Storms of the type causing the floods of 1935 and 1951 have occurred 
in various localities throughout Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and eastern 
Colorado. They are entirely unpredictable as to time or exact location. They 
may occur in any part of Kansas. 

Third. The great storm of 1951 was centered on the divide along the south 
boundary of the Kansas River watershed. Approximately half of the runoff 
was to the south, down the Marias Des Cygnes, Neosho, and Walnut Rivers. 

Fourth. Had this storm been centered 20 miles farther north the flow of the 
Kansas River would have been at least 20 percent greater than it was. There 
is no reason to doubt that at some future time such a storm will occur. Such 
a position and no flood-control measures now in prospect can have any important 
protective value. 

Fifth. The major portion of past flood damages in Kansas City have resulted 
from encroachments upon the natural waterways. The natural channel of the 
Kansas River, in Kansas City, was 1,000 to 1,500 feet wide. This has been 
reduced to 700 feet by fills, dykes, and floodwalls. Until the natural waterway is 
restored, it is entirely futile to attempt flood protection for Kansas City. 


Haroitp H. MunGeEr, 
Licensed Professional Engineer. 


OFFICE OF THE County CLERK, 
Cray County, KaAns., 
Clay Center, Kans., March 26, 1956. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas appropriations for Tuttle Creek Dam have come up before Congress 
again; and 

Whereas the County Commissioners of Clay County are deeply interested in 
Blue Valley as neighbors and the other big dams that would affect us: Now, 
therefore, be it 
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Resolved by the Board of County Commissioners of Clay County, Kans., assembled 
n regular session in Clay Center this 26th day of March. 1956, That they do go on 
record urging the Congress of the United States to desist from makit g appro- 
priations for Tuttle Creek Dam and to put forth the effort which in the past has 
been spent on it to the promotion and construction of conservation practices 


Boarp oF CouNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
Ciay County, Kans., 

G. I. GILBERT, Chairman. 

ERNEST BavugER, Member 

CLAUDE N. ScHavutis, .Wember. 


Mr. Srockwe... | thank you. 
Mr. Ranaut. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Avery. We thank you for your time. 


Marcu 22, 1956. 
Marton County AND SoutuH River Drainace Districts, Missouri 
WITNESSES 


ELGIN T. FULLER, SOUTH RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, HANNI- 
BAL, MO. 

MERLE STERNKE, MARION COUNTY DRAINAGE DISTRICT, PAL- 
MYRA, MO. 

NOAH SCHROCK, PRESIDENT, UPPER MISSISSIPPI FLOOD CON- 
TROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ranaut. Now we have Mr. Elgin T. Fuller, of Hannibal, Mo. 
STATEMENT OF ELGIN T. FULLER 


Mr. Futter. Mr. Chairman, | haven’t any written statement. 
My name is Elgin T. Fuller, Hannibal, Mo. I represent the South 
River drainage area. I am here in behalf of this House Document 281, 
which has already been referred to and discussed by Mr. Noah Schrock 
That is for the improvement of levees along the Mississippi River. 

The South River Drainage District is immediately north of 
Hannibal, Mo., and it goes about 8 miles along the river. 

Now, I notice that in the amendment requested for the Corps of 
Engineers to complete this survey it is $300,000, but unfortunately, 
of course, it does not include the South River Drainage District. 
But 1 want to say I agree with everything that was said by Mr. 
Schrock. 

As you men know the levecs were placed there largely by private 
capital. They were sufficient in their day, but the improvement of 
the Mississippi River, the locks and dams, and the maintenance 
of the 9-foot channel, have created effects on those levees. And so 
those people aren’t begging or asking, they are hoping that this 
money will be appropriated and that the Corps of Engineers can get 
at the work immediately, because it is a very serious problem. 

The people have to watch those levees and walk home at nighttime, 
and they are bad. There are a lot of people living behind those levees 
And we hope that you can appropriate the sum of $300,000 for this 
survey. 

That is all I have to say, and I hope, seriously, that you can do it. 

Mr. Futter. Mr. Sternke is here, and he will probably want to 
talk briefly. He represents a district adjacent. 
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STATEMENT OF MERLE STERNKE 


Mr. Srernke. I am Merle Sternke, of Palymra, Mo. 

Gentlemen, I represent the Marion County Drainage District, 
which is another district: for which no money has been appropriated. 
By that I mean the Corps of Engineers has asked that no money be 
appropriated. 

However, we members of the Upper Mississippi Flood Control 
Association, of which Mr. Schrock is president, are definitely in accord 
with what he is asking of you here at this meeting. 

Now, there is just one thing I want tosay. In 1913 the people of my 
district built those levees down there with their own money, and they 
were adequate. And they would be adequate today were it not for 
the dams that have been built on the Mississippi River. They are 
what is causing our trouble. 

We have made every effort before to do our own work. And now, 
because of these dams, our levees are inadequate, and we are suffering. 
And therefore we too ask of you that you appropriate $300,000 rather 
than the $75,000 which I understand is now up before you. And I 
would like to pass the time on to Mr. Schrock again. 


STATEMENT OF NOAH SCHROCK 


Mr. Scurock. Just a few words. These gentlemen, their districts 
are members of our home association. And the raising of the appro- 
priation from $75,000 to $300,000 will simply make it possible for the 
Corps of Engineers to begin advance planning in three critical dis- 
tricts with a long look toward the entire project in the course of time. 

I might want to add this, that 4 or 5 of these districts—and 1 of them 
under consideration for an appropriation—are in the congressional dis- 
trict of Hon. Clarence Cannon, your chairman, whom | have known 
personally for over 30 years. And I am sure that it is a very meri- 
torious thing. 

I don’t want to take any more of your time. Thank you very 
much. 

Marcu 26, 1956 


SOUTHWESTERN PoWwrER ADMINISTRATION 


WITNESSES 


HON. J. W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 

HON. MORGAN M. MOULDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

TRUMAN GREEN, MANAGER, CENTRAL ELECTRIC POWER CO- 
OPERATIVE, JEFFERSON CITY, MO. 

F. A. MARTZ, MANAGER OF THE NORTHWEST ELECTRIC POWER 
COOPERATIVE, INC., CAMERON, MO. 

STEVE A. SCHAUWECKER, PRESIDENT, CENTRAL ELECTRIC POWER 
COOPERATIVE, JEFFERSON CITY. MO. 

L. GENTRY SMITH, MANAGER OF THE CUIVRE RIVER ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, TROY, MO. 

M. W. BODREAUX, MANAGER OF THE NORTHEAST MISSOURI 
ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE 

ELBERT E. KARNS, GENERAL MANAGER OF WESTERN FARMERS 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 
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HARRY L. OSWALD, MANAGER, ARKANSAS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 
CORP. 

T. E. BOSTICK, MEMBER OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON POWER FOR 
ARKANSAS STATE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORP. 

JACK H. NEEDY, MANAGER, CO-MO ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
TIPTON, MO. 

H. G. TEMPLETON, PRESIDENT, WESTERN FARMERS ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, ANADARKO, OKLA. 

AFTON WHEELER, PRESIDENT OF THE ARKANSAS ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE CORP. 


Mr. Rasavr. All right, Mr. Trimble. 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN J, W. TRIMBLE 


Mr. Trimsie. | also appear here this morning with these repre- 
sentatives of the rural electric cooperatives in Arkansas and urge 
this committee to insert language in the appropriations bill or in the 
report on the appropriations bill which will authorize and direct the 
Department of the Interior to reactivate the contract between the 
Southwestern Power Administration and the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative. If this is done by this committee, then such action 
will make in order the construction of the steam plant at Ozark, Ark., 
the power from which can be used in integrating with the Southwestern 
Power Administration, the private power companies in the area, and 
the rural electric cooperatives. 

The development of this powerplant will do several good things. 
Among them it will revive the lagging coal industry in the area by 
furnishing a market; second, stimulate development of industry by 
furnishing more and cheaper power; and, third, add to the general 
well-being of that whole section. I think these witnesses who will 
testify are right. They are not against anybody, but they are for the 
development of the area. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret that I must leave to attend another hearing 
which is scheduled at the same time as this. I do not want the 
committee to construe my absence as any sign of lack of interest 
in this matter before you. 

Mr. Rasaur. Thank you, Mr. Trimble. The Chair will now 
recognize Congressman Moulder. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN MORGAN M. MOULDER 


Mr. Moutper. Mr. Chairman, my name is Morgan M. Moulder, 
Representative in Congress from the 11th Congressional District of 
Missouri. 

I appear here in cooperation with the witnesses here who are appear- 
ing today requesting the continuation of the appropriation for the 
continuing fund for the Southwest Power Administration. 

I believe they are requesting, and we are asking for the amount 
which is allowed in the budget. In addition to that, one important 
problem which has been depriving many of the cooperatives in Mis- 
souri and Arkansas of the opportunity to secure and buy power from 
the Southwest Power Administration is the policy that is now being 
practiced by the Department of the Interior. 
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Many of the cooperatives in Missouri and Arkansas are now un- 
served by the Southwest Power Administration, which will and can 
provide power at about one-half the rate which the *y are now compelled 
to pay. 

[f this policy continues, it is going to force the cooperatives to go 
out of business, which would affect thousands and thousands of farmers 
in the rural areas of Missouri. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, you have been very 
diligent in hearing witnesses that appear before this committee day 
after dav. 

At this time, I want to present to the committee Mr. Truman 
Green, who is manager of the Central Electric Cooperative of 
\lissouri. 

Mr. Rasautr. Mr. Green, are vou going to make a statement? 

Mr. Green. Just a short one, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

Mr. Ranaut. Certainly you may. 


STATEMENT OF TRUMAN GREEN 


Mr. Green. My name is Truman Green. I am manager of the 
Central Electric Power Cooperative, Jefferson City. 

Briefly I would like to explain the overall picture quickly, if I may, 
on this map and tell you something about this group here. All of 
these people are representatives of generation and transmission 
coope sonaee in the Southwest who have or expect to have contracts 
with the Southwestern Power Administration. 

Mr. Rasaur. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a very brief discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Green. The N. W. Cooperative serves power in the north- 
western sector of Missouri. Central Electric Power Cooperative has 
transmission lines up to the central and south central sections of 
Missouri, and KAMO Electric Cooperative serves the southwestern 
section of Missouri. The Northeastern Cooperatives whose lines are 
not on the map serves in the area immediately adjacent to Central 
Electric Power Cooperative in the northeast section of Missouri; and 
the Arkansas Power Cooperative whose lines are not on the map 
serves in the northwestern part of the State of Arkansas. Western 
Farmers Electric Power Cooperative serves in the western half of 
Oklahoma. 

That, in general, is the group that is here today; all of these groups 
are interconnected or expect to be interconnected with Southwest- 
ern Power Administration through integrated contracts. 

With that general statement we have men here who will go into 
the details of the problems at hand, and first I would like to call on 
Mr. F. A. Martz, who is manager of the N. W. Electric Power Co- 
operative with headquarters at Cameron, Mo., serving the northwest 
part of Missouri. 

Mr. Ranaut. We would be glad to hear from you, Mr. Martz. 


STATEMENT OF F. A. MARTZ 


Mr. Martz. I am F. A. Martz. I am manager of the N. W. 
Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., of Cameron, Mo., that is, with 
headquarters at Cameron, hereafter referred to as “the cooperative. i 





663 


Mr. Chairman, that is my cooperative [indicating on the map] 
northwest Missouri and the long line extending down to Bull Shoals. 
That is my cooperative. 

My cooperative is a generating and transmission cooperative; 
We own and operate approximately 1,000 miles of transmission line, 
41 substations, and a 40,000-kilowatt steam generating plant. We 
serve eight member distribution cooperatives all of their power require- 
ments delivered to them at their load centers. 

We have two contracts with the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion, hereinafter referred to as SPA. One contract provides for the 
leasing of approximately 254 miles of 161 transmission line and one 
161-kilovolt substation. That is the transmission section lying south 
of Missouri City and connecting to SPA. 

The other contract provides for the sale of the entire output of our 
40,000 kilowatt Missouri City steam generating station toSPA. We, 
in turn, buy back from SPA all of our power requirements up to a 
maximum of 40,000 kilowatts. Our power purchases from SPA for 
the year 1956 will approximatte 120 million kilowatt-hours. 

Now, my cooperative differs from the other G and T coope ratives 
in the southwest area, namely, Central Electric Power Cooperative, 
KAMO Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Western Farmers Cooperative, 
in that as of this moment SPA does not lease from my cooperative the 
690 miles of transmission line and 41 substations that we own and 
operate north of Missouri City which is in addition to the 254 miles of 
transmission line that is contained in our present SPA lease contract. 

The 690 miles of transmission line and 41 substations are owned and 
operated by my cooperative to deliver power purchased from SPA to 
the load centers of our member cooperatives. 

At this point the section of our system that we own and is not under 
lease to SPA is that whole northwest area. That is not under lease. 

The only transmission line that is now under lease to SPA is the 
254 miles extending from our Missouri City generating plant south to 
Bull Shoals, Ark. 

Mr. Rapsavutr. That is under lease [indicating]? 

Mr. Martz. That is under lease, the part south of Missouri City 
The rest of it is not. 

At this time, SPA delivers power to my cooperative at our Missourt 
City generating station. We take the power from this point of de- 
livery “and deliver it to the load centers of our member cooperatives. 

The estimated average transmission cost north of Missouri City 
through the year 1964 to deliver power to the load centers of our mem- 
ber cooperatives is approximately 4.75 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
Therefore, the cost of power delivered to our member cooperatives 
equals the cost of power purchased from SPA delivered to us at our 
Missouri City generating station plus 4.75 mills transmission cost 
north of Missouri City. 

As an example, if our cost of power purchased from SPA delivered 
to us at our Missouri City generating station is 5 mills, then the cost 
of power delivered to the load centers of our member cooperatives is 
5 mills plus 4.75 mills, or 9.75 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

The Central Electric Power Cooperative, which joins us on the east 
and whose 69-kilovolt transmission lines are leased by SPA, is now 
buying power, as of today, delivered to the load centers of their mem- 
ber cooperatives (based on a 50 percent load factor), at 5.6 mills per 
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kilowatt-hour, while our wholesale power cost delivered to the load 
centers of our member cooperatives is 9.75 mills per kilowatt-hour, 
or a difference of 4.15 mills. This difference in the cost of power 
delivered to the load centers of cooperatives in the same area is too 
great. 

In fact this difference of 4.15 mills per kilowatt-hour times 120 
million kilowatt-hours—the number of kilowatt-hours we will purchase 
from SPA this year—equals $498,000. This means that my member 
cooperatives will pay $498,000 more for the 120 million kilowatt-hours 
than Central’s member cooperatives would pay for the same number 
of kilowatt-hours. 

Our debt service payment to REA this vear on our transmission 
system will be approximately $145,708. This difference in cost of 
power to my member cooperatives is 3.4 times our debit service to 
REA this year. 

Following our testimony before this committee last year, House of 
Representatives Report No. 747, dated June 10, 1955, page 6, said 
this to the Department of the Interior: 

In reactivating the contracts with the G. and T. cooperatives the Department 
of the Interior is instructed to *.* * and (3) that power and energy will be 
delivered to the load centers of all G. and T. contracting systems at the basic 
SPA rate. 

Again we find in the conferees’ report last vear, House of Repre- 
sentatives Report No. 1085, dated July 7, 1955, page 4, the following 
words: 

The conferees are in agreement that if not already included in existing contracts 
provisions are to be inserted to require that power and energy be delivered to the 
load centers of all generating and transmission contracting systems, if practical, 
at the basic Southwestern Power Administration rate. 

We have been told time and again by SPA during the many con- 
ferences we have had with them that they do not intend to amend 
our contracts so that the cost of power delivered to the load centers 
of our member cooperatives is at the basic SPA rate. 

Therefore, our only recourse is to again appeal to this committee 
and the Congress and ask that the Department of Interior and SPA 
be directed to amend the contracts of my cooperative so that we may 
be able to purchase power from SPA at our load centers at the same 
cost that the other G. and T. cooperatives who have contracts with 
SPA are now purchasing power delivered to their load centers by SPA. 

However, I would like to point out to the committee that the 
Department of the Interior and SPA as of now have completed a 
new cost-allocation study and have set up a new schedule of rates. 

The new rate, as proposed in the new study, is somewhat different 
than the present postage stamp rate which is now in effect. 

If this type or rate now proposed is placed into force and effect by 
approval of the Federal Power Commission, then the difference be- 
tween our cost of power delivered to the load centers of my coopera- 
tive and the cost of power delivered to the load centers of Central 
Electric Power Cooperative will be something less than the difference 
that now exists. 

However, even with the new type rate that is being proposed, the 
cost of power delivered to our load centers will still be considerably 
higher than the basic SPA rate. 
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Now I should like to report to the committee on conferences with 
Interior and SPA from July 1955 to date. In July 1955 the coopera- 
tives held a meeting with Secretary Aandahl and SPA at Secretary 
Aandahl’s office, for the purpose of agreeing on the ground rules 
regarding the amendments to the cooperative-SPA contracts. 

At this meeting it was decided to hold our future meetings during 
the negotiation of amendments to our contracts at Tulsa, Okla., 
office of SPA. 

Several meetings were held at Tulsa, Okla., in which the coopera- 
tives and SPA tried to work out the amendments as directed by the 
Congress. Several drafts of our contracts were submitted by SPA 
to the cooperatives for approval. However, none of the drafts sub- 
mitted were acceptable to the cooperatives, inasmuch as none of these 
drafts contained all of the amendments as directed by the Congress 
and they changed materially the entire concept of the original con- 
tracts. In fact, the SPA drafts greatly reduced the economic benefits 
contained in the original contracts. 

[It was then apparent that if we hoped to secure the amendments to 
our contracts as directed by Congress, it would be necessary to have 
Secretary Aandahl present to either confirm or reject several points 
that were in dispute. 

A conference was scheduled for Friday, September 30, 1955. 
Present at this meeting were Secretary Aandahl, SPA, and all of the 
G. and T. cooperatives having contracts: with SPA. 

Secretary Aandahl told the cooperatives that he would not delete 
the option-to-purchase clause from the cooperatives’ contracts without 
adequate compensation, until he had given further thought to the 
matter. He also stated that, in his opinion, it was very doubtful 
if the Government could legally agree to settle accounts with the 
cooperatives on a net-balance basis. 

These two points were discussed by all parties at great length, it 
being recognized at this time that nothing further could be accom- 
plished toward amending the G. and T. cooperatives’ contracts until 
Secretary Aandahl made a ruling on these questions. Secretary 
Aandahl then stated he would take the two questions outlined above 
under advisement and try and give us his ruling on the matter within 
the next 2 weeks or so. 

As it developed, that was the last meeting to date that the coopera- 
tives have had with either the Department of the Interior or SPA 
on amending our contracts. 

It was not until Monday, November 21, 1955, that Secretary 
Aandahl sent, or caused to be sent, a letter to the Comptroller General 
of the United States asking for an opinion on these questions: 

1. Can the Government, acting through SPA, surrender its option 
to purchase the facilities of the cooperatives, when directed to do so 
by the Congress of the United States, without receiving additional com- 
pensation therefore? 

2. Can the Government, acting through SPA, settle accounts with 
the cooperatives on a net-balance basis, when directed so to do by the 
Congress of the United States? 

Following Secretary Aandahl’s letter to the Comptroller General 
asking for an opinion on the above questions, the cooperatives ap- 
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peared before the Solicitor of the Comptroller General’s office for a 
hearing on this matter. 

The cooperatives followed the hearing by filing a brief with the 
Comptroller General setting forth our position and the reasons why 
we believe the answers to the questions should be in the affirmative. 

In a letter from the Comptroller to the Department of the Interior 
dated February 14, 1956, the opinion of the Comptroller General to 
the two questions stated above was in the affirmative. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to submit a copy of this letter for 
the record. 

I have been told that SPA is now redrafting our present contracts, 
and it is the sincere wish of the cooperatives that we may again pro- 
ceed with the work at hand. 

I wish to thank this committee for the privilege of being heard, and 
again ask that vou direct the Department of the Interior and SPA 
to amend the G. and T. cooperatives’ contracts in accordance with 
your directive of last year. 

Mr. Rasavut. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington 25, February 14, 1956, 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: Reference is made to letter of November 21, 1955, from 
the Administrative Assistant Secretary of the Interior, presenting for our consid- 
eration various questions in connection with the transmission and disposition of 
electric power and energy pursuant to section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
(58 Stat. 887, 890; 16 U. S. C. 825s) and the expenditure of appropriated funds 
under title IT of the Public Works Appropriation Act, 1956, Public Law 163, 
approved Julv 15, 1955 (69 Stat. 356). 

The questions relate to proposed amendments to contracts entered into during 
the years 1949 and 1950 between the Southwestern Power Administration (herein- 
after referred to as ‘“‘SPA’’) and the following generating and transmission co- 
operatives (hereinafter referred to as “‘G. and T. cooperatives’’): Central Electric 
Power Cooperative, N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., KAMO Electric 
Cooperative, Inc., and Western Farmers Electric Cooperative. The amendments 
concern (1) the deletion of an option of SPA to purchase the transmission facilities, 
(2) the settlement of accounts on a net-balance basis, and (3) the inclusion of an 
arbitration provision. 

The contracts were inoperative during the fiscal years 1954 and 1955 due to 
the failure of Congress to appropriate funds therefor. However, funds were made 
available for their reactivation in the fiscal year 1956, under title II of the Public 
Works Appropriation Act, 1956. In House Report No. 747 and Senate Report 
No. 700, 84th Congress, Ist session, to accompany H. R. 6766, which became 
Public Law 163, the respective Appropriations Committees gave specific statements 
on the subject of amending the contracts, and the first two parts of the submission 
relate thereto. 

Part I of the submission involves the recommendation of the Appropriations 
Committees as set forth in the reports that the option to purchase be deleted. 
The following statement was made in House Report No. 747: 

“Tn reactivating the contracts with the G. and T. cooperatives, the Department 
of the Interior is instructed to delete any provisions providing for the option to 
purchase G. and T. transmission lines or other facilities by the Souchwestlern 
Power Administration. * * *” 


and in Senate Report No. 700 it was stated: 

“It is the opinion of the committee that the Secretary should give consideration 
to amending the contracts as follows: 

“1. Deletion of the provision giving the Southwestern Power Administration 
an option to purchase the transmission facilities of the G. and T. cooperatives.” 

It is stated in the Administrative Assistant Secretary’s letter that the contracts 
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between SPA and the G. and T. cooperatives, as modified by letter agreements, 
provide, among other things, that certain defined electric transmission and related 
facilities owned by the cooperatives shall be leased to SPA for a period of 40 years, 
and SPA, in return, shall make monthly payments to each cooperative in an 
amount calculated, first, to reimburse the cooperatives for the general adminis- 
trative expenses and the actual cost of the operation and maintenance, including 
replacements, of such transmission and related facilities, and second, to amortize 
during the term of the contract the actual cost of the Cooperative of such trans- 
mission and related facilities. Each contract contains a provision granting to 
SPA an option to purchase similar to the following example quoted in the letter: 

SECTION 1. Grant. The cooperative hereby grants to the Government the 
exclusive right, at the option of the Government: 

“‘(a) To purchase the transmission system at any time during the term of this 
lease option agreement for a sum equal to the principal of the cooperative’s REA 
loan attributable to the transmission system less the actual amount of the rental 
payments theretofore made by the Government on account of the principal of the 
cooperative’s REA loan attributable to the transmission system; or 

“‘(b) To purchase the transmission system upon the expiration of the term of 
this lease option agreement for the sum of $10. 

‘“‘Exercise of the right to purchase the transmission system by the Government 
under the provisions of subsection (a) or (6), above, is expressly conditioned and 
contingent on the Congress appropriating funds specifically for the purchase of 
said transmission system. 

“In the event the Government is in default as to any payments under this 
agreement at the time it exercises its option under subsection (a) or (b), above, the 
Government shall be required to pay all rental payments in arrears before exer- 
cising its option to purchase.” 

It is pointed out in the Administrative Assistant Secretary’s letter that the 
value to SPA of the right to exercise the option to purchase can be demonstrated 
by reviewing the payments which will be made by SPA to the G. and T. cooper- 
atives during the term of the contracts, and the value of such facilities to SPA if, 
with congressional approval, the option to purchase was exercised by SPA at the 
end of the 40-year term of the contracts. Estimates given in the letter are (i) 
that SPA is obligated to amortize by means of monthly payments to the cooper- 
atives an investment in transmission and related facilities in the total amount of 
$34,115,647; (ii) that SPA will be obligated to make annual payments to the 
G. and T. cooperatives for the cost of replacements on the facilities in an amount 
estimated to be between $341,156 and $596,412, representing during the term of 
the contracts a total payment of between $13,646,240 and $23,856,480 for replace- 
ments; and (iii) that the value of these transmission facilities at the end of the 
10-year term of the contract, that is, the initial investment (amortized by SPA’s 
rental payments) plus the cost of replacements (also paid for by SPA) less depre- 
ciation, will be in the order of 70 percent to 80 percent of the initial investment. 

In light of the foregoing, the following questions have been submitted for our 
consideration: 

(1) Is SPA authorized to amend the contracts with the G. and T. cooperatives 
so as to delete the provision which grants to SPA an option to purchase certain 
transmission and related facilities owned by the G. and T. cooperatives? 

(2) If question (1) is answered in the affirmative, is it necessary that SPA 
receive from each G. and T. cooperative consideration to justify the deletion 
from the contract of the provision granting to SPA an option to purchase certain 
transmission and related facilities owned by the G. and T. cooperatives? 

““(3) If questions (1) and (2) are answered in the affirmative, is it necessary 
that. the consideration received by SPA from the G. and T. cooperatives be 
equivalent in value on a monetary basis to the estimated value to SPA of the 
transmission and related facilities at the end of the 40-year term of the contracts, 
or may compensating values other than monetary be accepted in determining 
the sufficieney of the consideration?” 

The concern of vour Department over the deletion of the option to purchase 
apparently stems from the well-settled rule of the accounting officers that where 
rights have vested in the United States under the terms of a contract no officer 
or employee of the Government has authority to modify such terms except in the 
interest of the Government (26 Comp. Gen. 280, 281). 

The question as to whether deletion of the purchase option is in the interest 
of the Government can best be determined by a review of the legislation enacted 
subsequent to the execution of the lease-purchase contracts. Dissatisfaction by 
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Congress in these contracts was evidenced by its failure to provide funds to 
enable activation during the fiscal years 1954 and 1955. However, Congress 
provided for reactivation of the contracts during the fiscal vear 1956 by including 
the necessary authorization for the use of the continuing fund in title II of the 
Public Works Appropriation Act, 1956. By this action Congress decisively 
established that reactivation of the contracts was in the interest of the Govern- 
ment. As to whether reactivation of the contracts on their present terms was 
considered in the interest of the Government, the committee reports, above cited, 
clearly indicate that the purchase option was objectionable and was to be deleted, 
and that the appropriation for reactivation of the contracts was made with that 
understanding. it thus seems clear that from the congressional viewpoint it is 
in the interest of the Government to modify the contracts by deletion of the 
purchase option and accordingly our office perceives no legal objection to such 
action. (Cf. 34 Comp. Gen. 219.) Question (1) is therefore answered in the 
affirmative and, as the deletion is considered to be in the interest of the Govern- 
ment so as to justify modification, question (2) is answered in the negative. 

Part II of your Department’s submission involves the recommendation of the 
appropriation committees as set forth in House Report No. 747 and Senate 
Report No. 700, that the contracts be amended to allow settlement of accounts 
on a net-balance basis. It is stated that under the contracts between SPA and 
G. and T. cooperatives, SPA makes monthly payments to the cooperatives in an 
amount calculated to (i) amortize during the term of the contracts the coopera- 
tives’ investment in certain transmission and related facilities; (ii) reimburse the 
cooperatives for the cost of the operation and maintenance, including replace- 
ments, of such facilities; (iii) reimburse the cooperatives for that part of their 
general administrative expenses appropriately assignable to such facilities; and 
(iv) compensate the cooperative for electric power and energy, if any, purchased 
by SPA from the cooperatives. Each cooperative, in turn, it is stated, is obligated 
to make a monthly payment to SPA, computed under appropriate rate schedules, 
for electric power and energy purchased by the cooperative from SPA, The 
tabulation of estimated receipts and expenditures set forth in the submission 
indicates that if settlement were on a net-balance basis, an expenditure of 
$4,065,647 would be required by SPA, whereas if settlement were on a gross 
basis, the amount would be $6,374,647. In the event settlement may be made 
on a net-balance basis, it is anticipated by your Department that each contract 
will be amended to include a provision similar to the following: 


“SETTLEMENT OF ACCOUNTS ON NET-BALANCE BASIS 


“Section 1. DeFinition oF ‘Net BALANCE IN Money.’ As used herein, the 
term ‘net balance in money,’ for any particular month, shall mean either the 
total compensation due the cooperative or the total compensation due the Gov- 
ernment for such month, whichever amount is greater, under this agreement and 
the power contract, less either such total compensation due the cooperative or 
such total compensation due the Government for such month, whichever amount 
is less. 

“Sec. 2. SETTLEMENT OF AccouNTs. Notwithstanding any provision to the 
contrary in this axreement or in the power contract, on or before the twentieth 
day of each month, the cooperative and the Government shall each submit to 
the other billing statements setting forth in necessary detail the total compensa- 
tion due for all services rendered by each party for the other during the preceding 
billing period under this azreement and under the power contract. Within 30 
days after the date of each such billing statement, the cooperative or the Gov- 
ernment, as the case may he, shall remit to the other party the net balance in 
money due for such period.” 

It is noted in the submission of the Administrative Assistant Secretary that 
appropriation language appearing in title II of the Public Works Appropriation 
Act, 1956 (69 Stat. 356), under the heading ‘‘Operation and maintenance, South- 
western Power Administration,’”’ provides for necessary expenses of operation and 
maintenance of power transmission facilities and of marketing electric power and 
energy pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
(16 U.S. C. 825s). Section 5 of the referenced act provides, so far as here material, 
that all moneys received from sales of power and energy from projects within its 
provisions ‘‘shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous 
receipts.”’ In the light of the foregoing requirement, the following question has 
been presented for our consideration: 
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(1) Is SPA authorized to amend the contracts between SPA and the G. and 
T. cooperatives so as to permit the settlement of accounts between SPA and the 
G. and T. cooperatives on a net-balance basis?”’ 

The House Committee on Appropriations, in House Report No. 747, gave cer- 
tain instructions to the Department of the Interior concerning reactivating the 
contracts. One was that the contracts shall provide “that the SPA and the 
G. and T. cooperatives will settle accounts for power purchased and sold on the 
basis of net balances as is done under existing contracts to which SPA and private 
utilities are parties.”” The Senate Committee on Appropriations, in Senate 
Report No. 700, recommended in this respect that the Secretary of the Interior 
give consideration to amending the contracts: “3. To allow the Southwestern 
Power Administration and the G. and T. cooperatives to settle accounts on a 
net-balance basis.’’ The conference report, House Report No. 1085, contained 
the following statement concerning settlement of accounts: ‘‘The managers on the 
part of the House are in agreement that the statement in the Senate report with 
respect to settling accounts on a net balance basis includes operation and main- 
tenance costs on generation and transmission co-op facilities.’”’ 

It has been held that it is proper for the Government to accept services and 
supplies in return for electric energy (28 Comp. Gen. 38). While under the facts 
there considered adjustments were required between miscellaneous receipts and 
the appropriation concerned, there was not involved an appropriation made upon 
the basis that settlement would be for the net balance due. 

It is clear from the above excerpts from the committee reports that the net 
balanee arrangement was considered as an integral part of the continuing fund 
authorization for SPA. That “the amount required in the continuing fund’’ 
would be reduced thereby is indicated from the discussions before the subcom- 
mittee, Senate Committee on Appropriations, in the hearings on the Publie Works 
Appropriations for 1956, page 397. In view of such a clear and unmistakable 
expression of intent in the committee reports as to the basis upon which expendi- 
tures were to be made from the continuing fund, our Office would not be required 
to object to inclusion of the proposed contract provision authorizing settlement on 
a net balance basis providing Congress is informed with respect to all transactions 
under the contracts. The question is answered accordingly. 

Part III of the letter states that need for arbitration may arise under the provi- 
sions of a proposed amendment to the contracts between SPA and the coopera- 
tives and the letter sets forth a proposed arbitration provision relating to operation 
and maintenance costs. Our decision is requested as to its pooree tv. However, 
in a brief submitted by the cooperatives to our Office on the general points here 
involved, it is stated that the cooperatives are opposed to the seuss d arbitration 
provision as set forth in the submission from your Department. 

Since the need for an arbitration provision is speculative and as the coopera- 
tives are not in agreement with the clause proposed by your Department, t' ere 
appears no necessity for the rendition of a decision at this time on the question. 
However, if and when the need for an arbitration provision arises and the terms 
of a provision have been mutually agreed upon by SPA and the G. and T. coopera- 
tives, we will be pleased to consider the propriety thereof. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosepH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States 


Mr. Rasaut. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rasaur. For the record then, the phrase “if practical,’ 
appears in the language from the conferees—I am going to ask you 
now, is it practical? 

Mr. Martz. It is, sir, and it has been proven so, by actual usage. 

Mr. Taper. May I ask a question off the record, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 

(Thereupon, there was a very brief discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Taser. Thank you very much. That is all. 

Mr. Rasavur. Thank you, Mr. Martz. 
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STATEMENT OF STEVE A. SCHAUWECKER 


Mr. Green. Our next witness is Mr. Steve A. Schauwecker, who 
is president of the Central Electric Power Cooperative, Jefferson 
City, Mo. 

Mr. Scuoauwecker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, my name is Steve A. Schauwecker. I am president of Central 
Electric Power Cooperative of Jefferson City, Mo., a generating and 
transmission cooperative, serving 100,000 rural electric users in 
central and south central Missouri. 

Central Electric Power Cooperative has an interchange contract 
with the Southwestern Power Administration and is now purchasing 
power from the Southwestern Power Administration under this 
contract. 

On January 9, 1950, Central Electric Power Cooperative entered 
into an agreement, contract No. I[spa—305, with the Southwestern 
Power Administration, an agency of the Department of the Interior, 
for the construction and lease of electric facilities. 

This contract became inoperative July 1, 1953, by reason of failure 
of the Congress to appropriate funds necessary to enable the Govern- 
ment to perform and fulfill its obligations. However, in appropriating 
funds for the Department of the Interior for the iiscal year 1956 under 
title Il of the Public Works Appropriation Act, 1956, the Congress 
provided necessary funds and evidenced a desire that the lease con- 
tract be reactivated, and the lease contract was, in conformity with 
the intent of the Congress, reactivated by the parties hereto pursuant 
to the letter agreement dated August 12, 1955, Ispa 305-3. 

In order to permit continued performance under the above-men- 
tioned contract the President, in his budget message, requested the 
Congress to appropriate funds in an amount of $6,400,000 for the 
fiscal year of 1957. 

In Senate Report No. 700, 84th Congress, Ist session, provisions 
were made to allow the Government and the cooperative to settle ac- 
counts on a net balance basis. The Comptroller General in an opinion 
dated February 14, 1956, ruled that the Government may amend its 
contracts to permit settlement of its accounts on a net balance basis 
which eventually will result in less exchange of money and, therefore, 
require less funds, if anv, to be appropriated by Congress. 

Under the present power policy adopted by the Department of the 
Interior the Department refuses to approve additional transmission 
line extensions which are required by Central to serve expanding loads 
and to extend service to cooperatives in the area heretofore unserved 
by Central. 

The cooperatives I am referring to are the Central Missouri Electric 
Distribution Cooperative located at Sedalia, Mo., the Co—Mo Electric 
Distribution Cooperative at Tipton, Mo., and the Cuivre River 
Electric Distribution Cooperative at Troy, Mo. 

Central Electric Power Cooperative submitted a B section applica- 
tion to the Rural Electrification Administration for funds to construct 
facilities covering line extensions to serve the three mentioned dis- 
tribution cooperatives during early 1952, but this application was 
never approved. 

The managers of the three distribution cooperatives referred to are 
submitting statements today in regard to their need for an adequate 

















671 


supply of power at a price that they can afford to pay in order to 
continue to deliver electric service to ‘the membe ‘rs already served and 
to honor the applications for service in the remote areas of their 
cooperatives. 

New system studies by the three distribution cooperatives have 
been made and the information revealed by the studies is being com- 
piled and will be submitted to the Rural Electrification Administration 
along with an application for funds to construct the required facilities. 

In order that this application for funds by ¢ ae be approved, it is 
necessary for the Department of the Interior to change its present 
power-marketing policy and agree to take in the proposed facilities by 
amendment to the original contract. 

To assure continuous, uninterrupted service the Central Electric 
Power Cooperative should construct tie lines that would interconnect 
with the Southwestern Power Administration substation located at 
Clinton, Mo.; the Central Drake substation located at Drake, Mo.; 
and the Sho-Me Power Corp. substation located at Cuba, Mo. 

Such an arrangement would enable the distribution cooperative 
located at Sedalia, Mo., to be served from two load centers by the 
Central Electric Power Cooperative. 

Gentlemen, this arrangement in my opinion accomplishes three 
things: (1) Continuous, uninterrupted service will be made available 
to thousands of rural families by two distribution cooperatives who 
are being discriminated against under the present policy of the 
Department of the Interior; (2) power will be made available to 
thousands of rural families at a cost which will help alleviate the 
disastrous financial condition with which they are now confronted; 
and (3) over the long run this arrangement will strengthen the security 
of the Government’s investment in the entire area, including South- 
western Power Administration, Central Electric Power Cooperative, 
and the distribution cooperatives. 

I hope that this committee will give sympathetic consideration to 
the recommendations made in this statement. 

Mr. Rasaut. ‘Thank you. I have a quesiion here: Could SPA use 
the addi.ional steam power that would be available to it if these other 
co-ops are added to your system? 

Mr. Scuauwecker. I do not think that they would provide 
additional—if I understand your question rizht, adding these other 
cooperatives I have referred to would not provide any addi ional 
steam power. They are distribution systems to be served off of 
Central’s system. 

Mr. Rasavur. It does not provide any additional steam? 

Mr. Scnauwecker. That is rizht. 

Mr. Rasaur. Are there any questions? 

Mr. nag I do not think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I have one question off the record. 

Mr. Rasaur. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rasaut. Would SPA have the necessary firn power to make 
this arrangement of adding these addi:ional co-ops? 

Mr. Scuauwecker. With the combined steam facilities and the 
hydro power, they would have. 

Mr. Rasavur. Thank you. 
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Mr. Taser. Do you mean steam facilities that your predecessor is 
offering? 

Mr. ScHAUWECKER. Yes. 

Mr. Taser. That is, Mr. Martz is offering? 

Mr. Scuauwecker. Yes; N. W.’s, Central’s, and Western Farmers. 

Mr. Taser. All right. 

Mr. Rasaut. Thank you. Who is the next witness? 

Mr. Green. I believe while we are right on that subject we might 
hear from Mr. Gentry Smith, manager of the Cuivre River Electric 
Cooperative. 

Mr. Rasavut. All right, we will hear from Mr. Smith. 


STATEMENT OF L. GENTRY SMITH 


Mr. Smita. | am Gentry Smith, manager of the Cuivre River 
Electric Cooperative, located at Troy, Mo., Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuivre River Electric Cooperative serves 4,400 rural members 
in Lineoln, Warren, St. Charles, and Pike Counties in Missouri. 

At present the cooperative buys approximately 1 million kilowatt- 
hours monthly from the Missouri Edison Co., which is owned by the 
Union Electric Company of Missouri at 9.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

In 1955 the average cost per kilowatt-hour from the Missouri 
Edison Co. was 9.8 mills. This does not include amortization of the 
cooperative’s investment. 

During 1955 one or more of the cooperative’s substations were 
without power for 16 hours. These outages affected 1,100 to 4,400 
members. 

The Cuivre River Electric Cooperative was originaily in the B 
section of the Central Electric Power Cooperative of Jefferson City, 
Mo. 

The B section of the Central Electric Power Cooperative was not 
built because of the lawsuits brought by the 10 power companies. 

When the lawsuits were settled, the Interior Department changed 
its policy and Congress failed to appropriate money for the continuing 
fund necessary for Southwestern Power Administration to carry out 
its agreements and obligations with Central Electric Power Coopera- 
tive. 

In 1955 the Cuivre River Electric Cooperative could have saved its 
member-users $46,000 if power could have been bought from the 
Central Electric Power Cooperative through its agreement with 
Southwestern Power Administration. 

It is estimated in the system study of the Cuivre River Electric 
Cooperative that $55,785 would be saved in 1958 and $84,427 in 1963 
if power could be bought from Central Power Cooperative under its 
present arrangement. 

In the future the Cuivre River Electric Cooperative will have 5 
load centers: Troy 1,373 kilowatts, 5,060,000 kilowatt-hours; Pendleton 
645 kilowatts, 2 262,000 kilowatt-hours; Dardene 2,160 kilowatts, 
8,555,000 kilowatt-hours; Cyrene 505 k ilowatts, 1,865 000 kilowatt- 
hours, and New Hope 755 kilowatts, 2,850,000 kilowatt- hours. 

In February 1956 the Missouri Edison Co. was contacted regarding 
future transmission lines and their location. No transmission lines 
are located in the Cyrene and New Hope areas now or are planned in 
the future. These two load centers will be needed by 1958. 
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Cuivre River Electric Cooperative has been advised that Central 
Electric Power Cooperative could build the necessary transmission 
lines and substations if these facilities were taken in under its present 
agreement with the Southwestern Power Administration. 

We urge and hope that this committee will take whatever steps 
necessary to grant Southwestern Power Administration the authority 
to include Central Electric Power Cooperative’s B section in its 
present lease agreement. 

We wish to thank this committee for making this hearing possible. 
If at any time we can furnish further information or data, please call 
on us. 

Again, I wish to thank you for the opportunity of appearing before 
you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Mr. Ranaut. I want to ask you a question, Mr. Smith. You say 
under the circumstances. Is it be ‘cause of law or because of the policy? 

Mr. Smiru. What is that, sir? 

Mr. Rasaut. That SPA cannot take on any new customers. 

Mr. Smitu. That is their agreement with Central, that under this 
lease arrangement, they are only including what they have presently 
available. 

Mr. Rasaut. It is an arrangement. It is just a policy then, it is 
not under law. 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Are there any questions? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. One question on the record. 

Mr. Rasaur. All right. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Is it going to be necessary to have further steam 
facilities in the far reaches of your system? | have in mind the situa- 
tion which prevailed last year when the energy from Bull Shoals was 
deficient because of a dry season. What about that? 

Mr. Situ. I believe that was brought out in Mr. Schauwecker’s 
testimony that with the steam generation of the Central Power 
Cooperative and N. W. that this will not create any extra burden on 
SPA. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You feel you will always be able to get firm power 
from Bull Shoals? 

Mr. Situ. That I will leave to Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green. Congressman, we think there is ample power to serve 
these additional loads for several years with the existing steam 
plants and there will be further testimony as to what the situation is 
with SPA on steam power which will come a little later. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. All right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Taser. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question also? 

Mr. Rasaur. Yes. 

Mr. Taper. I want to ask you this question of each of these three 
gentlemen who have testified here. Will you submit for the record 
a statement of the communities served by your cooperatives together 
with the population of each of them. 

Mr. Smiru. That is in the conference—— 

Mr. Taser. That, of course, would have to come from each one 
as to his own outfit. 

Mr. Ranaut. That question will be regarded as being addressed 
to each of the witnesses and will be supplied for the record. 

(The above information may be found in the appendix, page 1150.) 
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Mr. Raravur. Also that information should show not only the 
communities, but also the rural customers. 

Mr. Taper. Yes; it should show separately the rural and urban 
customers. 

Mr. Raravr. That is right, and the numbers in each community. 

Do you want that for the ones to follow? 

Mr. Taner. Yes, if there are more of them coming, yes, as to each 
one. 

Mr. Raravut. Are there any more questions? 

Mr. Evins. a the record. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right, off the record. 

(There ise there was a discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Evins. Am I correct in stating that under existing law the 
Department of the Interior has the authority to renegotiate the 
contract or agreement, and the co-ops and the people wish it, but they 
are adamant in their position and refuse to do it. 

Is that a correct statement of the situation? 

Mr. Green. Congressman, we will have some testimony directly 
to that point about what we think about the legal position; that is, 
the position that we should take in this whole issue. 

Mr. Evins. The answer to my question is ‘‘yes’’? 


Mr. Green. Yes, sir. 
STATEMENT OF M. W. BODREAUX 


I believe our next witness will be Mr. M. W. Bodreaux, manager of 
the Northeast Missouri Electric Power Cooperative, who operates 
in this area here [indicating on the map], and has a powerplant at 
Palmyra, Mo. 

Mr. Bopreaux. Mr. Chairman, my name is M. W. Bodreaux. 
When SPA came into — nce, we had hoped to work something out, 
but we failed for 3% years to work out an arrangement with SP 1 
and have on file in our offic e which I would be glad to submit a letter 
from the Administrator stating that it would not be the policy of the 
Department of the Interior to further extend those contractual ar- 
rangements with SPA. That is merely a bit of background that we 
do not have a contract with SPA, and we have been told that we cannot 
have one. 

This problem is one of considerable importance among the people 
we serve. We serve 25,000 farm homes, which is approximately 
110,000 living people in an area comprising 21 counties in northeast 
Missouri, and three in southern Iowa. 

Neighboring us to the west is the N. W. Cooperative and to the 
south the Central Electric Power Cooperative. 

They are able to deliver power at one-half of the cost that we are 
able to deliver it. Our delivery price of power at our own load centers 
is 15 mills. Central’s delivered price to its areas is 5.6 mills, and 
N. W., as has been stated, is 9% mills. 

I think you can readily see that causes some bad conditions among 
people living on the borderlines and working its way back into the 
center of our systems. They cannot understand why living in a like 
economy in country with geography practically the same, “that they 
must pay about twice as much for the wholesale power, and we find 
upon investigation, to the best of our knowledge, that the only 
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reason we are not included is by an administrative ruling of the 
Department of the Interior and not by law. 

There is no place that we can find in the law where we are excluded 
from the SPA arrangement. It is simply a departmental decision. 

Mr. Taser. Do you know whether or not the Bull Shoals power 
is being used through the fall or not? 

Mr. Boprreaux. I am not completely informed of the operations 
of SPA 

Mr. Taser. We will have to find out all that before we would be 
competent to pass on it. 

Mr. Bopreavux. There is under construction the Table Rock Dam, 
which is in the SPA erid. 

Mr. Taser. That cannot provide power 

Mr. Bopreaux. We have a generating station that connects with 
that 

Mr. Tanrr. Of your own? 

Mr. Bopreaux. Of our own, and we have lines and substations. 
We have a connection with the SPA grid through the Central grid, 
a® connection which has been made and is operative; and our whole 
system has been energized at times through that connection when we 
have had trouble or under construction and testing time, and we have 
energized our entire system from the SPA system. 

The question came up here about adequate steam power. We feel 
that were we brought into this SPA arrangement we can benefit 
SPA by offering firm thermal power from our station. Also we can 
receive advantages by being able to deliver power to our members 
at a comparable cost to what their neighbors are paying. 

The facilities are in; they are operative; we are not asking : anyone 
for money to build anything. It is all there; it is workable; and it is 
there. 

I wish to reiterate we cannot understand why we are not eligible 
because we are not asking for anything. It is known and it is opera- 
tive. We know it. We have tried it. 

Were we to make ourselves available to the SPA under a contractual 
arrangement similar to the one that is now held by Central, we could 
serve our customers at a great saving, which would be passed on to the 
consumer, in a 5-year period which would amount to $4,053,167. 

Even if the SPA rate is raised, as proposed, we could still save, and 
pass on to our members, a saving of $3,190,767. To us and to our 
people that is a lot of money. 

We live not in one of the richest areas of the Middle West. It is 
an average farm area. Our people are not rich. They are average 
farm people. 

We wish to thank you for your consideration in listening to us and 
our problems. 

Mr. Taser. Do you produce all vour own power? 

Mr. Bopreaux. We produce all our own power, and we have a 
reserve that we could make available tomorrow or this afternoon to 
SPA, and in the past in times of low water, we would run the entire 
power and line power into their system when there was trouble. 

Mr. Taser. You will answer that question that I asked about the 
number of people served, both urban and rural in each community, 
will you not? 

Mr. Bopreavx. In our 21 counties, there are 25,000 people. 
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Mr. Taser. You will give us a breakdown of that? 

Mr. Bopreavux. By county, sir? 

Mr. Taser. Yes; and showing the number of rural and the number 
of urban. 

Mr. Bopreavux. Ours are all rural. I would like to point this out 
again, that we do have steam power available today that we could put 
into the SPA grid with no additional expense to anyone, not even the 
cost of a tie line. 

Mr. Rasavur. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Bodreaux, you indicated that in the past your 
organization has supplied power to SPA? 

Mr. Bopreavux. Yes; our full capacity was pumped into their grid. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, vou believe in reciprocity; you are 
willing to tie in and assist them, but they are not willing to tie in and 
assist you? 

Mr. Bopreavx. I am afraid that ts it, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Raravt. Thank you, Mr. Bodreaux. 

Mr. Bopreavx. I would like to have my prepared statement incor- 
porated into the record, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

Mr. Rasavr. Yes; without objection your prepared statement will 
be inserted into the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF NorTHEAST Missouri ELEctric PowER CooPrERATIVE 


Northeast Missouri Electric Power Cooperative (hereinafter for convenience 
referred to as ‘‘Northeast’’) is a cooperative nonprofit corporation organized 
under the Rural Electric Cooperative Act of Missouri. Its principal office is at 
Palmyra, Mo. 

Northeast was organized in 1948 for the purpose of supplying all of the wholesale 
electric energy requirements of the rural electric, nonprofit cooperatives in its 
general area. It is now serving 6 such cooperatives, who serve a total of 25,000 
consumers, all of whom are in rural areas. Northeast has generating facilities of 
22,500 kilowatt capacity, and 349 miles of 69-kilovolt transmission lines. 

The area served by Northeast adjoins the area served by Central Electric 
Power Cooperative (hereinafter for convenience referred to as ‘‘Central’’). The 
general conditions of the two areas are similar. 

Central has a generating plant of lesser capacity than that of Northeast, 
161-kilovolt transmission line from Bull Shoals to its plant, and 69-kilovolt trans- 
mission lines radiating from its plant similar to the lines of Northeast. The 
transmission system of Central is leased to the Southwestern Power Administration 
(hereinafter referred to as ““‘SSPA’’), 

The electric distribution cooperatives connected to Central pay SPA schedule A 
rates for the electric energy received, which at the present time is 5.6 mills per 
kilowatt-hour on 50 percent load factor. The electric distribution cooperatives 
connected to Northeast pay Northeast 15 mills per kilowatt-hour on 50 percent 
load factor. This rate charged by Northeast is the lowest rate that can be 
charged which will enable Northeast to pay its full operating costs and amortize 
its indebtedness. This difference in electric rates in adjoining areas causes much 
discontent and cannot be explained. 

The transmission systems of Northeast and Central are connected, which would 
enable power to flow from SPA to Northeast, and from Northeast’s generating 
plant to customers of SPA. No additional cost ould be required for this inter- 
change of power. 

SPA needs the generating capacity of the Northeast steam plant. Northeast 
needs the hydropower of SPA. Surely some plan can be devised that will enable 
SPA and Northeast to better and more fully carry out the purposes for which 
each was created. 

If the distribution cooperatives connected to Northeast were charged for their 
power received from Northeast at the present schedule A rate of 5.6 mills, which is 
the rate paid by the distribution cooperatives connected to Central, the difference 
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during the next 5 years would be $4,053,167. If they are charged the proposed 
schedule A rate of 7.7 mills, the difference would amount to $3,190,767. 

We respectfully urge that consideration be given by Congress to our problem 
so as to enable our 25,000 farm consumers to receive benefits equal to those re- 
ceived by their immediate neighbors served by Central. We believe this can be 
done with resulting benefits to the Government, and at no additional cost. 

NorRTHEAST Missourt ELectrric PowrerR CoopPeRATIVE, 
By R. D. PENNEWELL, President. 

Mr. Green. Our next witness will be Mr. E. E. Karns, general 

manager of Western Farmers Electric Cooperatives. 


STATEMENT OF ELBERT E. KARNS 


Mr. Karns. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Elbert E. Karns, and I am general manager of Western 
Farmers Electric Cooperative of Anadarko, Okla. This cooperative 
is owned by 11 REA financed distribution cooperatives serving approx- 
imately 50,000 consumers in 32 counties in western Oklahoma and a 
portion of Kansas. 

Western Farmers is currently operating 2 generating plants and 
953.25 miles of transmission facilities. 

Western Farmers Electric Cooperative is currently operating under 
the terms of two basic contracts with the Government: (a) An agree- 
ment for the sale and exchange of electric power and energy; and, (6) 
an agreement for construction and lease of electric transmission facili- 
ties. 

Both of these contracts were reactivated as a result of the action of 
Congress last year becoming effective on July 15, 1955. 

I wish to express our deep appreciation to your committee and to 
Congress for the time and effort put in last year to understand the 
problems of a large group of citizens and taxpayers in the southwest 
area and for taking appropriate action to reactivate the sound con- 
tracts which the several generation and transmission cooperatives in 
the southwest area had executed in good faith with their Government. 

The Government as well as the farmers by working together under 
their contractual arrangements are both receiving great benefits. 

I have been informed that the Bureau of the Budget has recom- 
mended an appropriation by the Congress of sufficient magnitude to 
enable the Government to carry out its full commitments through the 
Southwestern Power Administration to all of its customers in the 
southwest area. 

This, of course, is a must because: (a) It will enable the Government 
to carry out its contractual commitments and keep faith with its 
people; (6) such action does not impose any burden whatsoever on the 
taxpayers because the Government receives in return, revenue from 
the sale of electric power and energy. 

The Government through the Department of Interior and repre- 
sentatives of the generation and transmission cooperatives took 
immediate steps early last summer after the favorable action by the 
Congress to reactivate their respective contracts and include appro- 
priate amendments to carry out the intent of Congress. 

First, the contracts were reactivated by letters of agreement which 
were signed by the presidents of the cooperatives, the Administrator of 
the Southwestern Power Administration and approved by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and REA. In the case of Western Farmers, this 
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letter of agreement is dated August 12, 1955, which is coupled with a 
letter dated August 26, 1955. 

Second, the amendments could not be concluded because the 
Department of the Interior could not see its way clear to carry out 
the full intent of Congress. 

The intent of Congress can be summarized briefly: (1) for the 
generation and transmission cooperatives to maintain, operate, and 
make replacements on their own facilities iastead of the Government; 
(2) to eliminate the Government’s option to purchase the transmission 
systems; (3) to settle on net balances; (4) for the Government to 
lease all of the transmission facilities of the various generation and 
transmission cooperatives in order to make possible widespread use 
of hydro power at the lowest possible rates to consumers. 

Representatives of the cooperatives and the Government quickly 
agreed on the first point. The Government decided it could not give 
up the option to purchase without compensation or agree to settle on 
net balances without a ruling by the Comptroller General of the 
United States. On the fourth point, the Government is trying to 
stick exactly to the transmission lines shown on the maps attached to 
the basic contracts wn they were signed several years ago. In the 
case of Western Farmers, the year was 1949. 

The Comptroller Sean ‘al ruled on February 14, 1956, that the 
Department of the Interior could give up its option to purchase 
without receiving compensation and could settle on net balances. 

We understand that the Southwestern Power Administration is 
working on proposed amendments to our basic contracts that will be 
agreeable to eliminate the option and to settle on net balances. 
However, the Government up to this time has not indicated a receptive 
attitude to lease all of our transmission facilities as they exist today, 
all of which have been constructed to serve approved loads of prefer- 
ence customers in accordance with the terms of the 1944 Flood Control 
Act from our respective transmission systems. It was certainly the 
intent of the Government and the generation and transmission 
cooperatives to amend their contracts from time to time to provide 
adequate services to preference customers in order to promote the 
most widespread use of hydro power at the lowest possible rates. 

Basically, it is the responsibility of the generation and transmission 
cooperative to build any and all facilities to serve preference customers 
from their respective systems. 

We trust that your committee and Congress will so act this year as 
to provide an adequate appropriation for the Department of Interior 
to carry out its full commitments and responsibilities in the southwest 
area and direct the Department of Interior to give favorable consid- 
eration to amendments to the basic contracts that may be required 
from time to time to serve the load centers of preference customers 
on the transmission systems. 

I have just a couple of points here, Mr. Chairman. 

Our basic system, as shown on those maps, in 1949 was to be 950 
miles of 69-kilovolt line. If we complete our entire system and we 
have a little more line to build, we will have approximately 30 miles 
more line and 2 new substations, or 3, that we did not have shown 
on that map 7 years ago. SPA says, no, we cannot take it because 
it was not shown on the map. 

Our step-up substation at the plant, which by the Federal power 
system’s uniform system of accounts is part ‘of the transmission 
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system, but SPA’s engineer told me a while back it was not shown 
as a blob of ink on the map in 1949, therefore, SPA cannot have 
anything to do with it. 

All in all, at the present moment, if our lease agreement is not 
expanded to serve the requirements of the same 11 co-ops we started 
out with, it will cost the members of Western $140,800 in 1956 to 
cover the operations, maintenance, replacements and amortization of 
the facilities which SPA did not propose to include in the basic 
amendments. 

I would like to touch one more point, Mr. Chairman. 

A question was raised here a moment ago that Central Missouri 
was getting this power without paying transmission costs, whereas 
NW. Cooperative was paying transmission costs. Gentlemen, in the 
schedule A rate of SPA there is a generation and a transmission cost 
and let me assure you that every customer of SPA is paying his fair 
share and the total of the transmission cost. No cooperative is 
getting a free ride on this deal. 

I just wanted to make that point. The Government, through our 
lines, is able to serve preference customers besides cooperatives; 
through our system they are currently serving part of the power 
requirements of the Altus Air Force Base and 2 or 3 other municipali- 
ties and could serve a good many more if they had a receptive attitude. 
So, the Government gets many, many compensations out of having 
this transmission system to serve not only the cooperatives, but other 
preference customers. 

Mr. Anppersen. Mr. Karns, do I understand you to say that you 
do not agree to the testimony of Mr. Martz? 

Mr. Karns. I agree fully with the testimony of Mr. Martz. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Well, Mr. Martz is complaining about the 9.75 rate 
in corresponding to the 5.60 over in Central. Now, who is right? 
[ just thought I heard you say that you feel that the rates as set are 
perfectly all right. 

Mr. Karns. While I was a member of the audience here I thought 
[ heard a question that Central was not paying any transmission costs 
but NW was paying an extra 4 mills. NW is paying the same trans- 
mission cost to get as far as Missouri City from SPA and then paying 
another transmission cost to get it out where the cooperatives can 
use it, so they are paying 2 transmission costs whereas Central is 
paving 1 and Western is paying 1. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. But, in the final anaylsis Northwest is paying 4. 15 
more for the energy it provides its consumers, is it not, than Central is? 

Mr. Karns. That is right, and the same comparison goes with 
Western Farmers consumers also, because we are paying the same rate 
for power delivered at our load centers that Central is paying in 
Missouri. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Well now, I just would like to know for my personal 
information why should you get it cheaper than the gentleman up in 
the Northwest, speaking about the consumer on the farm? Is it 
further away up in that area? 

Mr. Karns. That is—— 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Or just what is wrong? 

Mr. Karns. The thing that is wrong is the Department of Interior's 
attitude. If they were ‘of a mind to they would take and lease Mr. 
Martz’ lines and give him the same deal they are giving Central, 
KAMO, and Western Farmers. 
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Mr. AnprersEN. Well, you are admitting then, perhaps SPA is 
wrong in its attitude toward Northwest, is that it? 

Mr. Karns. I think so, yes. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That-is what I gather from your testimony. 

Mr. Karns. But I wanted to catch up this one point, Mr. Chair- 
man, that somebody raised the question here that in the schedule 
rates Central was not paying any transmission costs. We are not 
asking for that. 

Well, gentlemen, that is all I have. 

Mr. Rasavur. Any other questions? 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Karns, your trouble is not so much the rate as it 
is that SPA will not include additional small outlets? 

Mr. Karns. Basically, but I am opposed to this 40 percent rate 
increase. 

Mr. Evins. Are you serving any large metropolitan centers or any 
big cities in the western system? 

Mr. Karns. Our biggest town that any of my members serve—I do 
not serve any direct—I have 1 member cooperative serving the town 
of Buffalo which has a population of about 1,400 and they bought that 
system plus 2 or 3 other crossroad communities from the power com- 
pany some 10 years ago. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, the private power people have the big 
cities and the cream of the crop and you are serving towns under 
1,500, is that correct? 

Mr. Karns. Yes. And just one of those, and our density out there 
in most of our area runs about one house to the mile, so we do not have 
any cream—we have got the cream of the people but not the cream 
of the power business. 

Mr. Rasavt. All right, any other questions? 

We will hear the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY L. OSWALD 


Mr. Green. Our next witness will be Harry L. Oswald from the 
State of Arkansas. 

Mr. Rasaor. Mr. Oswald. 

Mr. Oswaxp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Harry Oswald. I act as manager of the Arkansas Electric Co- 
operative Corp. and have acted in a coordinator’s capacity since the 
inception of this proposed generating and transmission cooperative 
in 1948. 

The history of the struggle of Arkansas rural electric cooperatives 
to own and control their generating and transmission system, and 
thereby secure the benefits of hydroelectric power for their consumers 
from the Government dams, has been long, disappointing, and 
discouraging. 

The commercial power companies have, up to this date, successfully 
obstructed the progress of this generating and transmission coopera- 
tive by every means they could devise. They have been so successful 
in their destructive attack that although 4 hydroelectric dams have 
been completed in Arkansas, and Government-owned heavy trans- 
mission lines traverse our State, only 1 cooperative is able to get a 
part of its power supply from the Southwestern Power Administration 
and only 1 municipality purchases power wholesale as a preference 
customer of the Government. 
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The generating and transmission plans of the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corp., would, if permitted to be completed, bring the 
advantages of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 to the State 
of Arkansas. 

The Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. was incorporated under 
the statutes of the State on September 2, 1949, for the purpose of 
supplying wholesale electric power at economical cost to the load 
centers of three distribution cooperatives in northwest Arkansas. 

On December 5, 1949, the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. and 
the Southwestern Power Administration entered into contracts which 
would result in the feasible integration of the cooperatives steam 
power with the Government’s hydroelectric power, and for other 
purposes. 

On November 7, 1950, the Rural Electrification Administration 
loaned the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. $10,558,000 to con- 
struct a 30,000-kilowatt steam plant at Ozark, Ark. 

Would you mind, Truman, showing that on the map, the 154,000- 
volt line of the SPA. [Mr. Green indicated on the map.| 

The proposed location of the steam plant is on the 154,000 volt 
line of the Southwestern Power Administration which connects the 
Norfork and Bull Shoals Dams in Arkansas and the Denison Dam in 
Texas, is near large deposits of coal suitable for fuel and is on the 
Arkansas River. 

This loan also covered the construction of much-needed trans- 
mission lines to the member cooperatives’ load centers. Under 
Arkansas laws it was necessary to secure a certificate of convenience 
and necessity from the public service commission. Over the vicious 
opposition of all of the commercial power companies in the area on 
August 10, 1951, the certificate of convenience and necessity was 
grt anted. 

The opposing power companies appealed the decision of the public 
service commission to the Arkansas courts. In February 23, 195 
the Arkansas Supreme Court decided against the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corp. on technicalities in the enabling laws of our 
State. While we were thus involved with the opposition, the gener- 
ating and transmission cooperatives in other States were proceeding 
with the construction of their plants. 

The terms of the contract between the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration and the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. provided for 
the completion of the cooperative’s plant within a 5-year period 
by January 1, 1955. Valuable construction time was lost while 
the courts. 

Most important to our case is the fact that during the 5-year 
contract period the Department of the Interior, for a period of 2 of 
these years, would not have been able to carry out the terms of the 
contract even if the cooperative had been able to proceed. 

During the fiscal years 1954-55, the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration had no continuing fund and, therefore, could not have complied 
with the terms of the contracts between the two organizations. 

So that rural electric cooperatives could, under the State laws, 
construct steam plants and transmission lines and integrate them with 
the Southwestern Power Administration, corrective legislation was 
introduced in the 1955 general assembly of the State. By a vote of 
32 to 0 in the Arkansas senate and 96 to 0 in the house of representa- 
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tives, legislation was passed under which the Arkansas Electric 
Cooper ative Corp. was put in a position to carry out its agreements. 
This legislation was immediately signed into law by the Governor, 
whose home county is exclusively served by the affected rural electric 
cooperatives, and critically needs the benefits that will result from this 
integration. 

Immediately following this legislative action Arkansas rural electric 
cooperatives supported before the Public Works Subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee of the 84th Congress, Ist session, 
legislative action that would enable the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration to live up to its agreements with the G. and T.’s in the area. 

In the appropriation bill for the fiscal vear 1956, the Secretary of the 
Interior was directed to carry out the terms of the contracts ther in 
existence between the generating and transmission cooperatives and 
the Southwestern Power Administration. 

On August 17, 1955, Mr. Afton Wheeler, president of the Arkansas 
Electric Cooperative Corp., wrote the Secretary of the Interior request- 
ing information on the reactivation of the contracts with Arkansas 
Klectric Cooperative Corp. 

On September 15, 1955, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Fred G. 
Aandahl, answered this letter which closed with the following para- 
graph: 

Moreover, there is nothing in the legislative history of the current appropriation 
by Congress to the Southwestern Power Administration to indicate a desire on 
the part of the Congress to reactivate these particular agreements 
and refused to reactivate the contracts. 

We urge this committee to direct the Secretary of the Interior in 
language that is indisputable, to reactivate these contracts with the 
same modifications as those contained in other generating and trans- 
mission cooperatives’ reactivated contracts, so that the advantages 
and benefits from the hydroelectric dams can be participated in by 
consumers in Arkansas as well as in the neighboring States. 

We feel that it is unjust and unfair to be so discriminated against 
and we know in our own minds that it is not the intention of the 
Congress that we be so singled out and treated. 

Mr. Ranaur. We might have for the record a copy of this corrective 
legislation whic ch was introduced in the 1955 oe neral assembly of the 
State. 

Mr. Oswatp. I will submit that to the committee. 

Mr. Rapaur. If you will submit that to the committee we will 
include it in the record at this point. 

(The statute follows.) 


Housg Brut No. 76 (YATES or FRANKLIN, ET AL.), AS PASSED BY THE LEGISLATURE 
AND SIGNED RY THE GOVERNOR 


AN ACT To amend section 4 of Act 342 of the Acts of the Arkansas General Assembly of 1937 (Ark. Stats. 
sec. 77-1104) same being the Electric Cooperative Corporation Act 


Re it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Arkansas: 


Srecrion 1. That section 4, paragraph 4 of act 342 of the General Assembly of 
the State of Arkansas of 1937 (Ark. Stats., sec. 77-1104) (4) be amended to read 
as follows: 

““(4) to generate, manufacture, purchase, acquired and accumulate electric 
power and energy and to transmit, distribute, sell, furnish, and dispose of such 
electric power and energy, in areas, allocated to rural electric cooperative corpo- 
rations, but not to customers of regulated utilities in territories allocated to or 
served by regulated utilities, and to construct, erect, purchase, lease as lessee and 
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in any manner acquire, own, hold, maintain, operate, sell, dispose of, lease as 
lessor, exchange and mortgage plants, buildings, works, machinery, supplies, 
equipment, apparatus, generation, transmission, and distribution facilities or 
systems necessary, convenient or useful. 

“To enter into sale or interchange agreement or agreements for surplus power 
and energy only with any and all other persons, individual corporations or publie 

bodies or agencies including any Federal agency or any agency of the State or city 
governments or any subdivision of State, county or city government, said electric 
power and energy may be resold at wholesale or retail and may be sold or disposed 
of by the other party to the agreement as provided in the contract or agreement 
provided that the other party to any such sale or interchange agreement shall 
convenant and agree that such surplus power and energy shall not be interchanged, 
consumed or resold in territories or to customers served by regulated utilities, 
except this restriction shall not apply to the United States Department of Interior 
or any successor marketing agency for ele c tric power and energy thereof subject 
to the provisions covered by section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944.” 

Sec. 2. That there is need for uicent ‘elottele generation, transmission and 
distribution facilities within the State of Arkansas and in order to encourage the 
construction of the necessary electric facilities and for the immediate preservation 
of the public peace, health, and safety this act shall go into effect immediately 
upon its passage and approval. 

Mr. Rasautr. Any questions? 

Mr. Taner. I want to ask the same question that I asked of the 
other people—that is, a request for a list of the communities that are 
served by your agency and the number of rural and urban customers 
in each. Can you do that? 

Mr. Oswarp. I will do that, Congressman Taber. 

(The information may be found in the appendix, page 1150.) 

Mr. Oswaup. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this additional 
point, if I may, sir. 

Mr. Rasaut. Without objection you asked the questions for the 
record, did you, Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taser. Yes. 

Mr. Rasaur. Has anybody asked that the areas served by private 
utilities be inserted in the record? Suppose in each of these instances 
we have that put in the record, too: the population—it can be both 
rural and urban—as served by private power in each of these instances. 

That will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The information may be found in the appendix, page 1156.) 

Mr. Rasaut. You may continue, Mr. Oswald. 

Mr. Oswaup. I would like to make this additional point that over 
the period of time this loan has been in existence we have tried to 
integrate with the commercial power companies that operate in the 
area. In the early days we were turned down. More recently when 
we talked with them about integration so that the benefits of hydro- 

electric power could be statew ide, we were told by one of their out- 

standing leaders in our State and known over the entire Nation for 
his leadership in the private utility field, that until we could bargain 
with position strength, until we have the possibilities or the ability 
to build our own steam plant, we would not be able to deal with the 
companies operating in the area. So, in addition to supplying an 
area that is now dependent upon the taking-ins of three commercial 
power companies we think that we can solve fairly well the power 
problem over the entire State through the integration of the power 
company if we have the opportunity to bargain with the position of 
strength instead of weakness. 
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Mr. Taser. How do you get your power now? 

Mr. Oswautp. In all cases except 1 the 18 electric cooperatives pur- 
chase their power wholesale from the commercial power companies. 
There is one cooperative that serves around the reservoirs of both the 
Bull Shoals and Norfork Dam that has been able to get it, a fraction 
of their power from the SPA, the rest of it is bought from the com- 
mercial power companies and the rates—— 

Mr. Taser. Do you operate steam plants? 

Mr. Oswa.p. No, sir; we do not have a steam plant. We have a 
loan still in existence to build a 30,000-kilowatt steam plant on the 
main drag of the steam system which would benefit the entire area. 

Mr. Rasaut. How did you say the wholesale rates fluctuate? 

Mr. Oswatp. The wholesale rates fluctuate with the political cli- 
mates in Arkansas and in Washington. It depends pretty well what 
the attitude of the—all the way from 4.7 to 8.9 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. 

Mr. Rapavut. Well, now, what do they range from? What are 
the extremes to which they go? 

Mr. Oswa.p. 4.7 to about 8.9 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Rasavut. That would be double. 

Mr. Oswa.p. If the continuing fund of SPA is denied, the whole- 
sale power cost goes up. If we get a loan from REA, it drops down 
to 4.7. 

Mr. Taser. No one has asked what the cooperatives charge the 
farmers. 

Mr. Oswa.p. The lowest possible rate 

Mr. Taser. No, I was not asking that; I was asking how much. 

Mr. Oswatp. What would you like, a figure for 100 kilowatt-hours? 
Somewhere around $5.50 for 100 kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Taser. Five and a half dollars? 

Mr. Oswatp. That would be an average. We have 18 co-ops. 

Mr. Taser. That would be about 5% cents; that is about what 
you charge, is that right? 

Mr. Oswa.p. It varies over the State. 

Mr. Taser. But that is about the average? 

Mr. Oswaup. That would be about the average for a hundred 
kilowatt-hours. It would be much less for higher usage—say, 500 
kilowatt-hours per month. 

Mr. Taser. I wonder if each one of our people representing the 
other co-ops could supply that same information to me. 

Mr. Rasaut. For the record? 

Mr. Taser. For the record, yes. 

Mr. Razavut. I want to ask one question. After the bill passed 
last year did the price go up or down? 

Mr. Oswa.p. It started going up. When we found we could not 
negotiate with the Department of the Interior and were told flatly we 
had no eentract, the Arkansas Power & Light Co. applied for about a 
43 percent increase that would put 9 of the 18 co-ops in Arkansas in 
the red. 

Mr. Razsavt. After they learned that the Department of the 
Interior had made the decision? 

Mr. Oswa.p. That is right; this rate increase was denied by the 
Public Service Commission about 2 weeks ago and the compar.y has 
appealed it to the higher courts again. It amounts to an increase of 
43 percent. 
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Mr. Rasavut. They have asked for it but they did not get it? 

Mr. Oswa.p. That is right. 

Mr. Rasavutr. Any other questions? 

Mr. AnprRSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to join with Mr. Taber 
in having each of these witnesses place in the record what is the average 
charge per kilowatt-hour to the consumer using that particular 
energy in their various areas. In other words, I want to see what the 
farmers are paying for the juice. 

Mr. Rasaut. All right, in each instance that will be supplied. 

(The information may be found in the appendix, page 1150.) 

Mr. Oswatp. There are some other things you will need, the 
density of the consumers under the cooperative system, you pay one 
of these out 

Mr. Taper. I have asked the number of consumers both urban 
and rural in each setup. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just one further question on the record, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I understand, then, that in your particular case the main trouble is 
the fight of the big private utilities against your organization? 

Mr. Oswaxp. No, sir; in this Northwest section it is served by the 
tag-ins of 3 companies, the nearest generation is over 100 miles away 
and no power is even near the load center. Referring again to our 
Governor who comes from this area and is a newspaper editor, was 
3 days late getting out his paper because of the low voltage conditions. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You make this statement on page 2, “Over the 
vicious opposition of all of the commercial power companies * * *”’ 
you refer to the vicious opposition. 

Mr. Oswa.p. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. In other words, the commercial power companies 
have done everything in their power to keep your organization from 
going into business, is that it? 

Mr. Oswatp. That is right. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. And your Supreme Court upheld them on a 
technicality? 

Mr. Oswatp. Yes. That the SPA could not become a member and 
by unanimous votes in both houses that was rapidly removed. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I want to show that it was not really the respon- 
sibility of the Congress, that you have had the bulk of your difficul- 
ties to date. 

Mr. Oswaxp. But our more recent difficulty, if the Department of 
the Interior will interpret the directive in your last action that our 
contracts be reactivated then we can proceed with the construction 
of the steam plant, all other obstacles have been removed. 

Mr. Taser. We can have a chance to go into that when we 

Mr. Rasaut. The trouble seems to be down in one of the depart- 
ments and not with us. 

Mr. Taser. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, I think it could well be reemphasized 
in the record, since so much has been put on the record, that Congress 
gave a directive but the Comptroller General of the United Siates 
confirmed the last action of the C ongress and since that your people 
have been further frustrated and the people in Arkansas have voted 
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in the lower assembly 96 to 0 and in the upper assembly 32 to 0, so I 
think that shows very clearly how the people of your area stand on 
the matter. 

Mr. Rasaur. Thank you very much. 

The next witness. 


STATEMENT OF TRUMAN GREEN 


Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
my name is Truman Green, I am the manager of Central Electric, 
Jefferson City, Mo. I will not read this statement but I will highlight 
it briefly. 

Central Electric, of course, as some have testified already, owns 
this system here in North Central Missouri, consisting of 69 kilovolt 
lines. In 1951 we had applications to build lines to serve the co- 
operative east of the Central systems and in the northeastern part 
of the State and also two distribution cooperatives in this unserved 
area in the central part of the State—that is at Sedalia, Mo., and at 
at Tipton, Mo. We could not get the SPA to take those lines into 
lease at that time because of the pending legal action in the courts, 
known as the Kansas City case against the De ‘partment of Interior. 
That case was decided last year or so. In 1953, the Congress failed 
to approve the continuing fund for SPA through fiscal years 1954 
and 1955, and under those conditions we could not take in these 
systems. 

We are now at the point where we should take in those systems and 
still the Department of the Interior will not do so. 

Last week, Mr. Wright told a group meeting in Jefferson City that 
in answer to that question of whether they would take the lines in the 
lease was a flat ‘No,’ that the Department of the Interior policy did not 
go along with that type of operation now or in the foreseeable future. 

We think that is not only an arbitrary decision. I would like to read 
right briefly from the decision in the Kansas City case and at this 
point, if it is permissible, I would like to put the decision in the record. 
It is styled, Kansas City versus McKay case, civil action 4276-50, 
here in the District Court of the District of Columbia. 

I quote from that case this wording: “‘* * * the court has also taken 
into consideration’’— 

Mr. Taper. Would you first give us the place where that decision is 
reported so that we may have that so our staff may check on that? 

Mr. Green. That case, all I have is it is civil action No. 4276-50 in 
the District Court for the District of Columbia. 

Mr. TaBe R. And the date of the decision, do you have that? 

Mr. Green. The date of the decision was June 17, 1953. 

Mr. Taser. You do not have the place where the decision was 
reported, if it was reported? 

Mr. Green. No, sir; I do not. However, I will submit the copy 
of the decision for the record. 

Mr. Taper. All right. 

Mr. Rapaut. Without objection the decision of the District Court 
for the District of Columbia in Civil Action 4276-50, Kansas City 
Power & Light Company v. Douglas McKay, will be inserted in the 
at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 
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KaNsAsS City PowrrR & Licut Company, A Missourt CORPORATION, ET AI 
PLAINTIFFS v. DovaLtas McKay, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, ET AL., DE- 
FENDANTS 
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Action originally brought against the following officials: Secretary of Agricul 
ture Charles F. Brannan; Secretary of the Treasury John Snyder; Secretary of 
the Interior Oscar Chapman; REA Administrator Claude R. Wieckard; and SPA 


Administrator Douglas G. Wright 






OPINION 






On October 3, 1950, Kansas City Power & Light Company, of Kansas City, 
Missouri, and nine other privately owned electric-utility corporations,'! doing 
business in and about the State of Missouri, joined as Pliintiffs in filing suit in the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia for injunctive, declara- 
tory, and other relief against certain officials of the United States Government 


‘ 


responsible for the administration of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as 
amended,? (7 U.S. C. 901 et seq.) and Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
as amended,’ (16 U. 8. C. 825s). 

Plaintiffs, holders of nonexclusive franchises, engazed in the business of gener- 
ating, transmitting, distributing and selling electric power and energy at whole- 
sale and retail to consumers in their respective territories, base their righ! to 
relief upon alleged violations of specific statutory provisions of the RE Act, supra, 
and the Flood Control Act, swpra, by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Ad 
minstrator of the Rural Electrification Administration (an agency of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture),4 and by the Secretary of the Interior and the Administrator 
of Southwestern Power Administration (an agency of the Department of the 
Interior).6 The Secretary of the Treasury was also joined as a proper but not 
necessary party Defendant. 

Jurisdiction of the Court was invoked under the Court’s general equity powers, 
under the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S. C. 1001-9), and under the Deelar- 
atory Judgment Act (28 U. S. C. 2201-02). Plaintiffs also pleaded the requisite 
jurisdictional amount. 

It is alleged in the complaint that Defendants,® acting pursuant to a confeder- 
ated plan, had conspired in concert with each other and with others, unknown 
to Plaintiffs, to enter into a system of contracts between the United States and 
five federated rural electric cooperatives to enable SPA to acquire by the use of 
REA funds, without Congressional authorization and in violation of the law, 
steam or thermal generating capacity and transmission lines which would al- 
legedly duplicate Plaintiffs’ facilities and thereby deprive Plaintiffs of existing 
and potential customers and bring destructive competition to the Plaintiff utilities 
and other privately owned utilities operating in and adjacent to what is known 
as the Southwestern Power Area. 

The complaint further alleges that Defendants, as part of the conspiracy, had 
executed or were about to execute several contracts in each of which the Govern- 
ment (as represented by REA or by SPA) was or would be named as one party 
to the contract and one of the above-mentioned five federated rural electric 
cooperatives, namely, N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., Central Electric 
Power Cooperative, Sho-Me Power Corporation, KAMO Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., or M & A Electric Power Cooperative,’ was, or would be, named as the other 
party to the contract. 

The federated cooperatives are private owned corporations whose members 
consist of smaller rural electric distribution cooperatives. They are independent 
corporations organized under the laws of their respective States to enable the 
rural residents they serve to secure electric service as intended under the pro- 
visions of the RE Act. It is asserted by Plaintiffs that the federated cooperatives 
are merely ‘“‘paper organizations.” 











































1 Since the suit was filed two of the Plaintiff companies have been consolidated. 
2 Hereinafter referred to as the RE Act. 

3’ Hereinafter referred to as the Flood Control Act. 

4 The Rural Electrification Administration is hereinafter referred to as REA, 

6 





The Southwestern Power Administration is hereinafter referred to as SPA. 
Term Defendants does not include Secretary of the Treasury except when specially named. 
7 Respectively referred to hereinafter as N. W., Central, Sho-Me, KAMO or M & A, 
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Plaintiffs’ position is that Defendants, through the REA and SPA, have con- 
spired and combined to misuse their powers under the guise of the law and are 
merely using the cooperatives as conduits or nominees in an effort to build and to 
utilize a competing or public power generating and transmission system dupli- 
eating Plaintiffs’ facilities and invading Plaintiffs’ territories. This invasion, 
they assert, constitutes unlawful competition by Defendants which has caused 
irreparable injury to Plaintiffs jointly and severally. 

Plaintiffs seek an injunction to restrain the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Administrator of REA from making loans under the contracts severally executed 
between the Government through REA, and the five federated rural electric 
cooperatives in connection with the construction of electric generating and trans- 
mission facilities; to restrain the Secretary of the Interior and the Administrator 
of SPA from proceeding under certain lease and power agreements entered into 
between the Government, acting through SPA, and the federated cooperatives; 
and to prevent the Secretary of the Treasury as custodian of the publie funds of 
the United States from making any disbursements to the other Defendants to 
enable them to carry out the unlawful acts set forth in the complaint. 

Defendants seasonably moved to dismiss the complaint on the basic premise 
that Plaintiffs had no standing to bring suit because no justiciable issue was 
presented to the Court. In making this motion, Defendants relied strongly on 
the rule announced in Alabama Power Co. v. Ickes, 302 U. S. 464 (1938). How- 
ever, this branch of the Court then sitting in the Motions Division found that the 
petition raised the issue as to whether the sales and loans complained of and 
sought to be enjoined were sales and loans for an unlawful purpose in violation of 
the aforesaid statutes and denied the Defendants’ motion. The determination of 
the question of Plaintiffs’ special interests under the Declaratory Judgment Act 
and the Administrative Procedure Act was reserved to abide the presentation of 
evidene at the trial. 

Answering, Defendants then entered a general denial to all allegations of the 
complaint except the execution of the challenged contracts and formal allegations, 
and averred that all of the actions complained of were lawful and were taken 
pursuant to and in conformity with statutory authorization. 

Later, another Judge of this court heard and denied a motion by Defendants 
for summary judgment. Su’ sequently, the case was specially assigned to this 
branch of the court for the hearing of all motions, and for pretrial and trial. 

During an oral hearing of motions by Plaintiff and Defendants for the produc- 
tion of documents under Rule 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure the de- 
sirability of a separate trial to determine the legality or illegality of the several 
contra ts in the controversv, be*ame avparent. In accordance with the provi- 
sions of Rule 42 (») of the Rules of Civil Procedure such separate trial was ordered, 
and has been held. This opinion is rendered with respect to the issue therein 
involved. 

The contracts challenged, individually and as part of one of the five systems 
of contracts, are of three basi? tvpes, respe*tively denominated, (1) loan agree- 
ments or contra*ts, (2) lease-option contracts, and (3) power contracts. All 
agreements in a system were made in reference to one another. 

By the terms of the loan contracts executed in the name of the United States 
by the REA, funds are to be advanced to the respective federated cooperatives 
for the construction of generating and transmission facilities (steam or diesel 
generating plants, transmission lines and related electrical facilities), e. g., see 
Plaintiffs’ Exhi it 5 REA-NW Loan Contracts. 

The loan agreements provide that before any funds are advanced to the respec- 
tive cooperatives thev must enter into the second type of agreement,’ namely the 
lease contract, with SPA, calling for the leasing to SPA for a period of fortv (40) 
vears of the transmission facilities to be constructed from the funds advanced. 
By the lease contracts SPA o>tains control of the facilities for the fortv (40) 
year period, and agrees to pay all costs of operation, maintenance, repair and 
capital replacements, as well as the amortization pavments on the loans. 

The loan agreements and lease contracts also call for the execution of the third 
tvpe of agreement, the power contract whith is entered into simultaneously for 
the same forty (40) year period as provided in the lease contract. Under the 
power contracts SPA agrees to purchase the entire output of the steam plants 
constructed by the funds advanced in the loan agreements, and also agrees to 
resell power and energy to each of the cooperatives as its members require, at the 
rate designated in SPA’s Rate Schedule A, which rate schedule has been confirmed 


8 The loan contracts also provide that the lease and power contracts must be approved by and pledged to 
the REA as security for the loans. 
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and upproved by the Federal Power Commission. Thus, the loan contracts are 
conditioned on the execution of the agreements with SPA and the SPA agree- 
ments are made in contemplation of the loan agreements 

Plaintiffs contended that the contracts constitute the basis for a scheme or 
device by which Defendants have endeavored to carry out an illegal plan. 

In directing that a separate trial should be held for the purpose of determining 
the validity of the REA loans to the various federal cooperatives and the validity 
of the lease and power interchange agreements between the cooperatives and the 
SPA, the Court on May 19, 1952, entered an order containing the following 

“Ir Is OrnpDERED AND DrREcTED 

That a separate trial of this cause be first had on the issue of the legality or 
illegality of said contracts. 

* * * * * * * 

“DELINEATION OF THE IssuE: The Court desiring to clarify the issue and 
the scope of testimony and other evidence admissible upon the separate trial in 
so far aS may be reasonably and fairly possible in advance of trial, and being 
fully advised in the premises; 

“Iv Is HEREBY ORDERED 

“That no testimony or other evidence shall be received at the separate trial 
except testimony and other evidence which is relevant to the issue of the legality 
or illegality of one or more of the contracts in which the Government (as repre- 
sented by REA or by SPA) is named as one party to the contract and N. W, 
Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., Central Electric Power Cooperative, Sho-Me 
Power Corporation, KAMO Electric Cooperative, Inc., or M & A Electric Power 
Cooperative, Inc. is named as the other party to the contract 

Following the pretrial conference on June 16, 1952, an order was entered in 
which it was stated that the following contentions of Plaintiffs ‘“‘“may be within 
the scope of the issue to be determined”’ at the separate trial: 

“A. Plaintiffs contend that each of the contracts in which one of said coopera- 
tives is named as one party and the Government (as represented by REA) is 
named as the other party, violate the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended 
(hereafter called the ‘RE Act’) in one or more of the following respects: 

‘1, Said contracts severally provide or make available REA funds for the 
construction of electric facilities to serve persons in rural areas who, at the 
respective times when said contracts were severally negotiated and executed, 
were already receiving and are now receiving central station service. 

“2. Said contracts severally provide or make available REA funds for the 
construction of substitute transmission lines and/or electric generating stations 
to serve persons in rural areas who, at the respective times when said contracts 
were severally negotiated and executed, were already receiving, and are now 
receiving central station service. 

‘3. Said contracts severally provide or make available REA funds for the 
construction of electric facilities to serve persons in urban or nonrural areas. 

“4. Said contracts severally provide or make available REA funds for the con- 
struction of transmission lines and electric generating facilities for the use and 
benefit of SPA, a federal agency. 

“5. Under each of said contracts the REA funds are in substance and in law 
loaned to SPA. 

“6. Under the contract in which M & A is named as one party and the Govern- 
ment (as represented by REA) is named as the other party, the REA funds 
were provided or made available to construct transmissoin lines for use by SPA 
to wheel power and energy to municipalities, industries and other SPA customers. 

“B. Plaintiffs contend that each of the contracts in which one of the aforesaid 
cooperatives is named as one party to the contract and the Government (as 
represented by SPA) is named as the other party to the contract, violates Section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (as amended) (hereinafter sometimes called the 
‘Flood Control Act’) in one or more of the foollwing respects: 

“1. Under said contracts, SPA would borrow REA funds for which no authority 
has been granted to SPA. 

“2. Under said contracts SPA would acquire transmission lines for the acquisi- 
tion of which the Congress has neither made an appropriation nor found any 
necessity. 

“3. Under said contracts SPA would, in substance and in law, acquire steam 
electric generating stations for the acquisition of which the Congress bad not 
granted, and has refused to grant, any authority. 

“4. In the alternative, SPA, under said contracts, would purchase electric 
power and energy for commercial resale to the public for doing which SPA has 
no authority. 
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“10. If the Flood Control Act of 1944 or any other statute were construed as 
authorizing SPA to acquire steam electric generating stations or to purchase 
power and energy for commercial resale to the public, then said statute or statutes 
would to that extent be void as in excess of any constitutional authority of the 
United States. 

“C. Plaintiffs also contend that said contracts simultaneously violate both 
the RE Act and the Flood:Control Act and are otherwise illegal in that REA 
funds would be used by defendants Brannan, Wickard, Chapman and Wright to 
bypass the Congress and to enable SPA to circumvent the limitations imposed 
by the Congress upon the electric utility operations of SPA.” ® 

On October 13, 1952, the cause proceeded to trial upon the restricted issue. 
During the three week period of trial expert testimony and numerous exhibits 
were presented on both sides to substantiate the respective claims and allegations 
of the parties. 

From the evidence the following major questions appear to have developed. 

1. Whether the loan contracts violate the central station service provision of 
the RE Act (7 U.S. C. 904). 

2. Whether the loan contracts violate the rural area provision of the RE Act 
(7 U. S. C. 904). 

3. Whether the loan contracts were executed for the sole benefit of SPA. 

4. Whether the loan contracts violate the self-liquidating provision of Section 
4 of the RE Act (7 U.S. C. 904). 

5. Whether the loan contract with M & A is illegal because of the SPA and 
M & A contracts. 

6. Whether the lease and power contracts violate the provisions of the Flood 
Control Act (16 U. 8. C. 825s). 

7. Whether the lease and power contracts are illegal on any other ground. 

These questions will be discussed in the above-numbered order: 


1. Whether the loan contracts violate the central station service provision of the RE 
Act (7 U. 8. C. 904) 

Plaintiffs first contend that by means of loan agreements REA undertakes to 
loan REA funds to construct electric facilities to serve persons in rural areas where 
central station service is not only available but where, in many cases, it is presently 
received. In this regard, the position of Plaintiffs is/that where, as in the case at 
bar, a private utility supplies power and energy to a federated cooperative which 
in turn meets the needs of its respective members by furnishing them with current 
over distribution systems initially financed by an REA loan, the purpose of the 
RE Act if fulfilled and that any further loans to any of the cooperatives constitute 
a violation of the central station service provision. Plaintiffs’ position appears to 
be based upon the premise that central station service as contemplated in the 

Rural Electrification Act is thus being received by the rural area supplied by this 
distribution system as well as by the federated cooperative. With this postulate 
the Court is unable to agree. The Court’s attention has not been directed to any- 
thing in the background or history of the statute which would in the Court’s 
judgment require the narrow construction which Plaintiffs contend is applicable. 

Although Plaintiffs apparently have no quarrel with the practice under which 
the Adv inistrator has made loans for the construction of distribution lines which 
1 eet the present requirements of only certain rural residents in an area, they do 
challenge the REA practice of aking successive loans to the cooperatives over a 
period of years which would enable the borrowers to construct an electrical system 
to meet the increasing power requirements of its members, who are presently 
being served, as well as to supply the demand for service from new consumers in 
the surrounding area who would be denied such service, except for the assistance 
of the REA. 

In this connection it must be borne in mind that the RE Act of 1936, as its 
name iv plies, was legislation designed to carry into effect a governmental policy 
by means of which the benefits of electrical energy and accompanying electrical 
facilities n ight be made readily available, as they had not, hitherto, been so made 
available, to individuals in rural areas. It was designed to remedy a deficiency 
in the life and economy of the rural population of the nation. Arkansas Valley 
Cooperative Rural Electric Co. v. Elkins, 200 Ark. 883, 141.8. W. 2d 538 (1940). 
Consequently, the Court has not been persuaded that it was intended that rural 
residents, upon receiving an RE loan, should be barred from further participation 
in the advantages and opportunities offered in the RE program. Moreover, in 
the opinion of the Court, there is nothing in the language of the Act to require 
that the Administrator’s authority to finance the construction of generating plants 


* See Court Order of June 11, 1953, ordering substitution of certain parties defendant. 
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and transinission lines must be exercised simultaneously with his power to finance 
the construction of distribution lines to furnish electric energy to unserved persons 
in rural areas. 

It is a well recognized principle of statutory construction that the terms of a 
statute should be construed so as to effectuate the legislative intent. Mr. Justice 
teed, speaking for the Supreme Court upon this phase of statutory interpretation, 
has said: ‘‘There is no invariable rule for the discovery of that intention. To 
take a few words from their context and with them thus isolated to attempt to 
determine their meaning, certainly would not contribute greatly to the discovery 
of the purpose of the draftsmen of a statute * * *.” “The meaning to be 
ascribed to an Act of Congress can only de derived from a considered weighing of 
every relevant aid to construction.” |! Although the interpretation of an Act of 
Congress by those charged in large measure with administering the Act is not 
conclusive, it is, nevertheless, entitled to persuasive weight.” 

Section 4 of the RE ™ Act authorizes the Administrator “to make loans for 
rural electrification * * * for the purpcse of financing the construction * * * of 
generating plants, electric transmission and distribution lines or systems for the 
furnishing of electric energy to persons * * * who are not receiving central 
station service * * *.”’ Under the terms of this section the Administrator is 
empowered to authorize loans for four separate and distinct purpcses to rural 
residents who qualify under the Act. The Administrator may authorize loans 


for the construction of 1) generating plants, 2) transmission lines, 3) distribution 
lines, and 4) electrical systems. 

The exercise of any one of the first three above-enumerated powers, in the 
Court’s opinion, does not exclude the others and does not prevent the concurrent 
or consecutive (later) exercise of another loan in connection with the development 
of a prior authorization. To construe the language otherwise would defeat the 
obvious purpose of the statute and would nullify, in most instances the authority 
delegated by Congress, for, as a practical matter, Congress has repeatedly been 
advised and informed of REA policy and practice and has consistently given its 
approval to the administrative interpretation of the REA officials and others 
Therefore, for the reasons stated above, the Court is unable to conclude that the 
determination made by the Administrator based upon his specialized experience 
and information to the effect that repeated loans, each of which, like the original 
loan, was made for the single ultimate purpose of supplying electrical service to 
persons under the circumstances existing in connection with the loans involved, is 

)«* * * when the plain meaning fof the words used does] not produc surd ! ts but merely an un- 
reasonable one ‘plainly at variance with the policy of the levislation a whole’ t ‘ourt has followed |the] 
purpose fof the Act], rather than the literal word When aid to construction of the meaning of 
used in the statute, is available, there certainly can be no ‘rule of law’ which forbids its use, howev« 
words may appear on ‘superficial examination.’ ’’ See United States v. American Truck 
U. S. 534 (1940) per Justice Reed for comprehensive discussion on judicial functi 
statutes and numerous authorities cited therein. pp. 542-545 

1! United States v. Dickerson, 310 U.S. 554 (19490) s 

\2 United States v. American Trucking Associations. supra. Skidmore v. Siift & Co 
Billinas v. Truesdell, 321 U.S. 542 (1944), Overnight Motor Transportation Co. vy \Viisse 

> Section 4 of the RE Act provides 

“The Administrator is authorized and empowered, from the sums hereinbefore authoriz 
loans for rural electrification to persons, corporations, States, Territories, and subdivisior 1 
thereof, municipalities, peoples’ utility districts and cooperative, nonprofit, or limited dividen 
tions, organized under the laws of any State or Territory of the United States, for the purpo 
the construction and operation of generating plants, electric transmission and distribution lines « 
for the furnishing of electric energy to persons in rural areas who are not receiving central statior 
ind loans, from funds available under the provisions of sections 908 (d) and 903 (e) of this title but without 
regard to the 10 per centum limitation therein contained, to cooperative associations and municipalities 
for the purpose of enabling said cooperative associations and municipalities to the extent that such indebted- 
ness was incurred with respect to electric transmission and distribution lines or systems or portions thereo 
erving persons in rural areas, to discharge or refinance long-term debts owed by them to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority on account of !oans made or credit extended under the terms of sections 831-831c and 
831d-S3ldd of Title 16: Prorided. That the Administrator in making such loans, shall give preferer to 
States, Territories, and subdivisions and agencies thercof, municipalities, peoples’ utility districts, and 
cooperative, nonprofits, or limited-dividend associations, the projects of which comply with the require- 
ments of this chapter. Such loans shall be on such terms and conditions relating to the expenditure of the 
moneys loaned and the security therefor as the Administrator shall determine and may be made payable 
in whole or in part out of the income: Promded further, That all such loans shall he self-liquidating withi 
period of not to exceed thirty-five years, and shal! bear interest at the rate of 2 per centum ner annun 
interest rates on the unmatured and unpaid balance of any loans made pursuant to this section prior to 
September 21, 19141, shall be adjusted to 2? per centum per annum, and the maturity date of any ! 
may be readjusted to occur at a date not beyond thirty-five years from the date of such loans: And pr 
further, That no loan for the construction, operation, or enlargement of any generating plant shall 
unless the consent of the State authority having jurisdiction in the nremises is first obtained L« 
this section and section 905 of this title shall not be made unless the Administrator finds and e+ 
n his judgment the security therefor is reasonably adequate and such loan wil! be repaid withir 
wreed.”” (7U. 8. C. 904) 

‘ Electrical systems would necessarily consist of a combination of one or two, or al! three of the 
enumerated, namely, 1) generating plants, 2) transmission lines, and 3) distribution lines. 
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in conflict with the powers delegated to his office by Congress to make loans ‘‘to 

persons * * * who are not receiving central station service * * *.’’ Conse- 

quently, the Court finds that the course pursued by the Administrator in author- 

izing the loans under discussion under this heading is not violative of the Act, 

ane _ the loan contracts: do not violate the central station provision of the 
t Act. 


2. Whether the loan contracts violate the rural area provision of the RE Aet 


(7 U.S. C. 904) 

Next, Plaintiffs contend that Congress did not authorize and consequently 
prohibited the making of loans to finance the construction of facilities to serve 
municipalities having a population in excess of 1,500 inhabitants. Plaintiffs’ 
argument is directed at the acquisition by the Sho-Me Cooperative of an existing 
electric system with REA funds. This svstem was already providing service to 
certain small municipalities with populations in excess of 1,500 inhabitants and 
was acquired by Sho-Me in order to extend service to surrounding unserved rural 
areas as a part of Sho-Me’s overall integrated system which is concededly of rural 
design. By the language of Section 4 of the RE Act '!® the Administrator is 
empowered to make loans “for the purpose of financing’’ electric facilities to fur- 
nish electric energy ‘“‘to persons in rural areas.’’ The term “rural area’”’ is later 
defined in Section 13 of the Act as “any area of the United States not included 
within the boundaries of any city, village or borough having a population in 
excess of fifteen hundred inhabitants and such term shall be deemed to include 
both the farm and non-farm population thereof; * * *” (7 U. 8S. C. 913). 

Defendants contend that the above acquisition is justified because it is merely 
incidental and contributory to the essential statutory purpose of Section 4 of the 
Act by making possible the service of electric power to a considerable number of 
unserved persons in rural areas. 

Congress in enacting the RE Act was obviously motivated by a desire to provide 
electrical service and its consequent benefits to rural residents, who, because of 
economic conditions and other factors, were thwarted in their attempts to secure 
such service by their own efforts. Thus, in the light of the purpose the legislation 
seeks to accomplish, the practical objectives of the enactment bring the RE Act 
within the realm of remedial legislation and afford persuasive evidence that 
Congress did not intend that a narrow interpretation of the Act should be applied 
by the Courts. Since the statute is primarily remedial in character, its provisions 
must be construed practically and realistically, taking into consideration the 
intention of Congress,” in order that effect may be given to the purposes for which 
the statute was enacted and the ends sought to be attained.'!® Bearing in mind 
these consideratios, the Court is of the opinion that a proper construction of 
the Act does not prohibit the challenged acquisition where, as here, the record 
shows a substantial number of persons, in rural areas, who are now unserved, will 
be served as a consequence of the loan. Hence, the Court holds that the eon- 
tracts under consideration under this heading do not violate the rural area 
provision of the RE Act. 


'8Cf. “While the interpretive bulletins are not issued as regulations under statutory authority, they do 
carry persuasiveness as an expression of the view of those experienced in the administration of the Act and 
acting with the advice of a staff specializing in its interpretation and application.’’ Overnight Motor Trans- 
portation Co., Inc., v. Missell, supra, note 17, 580. 

“The Treasury promptly interpreted the Act to apply to all first processings after its effective date. 
*** This action of the Treasury, with its wide experience in tax matters has weight in our con- 
clusion * * *.’’ Colgate-Palmolive-Peet Co. v. United States, 320 U.S. 422, 426 (1944). 

“Undoubtedly questions of statutory interpretation, especially when arising in the first instance, in 
judicial proceedings, are for the courts to resolve, giving appropriate weight to the judgment of those 
whose special duty is to administer the questioned statute.’’ National Labor FPelations Board v. Hearst 
Publications, Inc., 322 U. S. 111, 139-31 (1944). 

“* * * the rulings, interpretations and opinions of the Administrator * * *, while not controlling upon 
the courts by reason of their authority, do constitute a body of experience and informal judgment to which 
the courts an’ litigants may properly resort for guidance."’ Skidmore v. Swift Co., supra, p. 140. 

16 See note 12. 

17k E \ Administrative Bulletin, issued December 11, 1944, Defendants’ Exhibit 108; REA Administra- 
tive Bulletin #62, issued June 9, 1950, Defendants’ Exhibit 109; Letters from Comptroller General, Defend- 
ants’ Exhibits 104, 105, 106. 

18 Cf. United States v. Silk, 331 U. S. 704 (1947); National Labor Relations Board v. Hearst Publications, 
supra; United States v. American Trucking Associvions, supra; South Chicago Coal & Dock Co. v. Bassett, 
309 U. S. 251 (1940); Warner v. Goltra, 283 U.S. 155 (1934): B & P Steamboat Co. v. Norton, 284 U. 5. 408 
(1932); Robinson v. Bradshaw, Ct. of App. D. C., Apr. 16, 1953; Grace v. Magruder. 80 U. §. Anp. D.C 63, 
148 F. 2d 679, cert. denied 326 U. S. 720 (1945); United States v. Vogue, Inc., 145 F. 2d 609 (4th Clr. 1944), 
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3. Whether the loan contracts were executed for the sole benefit of SPA 


Plaintiffs further allege that REA seeks by ‘‘mere words and ingenuity of con- 
tractual expression” '® to make it appear that the loans provided for in the con- 
tracts entered into by REA with the federated cooperatives (M & A excepted)?° 
are not for the benefit of the cooperatives but are in reality for the sole benefit of 
SPA. In support of this allegation, Plaintiffs point to the contractual provisions 
of the various loan agreements showing that the entire cost of constructing the 
electrical facilities will be advanced by REA only when the lease and power 
contracts executed by SPA with the cooperatives have been approved by and 
pledged to REA. Plaintiffs also note that the contracts provide that each coop- 
erative shall pay over to the REA all funds received from SPA. They assert. in 
the premises, that there is no financial responsibility imposed upon the cooperatives 
because, under the terms of the lease and power contracts, SPA acquires all the 
rights and benefits incident to the loan and agrees to assume all the burdens 
consistent with beneficial ownership of the facilities. This, they contend, demon- 
strates that SPA is the real party in interest which is bound to repay the funds 
advanced by REA and that the federated cooperatives are merely being used as 
conduits or nominees by SPA. They contend that the RE Act does not authorize 
and consequently prohibits loans by REA to another governmental agency and 
ask the Court to look beyond the form and language employed in the loan contract 
in determining the question of its legality. 

Although the issue presented has numerous facets, it is relatively simple when 
viewed in the light of the objectives which the separate trial was designed to 
accomplish. The basic question throughout the separate trial has been whether 
the Defendants were acting within the scope of their authority in executing the 
various contracts. All other issues were swept aside by the Court’s order of May 
19, 1952. The Court is well aware that in concluding that a separate trial should 
be ordered, it was indicated that the Court might not limit itself entirely to a 
consideration of the contracts themselves. But subsequently, on more than one 
oceasion, during the course of these proceedings the Court has expressed its views 
on the test to be applied in this matter. The Court throughout has indicated its 
intention to lay the contracts down beside the applicable statutes and to deter- 
mine whether the contracts come within the scope of the statutes, and are author- 
ized by the provisions thereof. In other words, it was the Court’s expressed 
intention to regard and consider the contracts face to face with the applicable 
statutes as related to the contentions of the Plaintiffs, to ascertain simply whether 
there was statutory authority to permit the Defendants to take the actions the) 
have taken. 

After a careful review of the record the Court is unable to say that the Defend- 
ants have misused their powers. It is obvious that REA has the authority to make 
the challenged loans to the cooperatives. Nothing contained in the present 
record precludes such a finding. It is also obvious that it is the cooperatives who 
are obligated to repay their debt. In reaching this conclusion, the Court is not 
being oblivious to the difficulties the cooperatives may encounter in carrying 
out their responsibilities should a termination occur, as contemplated in the lease 
and power agreements with SPA. However, such a termination in no way affects 
the obligations of the cooperatives to the REA. The fact remains that the loans 
must still be repaid by the cooperatives. 

The Court is not persuaded, as contended by the Plaintiffs, that SPA has 
entered into any obligation with REA. There is nothing to indicate that SPA 
has received any of the proceeds from the loans, nor has SPA guaranteed repay- 
ment of the loans. The whole situation has not created any enforceable obligation 
on the part of SPA toward REA. Thus, it cannot be said that the contracts 
between SPA and the cooperatives have become transformed into anything other 
than or differing from that which they appear on their face to be, namely, loan 
contracts between REA and the cooperatives, which, as above stated, are within 
the statutory authority of REA to make. 

Moreover, in the Court’s opinion, it is significant that the federated coopera- 
tives have also assigned to the REA the unconditional contracts under which the 
member cooperatives are obligated to purchase their power requirements from the 
federated cooperatives during the period when the loans are to be repaid.2!. These 
obligations clearly place the cooperatives in the position of the real borrower, for 
they conclusively bind the assets of all recipients to the repayment of the advanced 

19 United States v. San Francisco, 310 U.S. 16, 28 (1940). 
20 Plaintiffs do not contend that the REA-M & A loan contract is illegal on this ground but assert it 


illezal on another ground which is discussed infra. 
21 Plaintifis’ Exhibits 5 C and 9. 
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funds. These facts, in themselves, and regardless of congressional appropriations, 
plainly show that the Plaintiffs have failed to sustain the burden thrust upon them 
when they filed their complaint. Under the circumstances, the Court concludes 
that the federated cooperatives are the real borrowers and true beneficiaries of 
the loan agreements. Consequently, the Court holds that the loan contracts 
involved under this heading were not executed for the sole benefit of SPA. 


4. Whether the loan contracts violate the self-liquidating provision of Sect’on 4 of the 


RE Act (7 U. S.C. 904) 


As required by law. the Administrator of the REA before making the contested 
loans found and certified that the security was “reasonably adequate’? and 
that the loans would be repaid within the proper period. Wowever, the Plaintiffs 
urge that the loans do not comply with the provision of Section 4 “that all such 
loans shall be self-liquidating.”” Plaintiffs, in their brief, state that “the cer- 
tifieates were necessarily and concededly predicated upon SPA’s agreement in the 
Lease Option and Power Contracts (pledged to secure the REA loan) to make 
minimum monthly payments whieh would amortize the RitA loans’ and that 
“to be self-liquidating within the meaning of the Act, the federal funds loaned by 
REA must be liquidated or repaid from sourees other than the Federal Govern- 
ment itself... The predicate of this position is the assumption, previously in- 
duleed by the Plaintiffs, that the loans were made to and for the benefit of SPA, 
and that the obligation to repay these lonns rests on SPA. The Court finds itself 
unable to agree with this position. Nor does the Court find support for the 
assumption or for the contention, either from the wording of the contraet or from 
the result of its actual application as reflected in the record. Furthermore, it is 
well settled that courts do not direet or control the judgment of administrative 
officers in matters properly within their jurisdiction, exeept in clear cases of 
illegality of action.’ “Tt is a fundamental principle ST 
has entrusted an administrative ageney with the responsibility of selecting the 
means of achieving the statutory policy ‘the relation of remedy to poliey is 
peculiarly a matter for administrative competence’. American Power & Light 
Co. v. Securities & Exchange Commission, 329 U.S. 90. 112 (1946). The Court 
in the circumstances, finds and eqnsequently holds that the loan contracts in 
question are not violative of the self-liquidating provision of Seetion 4 of the 


RE Act. 


nt where Congr ss 


5. Whether the loan contract with M & A ws illegal because of the SPA and M & A 


‘ 


contracis 


Plaintiffs further contend that the loan contract between REA and M & A is 
illegal because “the RE Act does not authorize, and consequently prohibits the 
making of loans for the construction of facilities to supply power to or to wheel 
power for SPA.’ However, the evidence of the sepsrate trial refutes this con- 
tention. The reeord shows that the loan was made several vears prior to the 
SPA-M & A agreements in order that member cooperatives of M & A might be 
served. Later, M & A entered into the contract with SPA for the purpose of 
providing for the sale of its off peak power and permitting its incidental transmis- 
sion capacity to be utilized to wheel power and energy for SPA. 

The Defendants take the position that in designing the facilities to meet the 
power requirements of the cooperatives it was necessary that the engineers be 
concerned with such factors as increase of operating capacity, increase of reserve 
capacity, and load growth. Consequently, they contend that in making provi- 
sion for such factors in connection with service to cooperatives, it was inevitable 
that incidental capacity should become available, and that the use of such inci- 
dental capacity to safeguard the assets of the cooperatives until such time as they 
could utilize and economically justify the plant’s operation for their own require- 
ments is not prohibited by the RE Act. Plaintiffs take ad ectly opposite posi- 
tion. Justification for REA practice and policy, relied on by the Defendants in 
respect of the use of this incidental capacity to reduce the cost of service to co- 
operatives by more efficient use of the facilities involved during the period of 
development finds support in the record. Applying to this policy and practice 
the test as to whether it is violative of the REA Act, the Court is unable to find 
that the means selected to carry out the purposes of the Act is illegal either as 
prohibited by said Act or as exceeding authority therein contained. Only when 
“the remedy chosen is unwarranted in law or is without justification in fact 

22 See certificate attached to Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 5 D. 


22 Marhury v. Madison, 1 Cranch 137, 2 L. Ed. 60 (1803); Louisiana v. MeAdoo, 234 U.S. 627 (1914). See 
Procter & Gamble Co. v. Coe, 68 App. D. ©. 246, 96 F. 2d 518 (1938) and eases there collected. 
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should a court attempt to intervene in the matter.’? American Power & Light 
Co. v. Securities & Exchange Commission, supra. The Court holds that the 
loan contract between REA and M « A is a legal contract. 


6. Whether the lease and power contracts vilo'ate the provisions of the Food Cortro' Act 

Emphasis is laid by the Plaintiffs upon their charge that the lease and power 
contracts entered into by SPA in the name of the United States with the various 
federated cooperatives are illegal on the ground that they are not authorized 
and consequently are forbidden by the Flood Control Act.24 Plaintiffs argue 
that SPA has no authority to acquire or construct with borrowed funds the leased 
facilities. Sinee, as previously stated, the Court does not accept the premise 
contended for by the Plaintiffs, that SPA is the real borrower of the REA funds, 
it follows that said argument merits further consideration only insofar as it con- 
cerns Defendants’ claim of acquisition of these facilities by SPA. Plaintiffs have 
diligently and carefully developed a showing in the record upon which they rely 
in support of their contention that these facilities have in fact been acquired by 
SPA. Plaintiffs allege and have introduced evidence to substantiate their alle- 
gation that SPA has acquired all rights and benefits and assumed all burdens 
incident to outright ownership of the facilities. From their witnesses the Court 
has heard detailed testimony that the many rights reserved and duties assumed 
under the contracts by SPA are, respectively, rights normally reserved and 
duties normally assumed by the constructing utility or by the purchaser of the 
facilities. On the other hand, Defendants have produced evidence that the 
foregoing reservations of rights and assumptions of duties by Defendants are 
equally consistent with the position of lessee of the facilities, which position they 
contend they occupy. 

The Court is asked by Plaintiffs to hold that the lease agreement creates, in 
practical operation, a situation which causes SPA to become purchaser, rather 
than lessee, of the facilities covered by the agreement. In other words, Plaintiffs 
present the question of fact as to whether, by virtue of the contract, SPA becomes 
the owner or lessee of the facilities involved. The burden of proof, of course, 
rests on Plaintiffs to establish that SPA, in the circumstances, becomes the owner 
under the contract. Upon consideration of the conflicting evidence on this ques- 
tion in the record, the Court finds itself unable to conclude that Plaintiffs have 
met the burden of proof on this issue. The impressive testimony of Plaintiffs’ 
highly qualified witnesses does not, in the Court’s views, alter the fact that the 
practical operations pursuant to the agreement are consonant with the leasing 
arrangement as set forth in the written instrument and are, at least, as consistent 
with such arrangement as with the sale arrangement contended for by the Plain- 
tiffs. In the circumstances, considering Plaintiffs’ failure to meet the burden 
of proof imposed upon them, the Court concludes that the lease agreement does 
not create a situation in which SPA becomes purchaser rather than lessee of the 
facilities involved. 

The Court is of the opinion that the language of the statute justifies a holding 
that the Secretary of the Interior, through his marketing agent, may acquire by 
a lease agreement such transmission lines as may be necessary in order to ac- 
complish the objectives of the Act. Within the authority of the Secretary ‘‘to 
construct or acquire by purchase or other agreement” is embraced, in the Court’s 
opinion, not only the power of acquisition by purchase, but also the power of 
acquisition by lease agreement. Not only is this conclusion justified by the 
wording of the Act, but, in view of the context, any other conclusion would thwart 
the proper exercise of authority reposed in the Secretary of the Interior. 

In connection with the foregoing, the Court has also taken into consideration 
the question raised by Plaintiffs as to whether the leasing of these facilities is 


‘ Section 5 of the Flood Control Act provides 

“Electric power and energy generated at reservor projects under the control of the Department of the 
Army and in the opinion of the Secretary of the Army not required in the operation of such projects shall 
be delivered to the Secretary of the Interior, who shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in 
such manner as to encourage the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers con 
sistent with sound business principles, the rate schedules to become effective upon confirmation and ap- 
proval by the Federal Power Commission. Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery 
(upon the basis of the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric facilities of the projects) 
of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amortization of the capital 
investment allocated to power over a reasonable period of years. Preference in the sale of such power and 
energy shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, from 
funds to be appropriated by the Congress, to construct or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only 
such transmission lines and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in wholesaie quantities for sale on fair and reasonable terms and con- 
ditions to facilities owned by the Federal Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned 
companies. All moneys received from such sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States 
as miscellaneous receipts’ (16 U.S. C. 828s 
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‘“necessary’’ within the meaning of the Act. It would appear that the answer to 
this question, initially, must be determined administratively since Congress has 
imposed upon the administrative agency involved the duty to “transmit and 
dispose of * * * power and energy in such a manner as to encourage the most 
widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers thereof consistent 
with sound business principlés.’”” The Court finds that there is warrant in the 
record and reasonable basis in law for the Administrator's determination of the 
means to be adopted, that is to say, the leasing of transmission lines and accom- 
panying facilities, for the carrying out of the Congressional mandate contained 
in the Act. Consequently, the Court holds that the leasing of these facilities is 
“necessary”? within the terms of the Act. 

In like manner it is clear to the Court, in view of the rule laid down in Ashwander 
v. T.V.A.,* that the purchase of thermal energy generated at the steam plants 
of the cooperatives, which purchase is reasonably incidental to the integration 
of hydro-electric power generated at the Reservoir Projects, is not prohibited by 
the provisions of the Flood Control Act but rather is within the scope of its 
provisions and in accord with its purpose. Consequently, the Court finds that 
authority to purchase power and to pay rentals for the use of transmission facilities 
by SPA is contained in the terms of the Flood Control Act. The Court holds, 
therefore, that the lease and power contracts do not violate the provisions of the 
Flood Control Act. 


7. Whether the lease and power contracts are illegal on any other ground 


Also pressed upon the Court are the following contentions: that the so-called 
Continuing Fund Statute (16 U. 8. C. 825s-1) contains no authority under its 
terns for the execution of the lease and power contracts by SPA; 2? that the lease 
and power contracts are illegal in that they circumvent the limitations imposed by 
Congress upon the operations of SPA; and that if any statute is construed as 
authorizing the operations undertaken by SPA, such statute or statutes would be 
unconstitutional. The Court does not find itself in agreement with these con- 
tentions. 

In the Court’s opinion the record supports the conclusion that the Continuing 
Fund Statute and the various Interior Department Appropriation Acts demon- 
strate that Congress, from time to time, has appropriated funds for the purchase of 
power and the rental of transmission facilities by SPA. Thus, it may be said 
that there is expressed in the Continuing Fund Statute what was previously 
implicit in the Flood Control Act. The Continuing Fund Statute, as the Court 
construes it, is in effect an amendment to the Flood Control Act. 

Since it has been previously shown that the operations of SPA are in accordance 
with the Congressional mandate,?* it is apparent that the contracts do not cir- 
cumvent the limitations imposed by Congress upon the electric utility operations 
of SPA. 

Finally, as to the constitutional argument presented by the Plaintiffs, the Court 
concludes that same is resolved by the rule announced in the Ashwander case. 
There the stockholders of the Alabama Power Co., sought unsuccessfully to 
challenge a contract between the Power Co., and the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
an agency of the Federal Government, as injurious to the interests of the cor- 
poration and beyond the constitutional powers of TVA. The contract provided 
in part for (1) the purchase by TVA from the Power Co. of transmission lines, sub- 
stations, and other properties, (2) an interchange of hydroelectric energy, and (3) 
the sale by the TVA to the Power Company of its “surplus power.”’ 

As in the case at bar, the petitioners there based their attack on the contract on 
the contention that constitutional authority had been exceeded by the acquisition 


2 See American Power & Light Co. v. Securities & Exchange Commission, supra; Ashwander v. Tennessee 
Valley Authority, 297 U.S. 288 (1926). 

% Ashwander v. Tennessee Valley Authority, supra, n. 24. See infra 7, pp. 26-29. 

27 The so-called Continuing Fund Statute provides: 

“All receipts from the transmission and sale of electric power and energy under the provisions of section 
825s of this title, generated or purchased in the southwestern power area, Shall be covered into the Treasury 
of the United States as miscellaneous receipts, except that the Treasury shall set up and maintain from 
such receipts a continuing fund of $300,000, including the sum of $100,000 in the continuing fund established 
under the Administrator of the Southwestern Power Administration in the First Supplemental National 
Defense Appropriation Act, 1944 (57 Stat. 621), which shall be transferred to the fund established; and said 
fund of $300,000 shall be placed to the credit of the Secretary and shall be subject to check by him to defray 
emergency expenses necessary to insure continuity of electric service and continuous operation of the facili- 
ties, and to cover all costs in connection with the purchase of electric power and energy and rentals for the 
use of facilities for the transmission and distribution of electric power and energy to public bodies, coopera- 
tives, and privately owned companies: Provided, That expenditures from this fund to cover such costs in 
connection with the purchase of electric power and energy and rentals for the use of facilities are to be made 
only in such amounts as may be approved annually in appropriation Acts’? (16 U.S. C. 825s-1), (Act of 
Aug. 31, 1951, amended this section by adding this proviso). 

28 See supra, 6; pp. 22-26, 
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of the properties and by the execution of the interchange agreement. Nonetheless, 
the Supreme Court found no constitutional limitation to prevent the acquisition 
of the transmission lines, although, it was noted, the lines were not essential to 
the sale of the suprlus power, and the Court approved the interchange of energy 
arrangement as a means of accomplishing the disposition of its own power. 

The significance of the Supreme Court’s ruling in the Ashwander case to the case 
at bar is shown from the following language of Chief Justice Hughes: 

“As to the mere sale of surplus energy, nothing need be added to what we have 
said as to the constitutional authoritv to dispose. The Government could 
Jease or sell and fix the terms. * * * The contemplated interchange of energy 
is a form of disposition and presents no questions which are essentially different 
from those that are pertinent to sales. 

“The transmission lines which the Authority undertakes to purchase from the 
Power Company * * * provide the means of distri>uting the electrit energy 
* * * to a large population. They furnish a method of reaching a market. 
* * * We know of no constitutional ground upon which the Federal Government 
can be denied the right to seek a wider market. * * * The transmission lines 
for electric energy are but a facility for conveying to market that particular 
sort of property, and the acquisition of these lines raises no different constitutional 
question” (U.S. at 338, 339). 

Plaintiffs have cited numerous authorities in support of the constitutional 
argument but no case aside from the Ashwander decision has been brought to 
the attention of the Court directly supporting the position taken by either side. 
The Court does not believe any good purpose would be served in reciting and 
distinguishing the authorities submitted and, in the circumstances, does not feel 
called upon to attempt such an undertaking. It is sufficient to say that in many, 
if not most, instances the Court does not dispute the principles enunciated in 
those decisions but is unable to find that they are applicable to the facts in the 
case at bar, or that they serve to modify the above rule announced in the 
Ashwander case. 

The Court finds no ground asserted under heading seven (7) for holding the 
lease and power contracts illegal. 

Counsel for the Defendants will prepare findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and judgment in accordance with this opinion 

Cuarvues F. McLauauuin, Judge. 

JUNE 17, 1953. 


Mr. Green. | will quote from that decision: 


* * the Court has also taken into consideration the question raised by plain- 
tiffs as to whether the leasing of these facilities is ‘necessary’? within the meaning 
of the {Flood Control] Aet. It would appear that the answer to this question, 
initially, must be determined administratively since Congress has impesed upon 
the administrative agency involved the duty to “transmit and dispose of * * * 
power and energy in such a manner as to encourage the most widespread use 
thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with sound business 
principles.’ The Court finds that there is warrant in the record and reasonable 
basis in law for the Administrator’s determination of the means to be adopted, 
that is to say, the leasing of transmission lines and accompanving facilities, for 
the carrving out of the Congressional mandate conteined in the Act. Conse- 
quently, the Court holds that the leasing of these facilities is ‘necessary’? within 
the terms of the Act. 

Also, we think the present policy of Interior as in violation of 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 when considering the 
repayment and rate determination study of January 1956, which is 
prepared by Southwestern Power Administration. 

I would like to quote from page 2, paragraph 2A of that study as 
follows: 

As previously stated, the present marketing plan of SPA assumes that practi- 
cally all of the energy available to the Administration will be sold as peaking 
energy * * *. 


Now, what that means is that it is sold as energy not usable by 
preference customers, and that is the present policy of Interior to sell 
power in a form that the preference customers cannot use, as such, 
unless it is firmed up with steam power to go with it. 
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Then, going further we find in this study that 41 percent of the 
power of the Southwestern Power Administration is offered as firm 
power while 58 percent is being offered for peaking use which is not 
usable by the preference customers in the study which goes for a 
50-vear period as a rate determination. 

The purchase of thermal energv—it has been the contention aud the 
policy of Interior for the past 2 years that they cannot purchase thermal! 
energy or should not purchase thermal energy to firm up the hydro 
for the preference customers. 

In the same case I quoted from a while ago we have this wording 
from the Court: 

* * * it is clear to the Court, in view of the rule laid down in Ashwander vy. TVA 
(supra, N. 24, see infra 7, pp. 26—29) that the purchase of thermal energy generated 
at the steam plants of the cooperatives, which purchase is reasonably incidental 
to the integration of hydroelectric power generated at the Reservoir Projects, is 
not prohibited by the provisions of the Flood Control Act but rather is withiu 
the scope of its provisions and in accord with its purposes. Consequently, the 
Court finds that authority to purchase power and to pay rentals for the use of 
trausmission facilities by SPA is contained in the terms of the Flood Control Act. 

With those kind of decisions and with the arbitrary position of 
Interior that they will not buy steam power so it can be sold to the 
preference customers and also that they will not lease or rent any 
more transmission facilities to get the power to the preference customer 
we think is in direct violation of what the act—-the intent of the act. 

Now, there is another item and the rate study that is being sub- 
mitted we think is discriminatory to the preference customer and 
that is that the rate as proposed and on peaking rate proposed is 
much lower than the market value in the area and that is brought out 
very forcibly last February 28 by Mr. Frank Wilkes, president of 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., at Shreveport, La., when he said 
that peaking power to his company is worth 12 mills for 150 kilowatt 
hours per use per month per kilowatt. SPA for that type of power 
in its new proposed rate is proposing to sell it for 7.67 which is 40 
percent below tie market price. 

Now, the power that the cooperatives can buy which is firin power, 
the rate is being increased in the area to around 7.7 which is nearly 
40 percent more than the market price of power sold by a lot of the 
utilities in the area. So, you have a situation there where the peaking 
power which can only be used by the larger companies is being sold 
40 percent below the market price and being subsidized by the pre- 
ferred customer who buys it 40 percent higher than the market price. 

In this area served by Central, there are other preference customers 
in that area such as municipalities which have been interested in 
purchasing power from SPA for several years off of this system from 
the Government, but due to the unstable situation we have been 
thrown in the last 2 or 3 years we could not make any firm deals. 
SPA could not sell any power to them. Now they are interested, 
I think, in some power over this system and we believe with very 
little expenditure, in fact for not over $150,000, complete connections 
can be made to at least 3 municipalities in our area, because the lines 
are immediately adjacent to their city limits, so we think that if 
funds are going to be made available to connect anybody, why those 
are excellent possibilities to distribute this power according to the act. 

I would like to read a statement now at the last. It says: Since 
the present policy of the Department of Interior prevents SPA from 
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building transmission facilities or leasing transmission facilities to 
move power cooperatives or municipalities and also prevents SPA 
from purchasing meidental thermal power to firm up hydro power to 

. form usable by cooperatives and municipalities, we ask that this 
camiigitthe direct the Department of Interior to fulfill its legal obliga- 
tion as set forth in the Flood Control Act of 1944, by, first, leasing or 
renting such transmission facilities that are made available to SPA 
in order to transmit and dispose of its power in the most widespread 
manner to public bodies and cooperatives; second, instructing In- 
terior to purchase all incidental thermal energy required to make all 
available Federal hydro capacity into firm, continuous, and usable 
power in wholesale quantities to facilities of public bodies and coopera- 
tives; and, third, direct Interior to revise its proposed rates to all 
users so that no discrimination wil! be made on those who take firm, 
continuous power compared to those who buy peaking power. 

Now, there are only two other points I would like to very em- 
phatically impress on the committee. One is that in this leasing 
arrangement of SPA, some of the general impression sometimes is 
left that the Government is paying us all this cost to lease the lines. 
[It has been said here this morning earlier that the rates that we pay 
for power includes all these costs. We are paying for this cost our- 
selves, this costs the Government not one thin dime because they 
have got to set a rate high enough to recover all of its cost of oper- 
ation of which this is a part of, and so, under no circumstances is this 
any subsidy whatever from the Government or the Government pay- 
ing for anything at all, because we pay for it in our rates. We have 
agreed to do that by our contractual arrangement with SPA, what- 
ever the rates go to to recover, SPA’s total cost, we intend to pay— 
we propose and intend to pay. 

Another thing that might be brought out is that none of these 
cooperatives are serving loads in competition with the utility com- 
panies. By virtue of the REA Act none of these lines on which th Ley 
borrowed money and have been built to serve any of these loads that 
receive power from the power companies; there are no lines where we 
are taking any power load from any power company. It is not a 
competitive deal of that nature, whatever. All these loads are loads 
that were not ever served before by the power companies. So, under 
no circumstance are they competing with the utility companies and 
by virtue of going along under these contracts you are simply provid- 
ing a working arrangement to the co-ops in the area to serve them- 
salves in partnership with the Government and at no expense to the 
Government, and at no competition to anybody else. We are only 
serving ourselves. 

Mr. Rasaur. Is SPA offering power to any new customers at the 
present time? 

Mr. Green. I do not know for sure, I think you would have to ask 
the SPA that. I do not know. I do not think they are because 
several, | think, have requested and one reason they are not is because 
they refuse to buy thermal power to go with the hydro power in order 
to make it available. They have drawn back in'their shell to sell it 
at the bus bar. 

Mr. Ranaut. Without objection we will slace the complete state- 
ment of Mr. Truman Green in the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT BY TRUMAN GREEN, MANAGER OF CENTRAL ELECTRIC POWER 
CooPERATIVE, JEFFERSON City, Mo. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in December 1951 Central 
Electric Power Cooperative sibmitted a loan application to the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration for a loan to build transmission lines to serve the rural electric 
load of three neighboring distribution cooperatives located at Troy, Tipton, and 
Sedalia, Mo. 

This loan was not approved by REA even to the present time because the 
Southwestern Power Administration would not include these proposed facilities 
in its contract with Central which was essential to provide lower rates to the said 
distribution cooperatives. 

Until recently there were several reasons why SPA would not include these 
proposed facilities, such as the then pending litigation instigated by the Kansas 
City Power & Light Co. and other utilities, which is now settled and completely 
validates the SPA contract with Central. 

Then in 1953 and 1954 the Congress failed to allow funds for SPA to operate its 
contract with Central and other power cooperatives, which situation was properly 
corrected by Congress in 1955, and since July 1955 these contracts between SPA 
and Central have operated as originally planned 6 years ago. 

Central Electric Power Cooperative is now revising its application for a loan 
from REA to construct facilities to serve the cooperatives who have been denied 
lower rates and better service by such delays. 

On March 20, 1956, in Jefferson City, Mo., at the annual meeting of Central, 
Mr. Douglas Wright, Administrator of the Southwestern Power Administration, 
was asked the following question, ‘‘Will SPA now amend Central’s contracts to 
include proposed construction to serve the loads of the Troy, Tipton, and Sedalia 
cooperatives?” Mr. Wright’s answer was that under the present policy of the 
Interior Department, SPA would not include any additional facilities in its con- 
tracts with Central Electric Power Cooperative. 

The above answer resulting from the policy of the Department of Interior means 
that the three cooperatives at Troy, Tipton, and Sedalia, Mo., cannot have 
lower electric rates similar to the other cooperatives in central Missouri. 

The members of Central feel that this arbitary policy of interior fails to carry 
out the lawful obligation of Interior to market Government power according to 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

In civil action No. 4276-50, Kansas City Power & Light Company v. Douglas 
McKay, Secretary of Interior, the District Court for the District of Columbia, in a 
decision sustained to the Supreme Court, ruled on the lease contracts between 
SPA and Central as follows: 

“* * * the court has also taken into consideration the question raised by 
Plaintiffs as to whether the leasing of these facilities is ‘‘necessary’’ within the 
meaning of the (Flood Control) Act. It would appear that the answer to this 
question, initially, must be determined administratively since Congress has 
imposed upon the administrative agency involved the duty to ‘transmit and dis- 
pose of * * * power and energy in such @ manner as to encourage the most 
widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with 
sound business principles.’ The court finds that there is warrant in the record 
and reasonable basis in law for the Administrator’s determination of the means 
to be adopted, that is to say, the leasing of transmission lines and accompanying 
facilities, for the carrying out of the congressional mandate contained in the act. 
Consequently, the court holds that the leasing of these facilities is necessary”’ 
within the terms of the act.’ 

The above authoritative interpretation clearly shows that the present policy 
of Interior fails to fulfill the intention of Congress and the Flood Control Act, and 
furthermore, actually violates the act because without transmission facilities the 
power must be sold at the bus bar. Results of this violation are shown in the 
recent Repayment and Rate Determination Study dated January 1956, by the 
Southwestern Power Administration. On page 2, paragraph 2A, the following is 
quoted: “As previously stated, the present marketing plan of SPA essumes that 
practically all of the energy available to the Administration will be sold as peaking 
energy * * *” 

On pages 24D to 45D the amount of firm power to be sold by SPA from 1960 
to the year 2009 totals 682,000 kilowatts of which 398,548 kilowatts is offered for 
restricted use of peaking service which can only be used by large private uvility 
companies, while only 233,452 kilowatts, or only 41.5 percent, is offered es firm, 
continuous power usable by cooperatives or municipalities who are preference 
users under the act; 58.5 percent of SPA firm power is offered only for peaking usc. 
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Much of the above 398,548 kilowatts now usable only to private utility com- 
panies could be made available to and usable by cooperatives and municipalities 
by the purchase and integration of thermal energy as necessary by SPA. 

The purchase of thermal energy by the Government under the contracts with 
the cooperatives is clearly authorized by the Flood Control Act as further ruled 
by the above-mentioned case No. 4276-50 as follows: 

“* * * it is clear to the Court, in view of the rule laid down in Ashwander v. TVA 
(supra, N. 24, see infra 7, pp. 26-29) that the purchase of thermal energy gener- 
ated at the steam plants of the cooperatives, which purchase is reasonably incidental 
to the integration of hydroelectric power generated at the reservoir projects, is not 
prohibited by the provisions of the Flood Control Act but rather is within the 
scope of its provisions and in accord with its purposes. Consequently, the Court 
finds that authority to purchase power and to pay rentals for the use of trans- 
mission facilities by SPA is contained in the terms of the Flood Control Act.” 

Not only is the addition of thermal power to hydro power essential in order to 
make the hydro power usable by preference users, but it is essential to increase 
the sales return to the Government so as to provide ‘‘* * * the lowest possible 
rates to consumers consistent with sound business principles.’’ The proposed 
new rates of SPA dated January 1956, are not designed to give ‘‘“* * * the 
lowest possible rates to consumers * * *’’ because the peaking rate, usable only 
by private utility companies, is much lower than the market as shown by the 
testimony on February 28, 1956, before the Senate Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors, when Mr. Frank Wilkes, president of Southwestern Gas & Electrie Co., 
Shreveport, La., said that peaking power of 150 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt per 
month was worth 12 mills per kilowatt-hour to his company, while the proposed 
SPA rate is only 7.67 mills per kilowatt-hour for similar power; however, the firm, 
continuous power rate proposed by SPA is 7.7 mills per kilowatt-hour while that 
offered by utilities in Louisiana and Arkansas is only 5.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
From these comparisons it is obvious that power the companies use is offered at 
10 percent less than market price and the power offered the cooperatives is over 
10 percent more than some companies charge. 

In the event or possibility that the Congress appropriates any funds for SPA 
to build transmission lines to any preferred user, there is no instance or location 
that SPA could provide the most widespread use of power for as little cost in pro- 
portion to load as the rural area immediately adjacent to Central’s lines. 

Since the present policy of the Department of the Interior prevents SPA from 
building transmission facilities or leasing transmission facilities to move power 
to cooperatives or municipalities and also prevents SPA from purchasing incidental 
thermal power to firm up hydro power to a form usable by cooperatives and 
municipalities, we ask that this committee direct the Department of the Interior 
to fulfill its legal obligation as set forth in the Flood Control Act of 1944 by 
(1) leasing or renting such transmission facilities that are made available to SPA 
in order to transmit and dispose of its power in the most widespread manner 
to publie bodies and cooperatives; (2) instructing Interior to purchase all incidental 
thermal energy required to make all available Federal hydro capacity into firm, 
continuous and usable power in wholesale quantities to facilities of public 
bodies and cooperatives; and (3) direct Interior to revise its proposed rates to all 
users so that no discrimination will be made on those who take firm, continuous 
power compared to those who buy peaking power. 


Mr. Rasaut. Any questions? 
Anpersen. Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. Rasaurt. Any other witnesses? 
Mr. Green. Yes, sir; we have more witnesses. 
The first of these other witnesses is Mr. T. E. Bostick from Arkansas. 
Mr. Ranaut. All right, Mr. Bostick. 


STATEMENT OF T. E. BOSTICK 


Mr. Bostick. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee; my name 
is T. E. Bostick of Forrest City, Ark., a member of a special committee 
on power for the Arkansas State Electric Co-op Corp., a board member 
of said Co-op, chairman of rate subcommittee of the advisory com- 
mittee on power for the Southwest, manager of the Woodruff Electric 
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Co-op Corp., and a ae r, utilizing approximately 100,000 kilowatt- 
hours of electrici ‘ity per year in my own personal farming operation, 
In Arkansas we have m: ay farmers dependent on electricity for their 
motive power who use large amounts of ig ‘tricity and many farmers 
who use only 360 kilowatt-hours per yea 

I am here : appearing before this nonaniien e in the interest of, and 
representing 125,000 farm families in Arkansas, from the highest user 
to the lowest user. 

I would like to insert there also in reference to the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative, there are 27,000 farm families that will be served in this 
general rating co-op as mentioned over there, located in the corner of 
that 110,000-volt line. 

Also, I will insert here the question asked by Mr. Taber as to the 
cost of the power that we were charging the farmers. 

In my particular co-op last year we bough it 58 million kilowatt-hours 
from the Arkansas Power & Light Co., and sold it to our farmer 
members at a fraction over 2 cents per kilow att, average. 

Last year we testified - fore this committee on Mav 18 regarding: 
(1) The reversal = the Government’s power policy by the Depart- 
ment of Interior; (2) the failure of Congress to prov ide funds on which 
SPA could =a and economically operate; (3) the United States 
Government’s repudiation of its firm southaetenl agreements with 
sore of the G. & T. cooperatives. 

The Congress corrected to a large extent a great many of these 
wrongs for which we have been very grateful. 

(1) We béve noted from the testimony given in a previous hearing 
that power is now being made available as far as possible—but still 
too slow—to meet the growing demands for power under the preference 
clause policy. 

(2) We bave also been informed that since Congress has provided 
the funds to SPA for interchange of power contracts, and also pro- 
vided for “balancing of power accounts” that SPA has begun to 
operate more effectively, efficiently and economically. On the 
“balancing of power accounts” method, we understand that SPA will 
not need so much money appropriated for this interchange of power as 
was appropriated last year, which is a very commendable operation. 

(3) Since the reactivation of these contracts, SPA has been able to 
contract for more sales of power than they have power to sell and 
often have more calls for additional power. 

The Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. made an application for 
a $10 million loan in 1947 and entered into a contract on December 5, 
1949, with the Southwestern Power Administration, which was similar 
to the contracts that were formerly canceled by our Government with 
the Missouri and Oklahoma G. and T. cooperatives and later reacti- 
vated as a result of the express wishes of the Congress. 

I would like to mention here also that our contract was not reacti- 
vated. 

In November 1950 REA loaned to the Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Corp. $10,558,000 for the construction of a 30,000-kilowatt generating 
plant and transmission lines to serve a northwest section of the 
Arkansas cooperatives. 

According to history of steam plants, a steam-generating plant will 
firm up 4 kilowatts of hydro capacity for each ‘| kilowatt of steam 

vapacity, therefore this 30,000-kilowatt generating plant would have 
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permitted SPA to have an additional 120,000 kilowatts of firm power 
under all normal rules of operation, with normal water supply. 

It was our understanding at the time we testified before this com- 
mittee last year that our plant was also to be reactivated along with 
the other G. and T. cooperatives. 

In the beginning, the power companies objected strenuously to 
our building the plant and entered an injunction to stop construction, 
and finally won out in the Supreme Court of Arkansas on a techni- 
cality of the Arkansas Rural Electrification Act which stated that we 
could sell power only to ourselves, and as soon as the power companies 
intervened, a stop order was placed on our funds by REA until the 
situation had cleared and the stop order still remains at present, due 
largely to a letter which was written on September 15, 1955, by Mr. 
Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of Interior, to Mr. Afton Wheeler, 
president of the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp., which states 
in part: 

Up to the present time the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. has not con- 
structed or completed the transmission facilities or the generating plant. It is 
our opinion that in view of the provisions mentioned above that the contracts 
between the Southwestern Power Administration and the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corp. have expired by their own terms. 

Moreover, there is nothing in the legislative history of the current appropria- 
tion by Congress to the Southwestern Power Administration to indicate a desire 
on the part of the Congress to revive these particular agreements. 

This conclusion by Mr. Aandahl, we presume, was predicated by a 
statement in a former paragraph which is as follows: 

The agreement for the sale and exchange of electric power and energy provided 
that, if the generating plant has not been completed as herein provided, on or 
before January 1, 1955, all rights and obligations shall have no further force 
or effect. 

This objection as set forth by Secretary Aandahl was not due to 
any fault of our own as to intent, or as to the actual completion of the 
contract. As mentioned above, we were stopped by the power 
companies by an injunction and had to go through the process of 
getting this legislation corrected. 

Last year before our State legislature, we corrected this situation 
through a bill that was passed by both houses practically unanimously, 
and immediately started negotiations to get our steam plant started 
and ending with this letter from Mr. Aandahl on September 15, 1955. 

Having served on the rate committee of our State for 17 years, | 
have been on practically all negotiations with the power companies. 
It has been one continuous battle to force our rates down. 

It has only been because of the threat of our building our own 
steam and generating plants and interconnecting with SPA that we 
have been able to negotiate with the power companies at all. 

On our last negotiated contract, the power companies offered us a 
10-year contract along about the time that we got our loan of $10 
million in 1950 to build a plant and to make this integration with SPA, 
and we quote from our Public Service Commission hearing record 
regarding this rate: 

May 16, 1951, page 1666, of book 13. Commissioner Thompson of 
the Public Service Commission: 

Did this letter (10-year proposal) take into consideration the cost of that gas— 
is there a fuel clause or something—— 
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Mr. Moses’ reply: 


No, sir; there is no fuel clause in that. It took into consideration the cost of 
gas and what it is going to cost us to supply this power, and supply it to them over 
these 10-year periods. It took that into consideration; ves, sir; but it did not 
include any fuel clause, no, sir, 


And again we quote, on the next day, May 17, 1951, page 1795 of 
book 14. Mr. Holmes’ attorney to Moses: 


And then we offered what we called a 10-year rate—10-year contract. We had a 
good deal of testimony from some of the co-op boys that they didn’t have security 
because they couldn’t get anything over 5-year contracts and wanted a longer 
period than that. Mr. Ellis’ position had been that a time or two, and Mr. 
Fitzhugh’s position a time or two before the committee, so we offered them a 10- 
year contract which would give them security. 


I would like to insert there a further statement regarding their living 
up to these rates. 

As soon as the SPA—— 

Mr. Rasaut. Without objection, you can put the statement in 
there. 

Mr. Bostick. Thank you. 

rly 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


As soon as SPA notified us that they could not carry out their contractual 
agreement with us regarding this rate, a new rate schedule was filed with the Public 
Service Commission upping our rates some 43 percent. 

Mr. Moses of A. P. and L. asked permission to visit all co-op board meetings 
to impress upon the board of directors the power companies’ sincerity of purpose 
in offering this 10-year contract and stated at all of these meetings that his com- 
pany would abide by the contract for the full 10-year periods, and that we could 
rest assured that we had rate security for 10 years. 

Then, as soon as the power companies had defeated our proposal to build the 
Ozark steam plant through the Arkansas Supreme Court, and had gotten the 
SPA continuing fund cut off through the failure of Congress to provide such 
operating fund, and to finish their job, had obtained reasonable assurance that 
Congress would approve the Dixon-Yates deal, the power companies felt strong 
enough by having set up this ring of barriers to low-cost power that they could 
do with us whatever they chose, so as a result, most power companies in the SPA 
area planned a general rate increase covering most of the SPA territory, and 
would SPA’s proposed rate increase about the same time seem coincidental? 

This proposed increase by the power companies and by SPA would result in a 
rate increase in our area of somewhere between 40 and 44 percent, and would 
result in increasing our Arkansas rates approximately $500,000 annually. Some 
of our co-ops are not financially able to stand this increase. 

We know from past experience that the power companies do not mind breaching 
a contract and it becomes necessary that we in Arkansas have a source of power 
on which we can depend from an economical standpoint and know how to plan 
our future, and we therefore beg of this Congress to: Direct and see that SPA 
reactivate this contract with the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. on the 
same basis as Missouri and Oklahoma G. and T. contracts were reactivated last 
year with SPA, and this will assure us of added capacity so sorely needed not 
only for Arkansas but also for the entire SPA territory. 

What I mean there by becoming the same basis as the Missouri and Oklahoma 
G. and T. contracts, we want that contract reactivated minus the leased-by 
feature of it. 

This will also help stop the exploitation of our people so that we may have low 
costs, stable and dependable power for the rural areas as we believe was the original 
intent of Congress when it passed the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Thank you very much, 


Mr. Rapaut. Thank you very much. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Green. Jack Needy, give your name, please. 
Mr. Ranaut. We will be glad to hear from you. 
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STATEMENT OF JACK H. NEEDY 


Mr. Nreepy. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
Jack H. Needy, manager of the Co-Mo Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
office in Tipton, Mo., which serves approximately 7,000 farm and 
rural families in Cooper, Moniteau, Morgan, Cole, Camden, and 
Benton Counties. 

I am appearing before this committee on behalf of these people 
and at the request of my board of directors because of our inability, 
in spite of all our past efforts, to obtain wholesale power connections 
from the Southwestern Power Administration at 4 of our 6 load 
centers or substation locations. 

These load centers of our cooperative are well within the service 
area of the Southwestern Power Administration, and in fact, coop- 
eratives on all sides of us are now receiving SPA power either directly 
or through a generating and transmission cooperative. 

We still had hopes, however, after the contracts between the South- 
western Power Administration and the G. and T. cooperatives were 
reactivated last July, of obtaining this power, until our board of direc- 
tors became further alarmed when we were advised by Mr. Wright, 
Administrator of the Southwestern Power Administration, at an an- 
nual meeting of the Central Electric Power Cooperative, Tuesday, 
March 20, in Jefferson City, Mo., that because of the present policy 
of the Department of the Interior, no more lines to serve these un- 
served areas could be included in the contracts between SPA and the 
G. and T. cooperatives. 

This cooperative assisted in the organization of the Central Elec- 
tric Power Cooperative which was to serve the central area of Mis- 
souri and which was to include our cooperative area. Lines were to 
have been built to the areas in question of our cooperative on Cen- 
tral’s B section application made in early 1952 to the Rural Electri- 
fication Administration for the necessary loan funds. Before this 
application for a loan was approved, 10 of the commercial power com- 
panies in this area had joined together in what is known as the Ten 
Company lawsuit, declaring the contracts to be illegal, and REA, 
therefore, did not make the loan for these lines while this lawsuit was 
pending. 

By the time the lawsuit had been decided in favor of the coopera- 
tives, and because of the changes of policy of the Department of the 
Interior, who failed to ask for the appropriations of funds to make the 
contracts workable, REA still could not make the necessary loan to 
build these lines. 

Last July, by congressional action, the necessary funds were appro- 
priated to reactivate contracts and now, because of the policy of the 
Department of the Interior and their refusal to include any additional 
lines in these contracts, REA can still not make the necessary loans 
as these lines would not be feasible unless they can be included in the 
SPA contracts, and we are again faced with being unable to obtain 
power from SPA through the Central Electric Power Cooperative. 

Because of this, we are forced to continue to buy power from the 
commercial power companies 'n the area at a rate of from 9 mills to 
14 mills per kilowatt-hour which in comparison with the SPA or 
Central Electric Power Cooperative rate of 5.6 mills per kilowatt-hour 
will cost our cooperative during the year of 1956 $33,974.00 per year 
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and by 1960, because of the estimated increase in consumption in the 
area, $49,742.000, or, in the next 5-year period, a total of approxi- 
mately $210,000. 

In addition to this, there are several of our load centers at which 
we are needing power badly at the present time, or will need it within 
the next 2 or 3 years, where there are no transmission lines or whole- 
sale power facilities available, and we will be forced to build trans- 
mission lines to the commercial power company lines in the adjacent 
areas and continue to pay them the high rate of from 9 to 14 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

This will keep us from removing the 10-percent rate increase to 
our members, which was put into effect in 1950 because of the in- 
creased cost of wholesale power from the commercial power companies 
and which we promised to take off as soon as lower cost power could 
be obtained. 

This, in effect, is the same as an increase in rales to our members 
and a rate increase at this time would seriously burden our farm and 
rural people, particularly in view of the adverse economic agricultural 
conditions in the area which have existed over the past several years 
and exists at this time. 

This cooperative, along with two other cooperatives in the central 
Missouri area who find themselves in a similar condition, feel that 
our people are being unfairly discriminated against because of the 
existing policies and attitude of the Department of the Interior, 
which seems to be to keep the preference customers from obtaining 
Federal power rather than making it available to the most of the 
people at the lowest possible price in keeping with the intent of the 
flood-control act and the wishes of the Congress, and because the 
neighboring cooperatives in the area, as weil as over a large portion 
of the State, are now obtaining SPA power. 

We feel that our members are as much entitled to the benefits of 
this SPA power, which in effect will mean lower power rates on the 
farms, as any of the other people located in the SPA area who are 
now receiving these benefits. 

The Central Electric Power Cooperative, we believe, is desirous of 
serving us and the Rural Electrification Administration is willing and 
ready to loan the necessary funds to build these lines providing this 
committee will make the funds available for SPA to include the 
additional lines in the G. and T-SPA contracts and demand that 
the policy of the Department of the Interior be changed to comply 
with the intent of the provisions of the flood control act and the will 
and intent of the Congress. 

At the present time it appears to us that it is the desire of the 
Department of the Interior, as shown by their present policies, to sell 
only peaking power at the bus bar, which, of course, makes it more 
available to the commercial companies who are not preference cus- 
tomers and to keep the preference customers from being able to obtain 
their badly needed supply of firm power. 

We do not believe that it was the intent of the Congress or the 
meaning of the flood control act to deprive the people of the benefits 
of low-cost wholesale power, which rightfully belongs to them, in 
order to turn it over to the commercial power companies to resell to 
our people at a price the companies are in a position to demand because 
of our inability to purchase from any other source. 
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I wish to thank the committee on behalf of our farm and rural 
members for allowing me the time and privilege of appearing before 
you to give you this information. 

Mr. Green. We have Henry Templeton, from Oklahoma. 

Mr. Ranaut. Mr. Templeton. 


STATEMENT OF H. G. TEMPLETON 


Mr. Tempteton. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: 
IT am H. G. Templeton, president of the board of trustees of Western 
Farmers Electric Cooperative, of Anadarko, Okla., and have served 
in this capacity for the past 7 years. I have been connected directly 
with Western Farmers since its inception in 1941. In addition, I 
have served the past 17 years as manager of the Harmon Electric 
Association, of Hollis, Okla., a preference customer and a member 
cooperative of Western Farmers. Our distribution cooperative is 
purchasing all of its wholesale power requirements from Western 
Farmers. 

I want to take this opportunity to commend this committee and the 
committee in the Senate that has similar responsibilities and the 
Congress as a whole for their wisdom in helping the generation and 
transmission cooperatives in the Southwest area to reactivate their 
contracts with the Government last vear. This action has been very 
beneficial not only to the farmers but to the Government as well. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, our problem is to 
get the business of our distribution cooperatives, our generation and 
transmission cooperatives and the power business of the Government 
itself on a stable, sound business basis. To do so, it will require that 
those who have the responsibility for administering the Government’s 
contractual obligations to perform as the written word dictates and 
to carry out the spirit and intent of the basic contracts which we hold 
with the Government. 

The power business is a fast-growing business which requires plan- 
ning ahead for expenditures of money on the part of the Government 
to build dams, on the part of the generation and transmission coop- 
eratives to build additional generation and transmission facilities 
necessary to reach our known load centers. These plans were sub- 
sequently approved by the Department of Interior’s engineers and 
by REA’s engineers. No one at that time could foresee the amount of 
electric power that farmers and industry would use. The situation 
could be likened to that of building highways. Highways that were 
designed in earlier years have already become inadequate so additional 
roads must be constructed. It was our understanding that the intent 
of the contracting parties was to amend the contracts from time to 
time in a businesslike manner to include such extensions ‘as were 
required to serve the load centers of all the preference customers. 

It is my sincere hope that this committee and the Congress will so 
direct the Department of the Interior to administer contractual obli- 
gations that will permit the Southwestern Power Administration to 
deliver firm power to all load centers at the Southwestern Power 
Administration’s schedule rate. 

I would like to thank this committee and the corresponding com- 
mittees of the Senate for reactivating the contracts the last year. 
They have been very beneficial to us and with a few bugs smoothed 
out of the operation I think we will go forward. 
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Mr. Green. Mr. Afton Wheeler, from Arkansas. He is president 
of the Statewide Rural Electric Association in Arkansas. 
Mr. Rasavur. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Wheeler. 


STATEMENT OF AFTON WHEELER 


Mr. WHEELER. My name is Afton Wheeler. I am president of 
the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, a cooperative organ- 
ized to generate, transmit, buy and sell electric power wholesale to 
rural distribution electric cooperatives with their headquarters being 
in Arkansas. 

On December 5, 1949, the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. and 
the Southwestern Power Administration of the Department of the 
Interior, entered into contracts covering the interchange and integra- 
tion of hydro and steam generated electric power. These contracts 
are similar in pattern and effect to those existing at that time between 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative and the KAMO Electric 
Cooperatives, Inc., of Oklahoma and the Central Electric Power 
Cooperative and the N. W Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., of 
Missouri, and the Southwestern Power Administration. 

Actually, the basic philosophy on which these farmer-owned 
electric generating and transmission systems and the Southwestern 
Power Administration are integrated, was conceived by the late 
Thomas B. Fitzhugh, the attorney for the Arkansas Electric Coop- 
erative Corp. 

Integration under these contracts provides the arrangements 
through which the intent and purpose of section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 can be actually accomplished, particularly that 
provision that states and instructs the Secretary of Interior to— 
transmit and disburse surplus hydroelectric power and energy from federally 
owned generation and reservoir projects, in such a manner as to encourage the 
most widespread use thereof and the lowest possible rates to consumers, con- 
sistent with sound business principles * * * giving preference in the sale thereof, 
to public bodies and cooperatives. 

Based on this contractual relationship, the Arkansas Electric Co- 
operative Corp. in November of 1950, borrowed from the Rural 
Electrification Administration, $10,558,000 to construct a 30,000 kilo- 
watt steam plant, 544 miles of transmission lines, and 22 substations 
which eae provide adequate, reliable, economical, and equitable 
service to 3 distribution cooperatives. These cooperatives serve 
28,000 farm homes and rural establishments in northwest Arkansas, 
eastern Oklahoma, and southwestern Missouri. 

A stop order was placed on these funds until a certificate of conven- 
ience and necessity could be secured from the Arkansas Public Service 
Commission. The Arkansas Public Service Commission granted the 
certificate of convenience and necessity which was opposed by com- 
mercial power companies operating in the area. The decision of the 
Arkansas Public Service Commission was appealed to the courts. 
The Arkansas Supreme Court, on a technicality in the Arkansas 
statutes which enabled electric cooperatives to incorporate and 
operate, decided against the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. 

Subsequently, this statute was amended by legislation. The Arkan- 
sas rural electric cooperatives supported with testimony before con- 
gressional committees, legislative action which would result in the 
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reactivation of the generating and transmission contracts between the 
rural electric cooperatives and the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion. 

The officials of the corporation and many of the Arkansas congres- 
sional delegation understood that the language contained in the public 
works appropriation bill for the fiscal year 1956, directed the Secretary 
of the Interior to reactivate the G. and T. contracts with certain 
amendments including the contracts between the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corp. and the Southwestern Power Administration. 

Included in the report of the public works appropriation bill for 
1956 of the Senate, was the following statement: 

The committee recommends that the Senate concur in the action of the House 
in providing $6 million from the sale of power energy in the continuing fund. 
Funds made available in the continuing fund will provide for the purchase of 
energy and rental of facilities. 

It is the desire of the committee that the existing contracts between the South- 
western Power Administration and the G. and T. cooperatives become operative 
immediately upon approval of this act. 

On August 17, 1955, a letter was written to the Secretary of Interior, 
requesting information on the reactivation of the contracts between 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. and the Southwestern Power 
Administration. On September 15, 1955, Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior Fred G. Aandahl, answered my letter of August 17, stating in 
effect that the United States Government felt no legal or moral 
obligation to reactivate the referred-to contracts. Similar contracts 
between the Missouri and Oklahoma G. and T.’s have been reactivated 
and are being amended to carry out the intentions of the Congress. 
It is our information that this contractual relationship is, as was antici- 
pated, working to the advantage of the Government and the 
consumers. 

We feel that it is only fair and just that the consumers of the electric 
cooperatives in Arkansas receive similar treatment to those in other 
States. 

Wearesure. that the reactivation of our contract will result in 
material and financial advantages to the Government and the con- 
sumers we serve. We sincerely urge and request that the Secretary 
of the Interior be directed to renegotiate and reactivate our contracts 
with that agency, consistent with the directive of the Congress to 
renegotiate and reactivate the contracts with the G. and T.’s in 
Oklahoma and Missouri, contained in the appropriations for the 
Department of Interior for the year 1956. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity of placing this statement 
in the record and I want to assure you that any favorable action that 
you may give on this request will be certainly long remembered by our 
people. 

Thank you. 

Mr. GREEN. I would like to place in this record the statement of 
Mr. Goerge Ray, manager of Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, 
Ine. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. Ray 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is George W. Ray, 
manager of Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, Inec., of Sedalia, Mo. Our 
territory consists of Saline, Pettis, and the north and west part of Benton County. 
We serve 4,700 members. 
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The first part of 1952 the Central Electric Power Cooperative, of Jefferson 
City, Mo., made application to REA for a B section loan to build necessary 
transmission lines and substations to serve our cooperative. This loan was 
never processed on account of the Ten Co. lawsuit and the refusal of the Interior 
Department to honor the lease operating agreement between the Central Electric 
Power Cooperative and the Southwest Power Administration. 

This loan application is being resubmitted to REA by Central Electric Power 
Cooperative to serve our cooperative, which by geographical location would be 
a part of Central Electric Power Cooperative. The lease operating contracts were 
reactivated by Congress in July 1955, but the Southwest Power Administration 
says they cannot extend the lease-operating agreement to any more cooperatives, 
but under the Flood Control Act of 1944, and since we are a preference customer, 
we believe we are entitled to the same consideration as other cooperatives of the 
Central Electric Power Cooperative based on the following figures. 

Under the present SPA schedule A rate for the year 1955, our saving in power 
cost alone would have been $59,424. In 1958 under the present schedule A rates, 
it would be $90,512. Under the new proposed SPA rates our saving would be 
$55,200. In 1963 under present schedule A rates $116,268. Under the pro- 
posed SPA rates it would be $81,000. Add to this amount approximately $800,000 
for transmission lines and substations to new load centers that are required on 
our system to furnish the farmer the necessary electricity he expects and should 
receive. The above saving could be passed on to our members, the farmers. 

Mr. Mouuprr. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rasavut. Congressman Moulder. 

Mr. Movutpsr. As your colleague and Member of Congress from 
the 11th Congressional District of Missouri, I want to express my 
deep gratitude to the members of this committee who worked so 
diligently on this committee, and it is one of the two most important 
committees in Congress, for the courtesy and considerate attention 
that you have given all these men who represent as managers and 
executives of their respective business companies in Missouri, Ar- 
kansas, and Oklahoma. I believe that their presentation has been 
impressive and I believe that their contentions are just and reasonable 
and I have complete confidence that the committee will concur in 
their reasoning and their request, too. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Raravr. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The committee is adjourned until 2 o’clock. 


Marcu 26, 1956. 


CoNSTRUCTION OF ELECTRICAL Power LINE TO THE City oF BENTON- 
VILLE, ARKANSAS 


WITNESS 


HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Rasavt. The committee will come to order. We will first hear 
this morning from our colleague, Congressman Trimble. 

Will you identify yourself for the record. 

Mr. Trimsce. I am Jim Trimble, Representative in Congress from 
the Third District of the State of Arkansas. 

I appear here this morning on behalf of the citizens of Bentonville, 
Ark., for a statement in the report by the Committee on Appropria- 
tions that $290,000 of the funds in the hands of the Southwest Power 
Administration be earmarked to construct a powerline, and I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the record my own statement and tele- 
grams from the city administration, business people, and civic organi- 
zations of Bentonville. They are unanimous in their request. 
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_ Mr. Rasaur. Without objection, the various papers will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 
(The above-mentioned documents are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JIM TRIMBLE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, Bentonville is the county 
seat of Benton County, one of the densely populated counties of our district. 
The city officials are unanimous in wanting the following language inserted in the 
report on the appropriation bill for the Southwestern Power Administration for 
the coming fiscal year: 

It has come to the committee’s attention that transmission facilities are needed 
to supply power and energy to the city of Bentonville, Ark. Therefore, the com- 
mittee recommends that approximately $290,000 be used for this purpose from 
carryover construction funds which are available to the Southwestern Power 
Administration. These facilities should be planned and constructed so that they 
may later be extended to connect with Beaver Dam, and thereby assist in the 
marketing of power and energy from that proposed hydroelectric project. 

In behalf of the citizenship of Bentonville and Benton County, I wish to urge 
the adoption of this language. It means a lot to my people. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in the record telegrams from the following 
representatives of the city government, civic clubs, and businesses: 


The Mayor, Alvin Seamster Wayne Lawson, president, Junior Cham- 
Sam M. Walton, for the city council ber of Commerce 
Lyle Williams, city attorney J. O. Kumpe, Arkansas Poultry Co-Op 
Jim Baggett, alderman Association 
Truman Boling, alderman Armour Creameries 
Dale Coffelt, alderman John D. Wright, president, Bank of 
Paul Faris, alderman Bentonville 
Sam Jackson, alderman Wayne W. Carlson, vice president, Ben- 
Lem Jones, alderman tonville Casting Co. 
Wayne Lawson, alderman Carl Burger, owner, Burger Motor Co. 
Floyd L. Rees, president, Chamber of John Neal, manager, Kraft Foods Co. 
Commerce Clayton Little, representative in the 
Franklin Miller, manager, Chamber of Arkansas Legislature 
Commerce 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


As mayor of the city of Bentonville, Ark., with the unanimous support and 
approval of our city council, I strongly urge your support in the matter of the 
recommendation of the Appropriations Committee for adequate funds, approxi- 
mately $290,000, to be made available to the Southwestern Power Administration 
for the construction of an electrical power and transmission line to the city of 
Bentonville, Ark., area. This source of supply of power is extremely necessary 
for the development of our city and the entire area. It would also have the 
advantage of being a connecting link between various sources of power in this 
part of the country, and would greatly enhance the development of the entire 
region. Your fullest support in the matter will be greatly appreciated. 

ALVIN SEAMSTER, 
Mayor, City of Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. J. W. TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


As a member of city council, Bentonville, Ark., I can certify that our city 
administration and the citizens of Bentonville stand 100 percent behind com- 
mittee’s recommendation that SPA be directed to use carryover funds to build 
a transmission line into northwestern Arkansas and to serve the city of Benton- 
ville and later to connect with the proposed Beaver Dam facility. This line 
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could also serve as a connecting link with other preferred public power customers 
in northwestern Arkansas. Thanks, Jim, for your splendid assistance in this 
matter and we are hopeful the committee will approve this request of our citizens. 


Sam M. WaALtron, 
Member of City Council, City of Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, 
Office Building, Washington D. C. 


Request that you assist to your fullest in regard to the recommendation of the 
Appropriations Committee for the making available carryover construction funds 
of Southwestern Power Administration for the construction of a transmission 
line for electrical power and energy to the city of Bentonville, Ark., area. Our 
city is practically unanimous in its desire for this source of supply. It is not hard 
to understand as we have been having to pay an average of better than 1 cent 
per kilowatt for the past several months. Under those conditions we find it 
impossible to compete with other areas or cities within our own area for new 
businesses and industries. We have had hopes of giving cheaper rates to our con- 
sumers who make use of our distribution system but as matters stand this would 
be impossible and some of our rates should really be increased if we are not to lose 
money on them. We are in the position of little chance of development. Our 
council is unanimous in the matter of the transmission line; our civie business and 
industrial leaders are also. We believe that such a line will be advantageous not only 
to our city but also to the entire surrounding area and region as it can be con- 
structed so as to be the connecting link between other sources of supply as they 
now exist and as they may be in the future. We not only believe it to be im- 
portant but vital to the growth and development of this area. We will certainly 
be deeply grateful for your assistance with our problem. 


Lyte Wiuurams, City Attorney, City of Bentonville. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 24, 1956. 
Hon. J. W. TRIMBLE, 
House Office Building.: 

Request your strongest support in obtaining Appropriations Committee recom- 
mendation that construction funds be used for a SPA transmission line to Benton- 
ville. We need power. 

CLAYTON LITTLE, 
State Representative for Bentonville, Ark., Renton County. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Strongly request that Appropriations Committee make recommendation that 
$290,000 of carryover construction funds of Southwestern Power Administration 
be used for the construction of a transmission line to the city of Bentonville, Ark., 
so that public power may be made available to our city. 


Jim BaGcertt, 
Alderman Ward 1, City of Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Please give your fullest. assistance in matter of Appropriation Committee recom- 
mending that adequate funds be made available for the construction of a trans- 
mission line by the Southwestern Power Administration to the city of Bentonville, 
Ark., area so that our city may have public power available to it. 


TrRuMAN BOLING, 
Alderman Ward 8, City of Bentonville, Ark. 
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BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

As a member of the city council of the city of Bentonville, Ark., I strongly 
request that you give us your fullest assistance in urging the Appropriations 
Committee to make available from construction funds of the Southwestern Power 
Administration the necessary amount, approximately $290,000 for the construc- 
tion of a transmission line to our area so that public power may be made available 
to our city. 

Dae CorFELT, 
Alderman, Ward 8, 
City of Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956, 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Urge your assistance in the matter of the recommendation of the Appropriations 
Committee that funds be made available for the construction of a transmission 
line by the Southwestern Power Administration to the city of Bentonville, Ark., 
area, so that public power may be made available to the City of Bentonville, Ark. 

PavuL Faris, 
Alderman, Ward 4, 
City of Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 28, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Please urge that Appropriations Committee recommend in its report that 
sufficient funds be made available so that the Southwestern Power Administration 
shall build a line for the transmission of electrical power and energy to the city of 
Bentonville, Ark., area, so that public power may be made available to the said 
city. 

Sam Jackson, Alderman, Ward 4, City of Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Urge that Appropriation Committee recommend that funds be made available 
to Southwestern Power Administration for the construction of a transmission 
line so that public power may be made available to the city of Bentonville, Ark. 

Lem Jones, Alderman, Ward 1, City of Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives Office Building, Washington D. C.: 

Request your fullest support to urge the Appropriations Committee to recom- 
mend that funds be made available for the construction of a transmission lire by 
the Southwestern Power Administration to the City of Bentonville, Ark., area 
so that public power may be made available to our city. 


Wayne Lawson, Alderman, Ward 2, City of Bentonville, Ark. 
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BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 


Hon. J. W. Trimsie, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


We urgently request that Congress authorize the construction of the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration transmission line to Bentonville, Ark. Bentonville 
owns their distribution system and purchase their power wholesale, but are 
required to pay retail prices for it. We need a competitive power and electric 
rate so that we can attract industry to this area. The proposed transmission line 
can later be connected with Table Rock Dam and with Beaver Dam when it is 
constructed, and thus give much better service to the entire area. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF BENTONVILLE, ARK., 
By Fioyp L. Regs, President. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 


Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The Chamber of Commerce of Bentonville, Ark., strongly urges your whole- 
hearted support of the use of carryover Southwestern power construction funds to 
build a transmission line to the city of Bentonville. As a municipslity we are 
entitled to and need this public power service in the worst way. These power 
lines through Bentonville can be so planned and constructed that they may later 
be extended to connect with Beaver Dam, thereby assisting in the marketing of 
power and energy from that proposed hydroelectric project. We sincerely appre- 
ciate you efforts in our behalf, 

FRANKLIN MILLER, 
Manager, Chamber of Commerce, Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jo W. Trimsie, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 


The Junior Chamber of Commerce, of Bentonville, Ark., is interested in the 
construction of an electrical power and energy transmission line by the South- 
western Power Administration to the city of Bentonville, Ark., or into the area 
adjacent the city. We feel that it is very important to the city and area that such 
a line be built so that this source of power will be available to our community. 
It is necessary in order that our development may continue and be increased. 
Also we believe the entire region’s development will be greatly enhanced by 
such a line as it could be constructed so that it will be a connecting link between 
other sources of power in this area both present and future. We strongly urge 
you to give all assistance possible in the matter of the recommendation of the 
Appropriations Committee that funds be made available for the construction of 
such a line as we realize the vast importance and necessity of this source of power 
to our city area and region. We will certainly deeply appreciate your cooperation 
and assistance. 

Wayne Lawson, 
President, Junior Chamber of Commerce, Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 25, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Jim: Both as private citizen and manager of the Arkansas poultry 
processing plant I am interested in the construction of the proposed transmission 
line for electric power to be transmitted to the town of Bentonville and adjoining 
areas. I know your past record has been in favor of REA and I personally urge 
you to give full support and work for the recommendation by the Appropriations 
Committee that funds be made available to the Southwest Power Administration 
for construction of this line. This transmission line can be planned and con- 
structed so that it could be a connecting link with other sources of public power 
in this area which will greatly enhance the development of the entire region of 
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northwest Arkansas. I will greatly appreciate your cooperation and assistance 
in this important legislation. 
J. O. Kumpr, 


Manager, Arkansas Poultry Co-op Association. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, hie 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

We solicit your support of the use of carryover funds of the Southwest Power 
Administration for the construction of an electrical power and energy transmisson 
line to the city of Bentonville, Ark., area. As a municipality the city is entitled 
to and needs this public power service. 

ARMOUR CREAMERIES, 
Bentonville, Ark. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956, 
Hon. J. W. TRIMBLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


Strongly urge House Appropriations Committee to recommend $290,000 of 
carryover SPA funds be used to construct transmission facilities to Bentonville, 
Ark. These fazilities should be adequate to tie in with the proposed Beaver 
Dam project and to thereby assist in the marketing of power energy from ‘the 
proposed hydroelectric project. We appreciate your fine support on this needed 
project. 

Joun D. Wriaat, 
President, Bank of Bentonville; 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 


Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


The Bentonville Casting Co. strongly urges your wholehearted support of the 
use of carryover funds of the Southwestern Power Administration for the con- 
struction of an electrical power and energy transmission line to the city of Benton- 
ville, Ark., area. As a municipality the city is entitled to and needs this public 
power service in the worst way. This transmission line can be so planned and 
constructed so that it may later be a connecting link with other sources of public 
power in this area and thereby greatly enhance the development of the entire 
region. Your efforts in our behalf will be greatly appreciated. 


Wayne W. Car_son, 
Vice President, Bentonville Casting Co. 


BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 


Hon. JAMES TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


I am sure you are aware of our power situation here in Bentonville. For 10 
years we have practically bought power at retail prices and we have suffered from 
it. It is my understanding SPA is willing to run a transmission line to this area 
if the money is appropriated for it. We urgently ask you to use your influence in 
helping us secure this line, it would be a connecting link between our many 


sources of supply and would benefit the entire area. Jimmie, we are counting 
on you. 


BurGcer Moror Co. 
Cart Burcer, Owner. 
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BENTONVILLE, ARK., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jim TRIMBLE, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 


As manager of Kraft Foods Co., Bentonville, Ark. I urgently request that you 
give your full support in the matter of the reeommendation of the Appropriation 
Committee that adequate funds be made available for the construction of a 
transmission line for electical power and energy by the Southwestern Power 
Administration, so that the city of Bentonville may have that source of supply 
available to it. As matters stand now the city is in the position of charging 
power at retail prices and the area needs a competitive power rate in order to 
compete and develop by offering a rate which industry can pay. The trans- 
mission line would be of a great advantage toward the development of the entire 
region and it could be a connecting link between the various sources of power 
present and future in this region. Your assistance in this matter will be greatly 
appreciated. 

JOHN NEAL, 
Manager Kraft Foods Co., Bentonville, Ark. 


Marcu 26, 1956. 


CONSTRUCTION OF PowEeR GENERATING FAcILITIES AND TRANSMIS- 
SION LINES 


WITNESSES 


CLYDE T. ELLIS, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE NATIONAL RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION ASSOCIATION 

CHARLES ROBINSON, JR., STAFF ENGINEER OF THE NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rasavut. The committee will come to order. Mr. Ellis, are 


you going to make the overall statement? 

Mr. Exuis. No, Mr. Chairman. I am going to turn that over to 
Mr. Robinson. 

Mr. Rapavr. We will be glad to hear you then. 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS 


Mr. Exuis. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Clyde T. Ellis, general manager of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association, which is the voluntary association of the 
rural electric associations of the country; about 90 percent of the 
rural electric associations are members, with a farmer membership 
of approximately 3% million farm families in 35 States. 

Mr. Chairman, we of the rural electric systems are very grateful 
to those of this great committee for its consideration of the problems 
of the rural electrification program over the past years. 

Power supply, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, continues to be our 
biggest. problem. The rural electric systems for the most part are 
wholly at the mercy of someone else in their source of supply. They 
are not able, as are even most cooperatives in the country, to purchase 
their wholesale supply from a general market. They are obliged to 
purchase it from whatever source is available in the area. 

For fiscal 1955 the rural electric systems purchased 42.9 percent of 
their power from the power companies. Included in that are a few 
industrial establishments furnishing us power, but for the most part 
itis power companies. We purchased, in fiscal year 1955, 31.7 percent 
of our power from the Federal Government, nearly one-third of it 
was from the Federal power agencies, so you see the Federal power 
agencies are extremely important to the rural-electrification program, 
as suppliers of the wholesale power. 
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We purchased 7.8 percent of our power from other public groups, 
mostly State authorities, some municipalities. Our distribution 
systems purchased 16.8 percent of their power from generation and 
transmission cooperatives which they have set up in various areas to 
supply themselves wholesale power where they could not get power 

aes. or where they could not get it at a rate they could afford 
to pav. 

I think you would be interested to know that for power from the 
power companies on the average in fiscal year 1955, we paid 8 mills 
throughout the United States. For power from the Federal agencies 
for fiscal year 1955, we paid 5.5 mills average per kilowatt-hour by 
comparison with the 8 mills from the private company. 

Mr. Rasaut. 2% mills difference. 

Mr. Exuis. Right, sir. From our own generation and transmission 
cooperatives, we paid 11.5. The reason that ran a little higher was 
that they have been organized in the first place in areas where power 
was extremely high, high power cost areas, or where we could not get 
power at all, and that was the case in much of the territory, at any 
price; and because these generation and transmission cooperatives 
have not as yet been stabilized, have been one way or another in 
trouble. They have had the great expense and, therefore, have not 
reached their efficiency of operation which we hope they will achieve. 

Another fact I should like to call to your attention is that the com- 
mercial companies are today purchasing a great deal more power from 
the Federal Government than are the rural electric cooperatives. 
The rural electrics have been the principal supporters of these projects. 
The power companies have been the principal objectors and opponents 
of them, but yet they purchase substantially more power from the 
Federal Government than do the rural electric systems. 

I thought you would be interested in this overall figure on who 
generates the power in the United States. For the calendar year 
1955, the power companies generated 77 percent of the country’s total 
requirements. The Federal Government generated 16.3 percent. 
Local governments generated 6.2 percent; and the rural electric 
cooperatives generated only six-tenths of 1 percent. 

Mr. Ranaut. What are those figures again? 

Mr. Exuis. Private power companies s in calendar year 1955 gener- 
ated 77 apererts of the country’s total power requirements. The 
United States Government generated 16.3 percent. Local govern- 
mental agencies generated 6.2 percent; the rural electric cooperatives 
six-tenths of 1 percent. 

There is no major American industry, gentlemen, we believe that is 
growing anything like as fast as the power industry in America. 

The whole power industry is doubling its sales and, therefore, must 
double its facilities each 7% to 10 years. That is one of the reasons 
we are having so much trouble purchasing the power we need from 
commercial companies, from any source, throughout the country. 

The rural electric segment of the power industry, which is very 
small, is growing even faster than the total industry. Our use of 
power in the rural areas is doubling about every 4 to 5 years, so that, 
Mr. Chairman, if you can imagine us having to find each 5 years as 
much power as we were using the 5 years before, you can get some 
picture of the gigantic problem with which we are faced. 
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For fiscal year 1955 we paid out $119 million for our wholesale 
supply, the rural electric systems did. We purchased in that year 
16,219 million kilowatt-hours of electricity. The problem from day 
to day with us is, Where are we going to get the power, where are we 
going to get it at figures that are within reason, at prices we can 
afford to pay? 

Mr. Chairman, unless there are questions that is all for my state- 
ment, and for our general statement, I should like to defer to the 
electrical engineer of the national REA, Charles Robinson, Jr., who 
has been with the association some 6 years and is the best informed, 
or he is as well informed, certainly, as anyone I know on the problems 
affecting us nationwide because he has some familiarity with, although 
he is not intimate in each area. 

Mr. Raraut. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman, I have 1 or 2 questions. 

Mr. Raravt. All right, Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Murray. On these percentage figures where you said in 1955 
private power generated 77 percent of the electricity, do you know 
how large a portion of that 77 percent of the power generated by 
private interests was purchased by the United States Government? 

Mr. Exuts. No, sir; I do not know that. 

Mr. Murray. Of this 16.3 percent of electrical energy that was 
generated by the United States Government, do you know how much 
or if any of it was purchased by private power for resale? 

Mr. Euuis. Yes. The private power companies purchased in 
fiscal—the figures were for calendar year on percentages generated, 
and I have the fiseal, which is very close—for fiscal year 1955 the power 
companies purchased 10.37 percent of the total Federal Government’s 
production of wholesale power. 

Another item, sir: the Federal Government has become a very 
substantial purchaser of power in many parts of the country, the 
atomic energy installations being the greatest. 

Mr. Murray. That is the reason I asked the question. 

Mr. Euuis. Mr. Robinson advises me that of the Federal power 
produced the Federal agencies themselves purchased 29.92 percent of 
it. 

Mr. Rasavur. Do you mean of the private power? 

Mr. Exuts. No, of the Federal power produced by the Government. 

Mr. Rasautr. That is what—16 percent of the total power? 

Mr. Etuts. Yes. 

Mr. Rasaur. Did you get the answer to your first question? Do 
you have an answer that you could supply? 

Mr. Euuis. Yes, sir; we will be happy to supply that. 

Mr. Rapavut. Suppose he supplies the answer to your first question. 

Mr. Murray. AIl right. 

(The information submitted is as follows:) 

NATIONAL Rurat E.Lectric CooPpeRATIVE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 2, 1966. 
Hon. JAmMes C. Murray, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear CoNnGRESSMAN Murray: You will recall that on Monday, March 26, 
Mr. Clyde Ellis and I appeared on behalf of this association in support of appro- 
priations for all of the Federal power construction and marketing agencies and 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 
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At that time, you asked us how much electric energy is being purchased by the 
Federal Government from the private utility industry. We did not have the 
figure available at that time and were given permission by the Chair to supply 
it for the record at a later time. 

We are informed by the Federal Power Commission that this information is 
not compiled there primarily because of the difficulty of procurement. In addi- 
tion to the Atomic Energy Commission, which is a major purchaser of electric 
energy, and the Federal installations in and around Washington, D. C., there is a 
great multitude of widely scattered smaller civilian and military Federal installa- 
tions throughout the world. It would, therefore, be an extremely difficult and 
time-consuming task to obtain an accurate answer to your question. 

We do, however, know approximately how much energy the AEC uses each 
year, and how much of this is purchased from the Federal Government and gener- 
ated by AEC-owned capacity. We have also been able to obtain a figure repre- 
senting purchases of energy by the Federal agencies in the Washington, D. C., 
area from local utility companies. 

Based on these two figures, we have attempted to arrive at a very rough approxi- 
mation, which we think represents at least an educated guess as to how much 
energy is purchased by the Federal Government from private utility companies. 
The figure we have arrived at is 33.93 billion kilowatt-hours per year representing 
approximately 9.24 percent of estimated total sales by private utility companies 
in the United States during calendar 1955. 

Let me emphasize that this figure is a very crude approach to the problem 
involving several broad approximations and assumptions as set forth in the ealcu- 
lations shown below. It is, however, as good as we can develop in time to be 
included in the record of the hearings. We think it is a conservative figure and 
one which may be well below the true one. 

Our figure was calculated as follows: 


[Kilowatt-hours in billions] 


Total energy purchased by AEC (calendar 1955) __ 
Energy purchased by AEC from Federal agencies (fiscal 1955) 


Presumed purchases of energy by AEC from utility companies 
(fiscal 1955) - 

Total purchases of ene rey by Federal agencies in Washington, pc. 
area from utility company (calendar 1955), 0.85 billion kilows att- 
hours. 

Out of a total of 2,360,182 Federal employees, 228,110 or 9.68 percent 
were located in Washington, D. C., area as of January 1956. 

Assuming the per capita use of electrical energy within the Federal 
Government agencies to be constant, and assuming that, exclusive 
of the AEC, the bulk of it was purchased from utility companies, 
the total purchases of energy by Federal agencies exclusive of the 
AEC might be on the order of 0.85--0.0968 or 


Total estimated known purchases from utility companies___ _- sn 

Estimated total sales of electrical energy to ultimate consumers in 
the United States from all sources (calendar 1955) 

dstimated total generation and net imports of electrical energy in 
the United States by all sources (calendar 1955) 

Estimated total station use and losses on all energy produced (calendar 
1955): (479.00 — 549.84) X 1090 

{stimated total station use and losses or a percent of total generation 
and net imports: 70.84-- 549.84 100 percent __ 

Estimated total generation by utility companies (calendar 1955) __ 

Estimated losses and station use allocable to energy generated by 
utility companies: 0.129 420.94 

Estimated total Be neration by utility companies for sale to consumers 
(calendar 1955): (420.94—53.4)- phere : 

Estimated know : “purchases of ene rey by Federal Government from 
utility companies as a percentage of estimated total sales by utility 
companies (calendar 1955): 33.93--366.64 X 100 percent__ 


Sincerely, 
CuHARLEs A. RosBINsSON, Jr., 
Staff Engineer. 


75562—56——pt. 2—-—46 
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Mr. Murray. What was that other figure you gave me of the 
total amount of power purchased by the Federal Government—29 
percent of it was purchased through the Federal Government for its 
own use? 

Mr. Exuis. 16.3 percent of the total production in America is 
Government production. 

Mr. Murray. Of that 1.63 percent, 29 percent of it was used by the 
Government itself? 

Mr. Euuis. 29.92 percent was purchased by the Government 
itself; right. 

Mr. Murray. I think it is important in this respect, on the question 
of how far Federal Government has encroached into the power field, 
to find out what the usable power of the Federal Government is, 
and I think in that respect the amount that has been purchased from 
private power and even local governments, and REA, if there is any. 

I think that is very important. Can you supply that? 

Mr. Euuts. Yes, sir; the Federal Government outside of these 
Federal power agency areas is a heavy purchaser of power from the 
private power companies. 

Mr. Murray. Can you supply that for the record? 

Mr. Exuis. We will try, sir. I imagine we will have to rely entirely 
upon the Federal Power Commission for that, but we will try. 

TVA, you might be interested to know—this is a general statement, 
but L believe it is substantially correct—the Federal Government is 
purchasing half of the output of TVA, the total production. 

I am not sure, but I believe that may se some semidefense 
loads. Mr. Robinson says that is Atomic Energy Commission 
purchases, 

Mr. Murray. Thank you. That is all the questions I have. 

Mr. Rasaut. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. AnpEersEN. I have one comment. I am personally delighted 
to see Mr. Ellis before us again. I am especially pleased to see on 
page 23 of Mr. Robinson’s statement that your organization is urging 
the completion of the Fargo, N. Dak., to Granite Falls, Minn., 230- 
kilovolt line. You are, are you not? 

Mr. Euuis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. As you well know, that particular area is one of the 
high cost energy producing areas in the United States because of the 
far distance from fuel. 

Mr. Exits. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I might say that I am very much pleased with 
your viewpoint relative to affording the million people in western 
Minnesota the benefits of the hydro power from the Missouri. I 
want to personally thank you too. 

Mr. Exuis. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. You have already 
seen in your own district and in western Minnesota the tremendous 
benefits from the coming of hydro power on the market. 

Mr. Anpersen. That brings up a point I would like to discuss very 
briefly. None of us on this subcommittee or on my subcommittee 
for agriculture have ever taken the position that we want to drive 
private utilities out of business. Quite the contrary, as a matter of 
fact. Nevertheless, we do take the position that sometimes it is 
necessary to have a club which we probably will not need to use in 
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the form of authority to put up generating plants if needed to secure 
energy at a reasonable price. 

I believe that is the attitude of your association too, is it not? 
You do not like to use that any more than absolutely necessary, but 
sometimes the big private utilities have been known to be a little bit 
adamant in their position. 

They never did like to see REA come into the picture to start with, 
and in our Subcommittee on Appropriations for Agriculture, we have 
taken a position relative to REA that we intend to keep sufficient 
loan funds there for that purpose. 

Mr. Euuis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. I want to emphasize that it is not for the purpose 
of driving them out of business, but it is simply for the purpose of 
seeing to it that the average person through our area can get a square 
deal. 

Mr. Exuis. Mr. Andersen, that is a fine statement. We agree 
with you fully. We appreciate your help in this program, and I may 
say that not a rural electric system anywhere that I know of wants 
to encroach upon a private company. It cannot, because after all 
the funds we are authorized to borrow cannot be borrowed under such 
circumstances. 

Mr. Chairman, one other thing: the word “encroachment”’ was used 
a while ago on the part of the Federal Government. I think it is 
necessary to point out in that connection something which we all 
know, but which I think ought to keep reminding other people of, and 
that is the Federal Government is not anywhere in the retail power 
business. It only produces power wholesale and sells it to others. 

Mr. Rasavut. Now we have Mr. Charles Robinson. 

Mr. Rosinson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Razpavt. We will be pleased to hear from you, Mr. Robinson. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES ROBINSON, JR. 


Mr. Rosinson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Charles 
A. Robinson, Jr. I am an electrical engineer with the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association. 

I have a prepared statement which, I believe, has been distributed 
already, and which I would like to request be made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Rasaur. Without objection the statement will be placed 
the record. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. Ropinson, JR., STAFF ENGINEER, NATIONAL RURAL 
ELeEctric COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, RE APPROPRIATIONS FOR FEDERAL 
PowEwr CONSTRUCTION AND MARKETING AGENCIES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Charles A. Robin- 
son, Jr. I am staff engineer of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Associa- 
tion, a service organization of rural electric systems in the United States and 
Alaska. Approximately 90 percent of all the REA electric type borrowers are 
members. 

The purpose of our appearance before this subcommittee is to support appro- 
priations for construction of those hydro generating facilities and transmission 
lines as our people feel are necessary and desirable for continued growth and 
development of the rural electrification program, and to urge an adequate pro- 
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gram for development of nuclear-powered generation in the United States under 
Federal sponsorship. 

This, I believe, is the first time we have appeared before an Appropriations 
Subcommittee of the Congress prior to the appearance of witnesses from the 
governmental agencies who have actually worked with the basic data in develop- 
ing the budget requests. The prepared statements and examination by the 
members of the subcommittee of the Government witnesses, as printed in the 
hearings, comprise one of the most valuable sources of information on budgetary 
problems affecting the Federal power program that is available to us. 

As you know, the ad-rinistrati--e agencies are, in general, not allowed to reveal 
the details of the President’s budget to the public until such time as it is presented 
to the Congress. Therefore, we are appearing this year without some of the 
basic information which we would like to have. We have, however, made as 
careful an examination of the appropriate portions of the Budget of the United 
States as we are capable, and have examined such other pertinent information 
as has been made available to us. 

In general, we support the requests of the various Federal power construction 
and marketing agencies as they have come to the Congress through the Bureau 
of the Budget, but in some instances, we feel that the recommended appropriations 
are insufficient in view of particular circumstances affecting various projects. 
In such cases, we are recommending an increase in the Budget Bureau recom- 
mendation. 

In addition, there are additional multiple-purpose projects and transnission 
lines not included in the budget which are needed by the farmers’ electric coopera- 
tives in certain areas, and which, in our opinion, represent sound financial invest- 
ments for the Government. For these facilities, we are reeommending appropria- 
tions outside budget requests. 

We hae attempted to organize our testimony into five major sections. Each 
of the first four enconpasses appropriations applicable to one of the Federal 
power marketing agencies and such of the multiple-purpose projects constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers as are included in the marketing area of these agencies. 
The fifth section relates to the Atomic Energy Commission. 


THE SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION AREA 


Substantial blocks of additional hydroelectric capacity are needed and can be 
economically utilized in the SPA area. As of November 1947, hydroelectric 
capacity conprised 12.75 percent of total installed. By November 1955, this 
had dropped to 9.27 percent. Experts tell us that a system of 25 percent hydro- 
75 percent thermal would be appropriate for the SPA area. 

In addition, as increasing use of irrigation and air conditioning equipment 
pushes summer peak loads higher and well above winter peaks, the peaking 
capacity of hydro capacity becomes extremely valuable. Private utility com- 
panies will not generally undertake multiple purpose project construction. Thus, 
the power from those Federal projects already under construction and those we 
hope will be started and completed in subsequent years is needed and can be 
marketed without difficulty. 


Corps of Engineers 
The Bureau of the Budget has requested funds to continue construction of the 


following two multiple purpose power producing hydroelectric dams in the 
Southwest: 


Installed 
Project and State capacity 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 
(kilowatts) 


Table Rock, Mo.-Ark $14, 750, 000 
McGee Bend, Tex | 4, 022, 000 


The Corps of Engineers now estimates that initial power will be available from 
the first 50,000-kilowatt unit at Table Rock in December of 1958, and from McGee 
Bend in June of 1961. We urge the full amount for each of these dams. 

Last year, the Congress added $450,000 to the 1956 appropriations bill to begin 
construction of the 120,000-kilowatt Dardanelle Dam on the Arkansas River in 
Arkansas, and a like amonut to begin construction on the 30,000-kilowatt Eufaula 
Dam on the Canadian River in Oklahoma. 
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No construction funds are included in the fiscal year 1957 Budget Bureau re- 
quest _ either Dardanelle or Eufaula. The President stated, in his budget 
messag 

“Funds were added by Congress to the 1956 budget to begin construction of the 
Eufaula Reservoir and Dardanelle lock and dam. This would, in effect, commit 
the Federal Government to a cost of over $1 billion for the development of the 
Arkansas River for navigation, since the major benefits from these 2 structures 
would not be realized until the entire navigation development is completed. I 
regard the development of the Arkansas River for navigation as not being of 
sufficiently high priority at this time to justify this large financial commitment. 
Therefore, I am not requesting funds for continuation of work on these two 
structures.” 

We do not agree that merely because the benefits of Dardanelle and Eufaula 
will not be fully realized until additional facilities are completed, or because total 
development of the river is estimated to cost $1 billion, is reason for not proceeding. 
Necessarily, full benefits from the development for navigational purposes of many 
river basins cannot be realized until such facilities as substantially achieve naviga- 
bility of the stream are completed. However, it is necessary, in undertaking such 
developments, to realize that a start must be made on some particular project and 
at some time. The argument of the President, if sound, could be used to defeat 
development of any initial project leading to ultimate development of navigability 
on any stream. 

The Arxansas River rises in Central Colcrado and New Mexico. It flows past 
Pueblo, Colo., through southwestern and southcentral Kansas, through north- 
western Oklahoma and the city of Tulsa, and thence southeasterly through central 
Arkansas to its confluence with the Mississippi. 

Last year, during the hearings, General Itschner testified for the Corps of Engi- 
neers that navigability of the Arkansas, if developed, should extend initially as 
far as Tulsa, Okla. Such development would link the major cities of Tulsa and 
Little Rock with the entire system of navigable waterways centered about the 
Mississippi River. 

We do not pretend to be navigation experts. We are primarily interested in 
development of the Arkansas for additional sources of hydroelectric capacity in 
the Southwest. We do feel that development of any particular project should 
not be precluded merely because its full benefits must await construction of addi- 
tional works. 

Silt control is a major factor in determining the sequence in which the pro- 
posed reservoirs and locks and dams on the Arkansas should be constructed. We 
are told that Keystone Reservoir on the main stem of the Arkansas, just above 
Tulsa, and Eufaula Reservoir on the Canadian River, just above its confluence 
with the Arkansas in Oklahoma, should be closed before the downstream projects, 
ineluding Dardanelle, are filled. Keystone and Eufaula are designed to trap large 
volumes of silt. 

It is our information that the $450,000 appropriated last vear to complete 
planning and initiate construction of the Dardanelle Dam on the Arkansas River 
will be sufficient to finish the planning phase of this project. We also understand 
that the Corps of Engineers expects to complete planning on Eufaula before June 
30, 1956. Congress approved $450,000 to begin construction on Eufaula in 
fiscal 1956. The money is being withheld by the Budget Bureau pending com- 
pletion of planning. When this planning is complete in June 1956, it is presumed 
that the Bureau of the Budget will release the $450,000 appropriated by the 
Congress last year. However, it is apparent that $450,000 will not be sufficient 
to enable the Corps to negotiate economic contracts for actual construction on 
Eufaula. We, therefore, recommend an additional amount of $3 million be 
approved to begin construction on the Eufaula Dam during fiscal 1957. 

Eufaula and Keystone are the two upstream silt-control projects that must be 
closed before the downstream Dardanelle Dam can be started. It is our under- 
standing that $150,000 is required to complete the planning phase of the Keystone 
project. We urge the committee to recommend $150,000 planning funds for the 
Keystone Dam in Oklahoma so that it may be started during fiscal 1958. 

We contemplate that this $150,000 of additional planning funds for Keystone 
and the $3,450,000 that would be available for initiation of construction on 
Eufaula in 1957 under our proposal wouid be sufficient to place both of these 
projects under construction within the next 2 or 3 years. At that time, we would 
anticipate that substantial construction money w ould be made available to begin 
the downstream Dardanelle project in Arkansas. In the alternative, funds could 
be made available to begin Dardanelle during fiscal 1957, with later-year work 
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scheduled so that both Eufaula and Keystone could be closed before work on 
Dardanelle progresses to the critical stage. 

It appears to us that. the rural electric cooperatives and other citizens of the 
Arkansas Valley find themselves in much the same situation as did the citizens of 
the Tennessee Valley 25 years ago. Development of the Arkansas River is 
admittedly a formidable task, but one which, when substantially complete, will 
afford the same type of benefit that has been realized from development of the 
Tennessee River. There are approximately 450,000 kilowatts of electrical capacity 
available from 7 multiple-purpose projects authorized as part of the plan for 
comprehensive development of the Arkansas. 

Last year, the Congress also appropriated $180,000 to continue planning Greers 
Ferry multipurpose project on the Little Red River in Arkansas with an installed 
capacity of 96,000 kilowatts, and $25,000 to continue planning on Beaver multi- 
purpose project on the White River in Arkansas with an installed capacity of 
64,000 kilowatts. 

It is our understanding that the planning phase of the Greers Ferry project is 
nearly complete and that the Corps of Engineers would be able to start it almost 
immediately were construction funds made available. We, therefore, urge that 
such construction funds for the initiation of Greers Ferry project be recommended 
by this subcommittee for fiscal 1957. 

We also recommend that $100,000 in planning funds for the Beaver project 
also be included in the committee recommendations. 

As we stated last vear, there is no additional power available from the South- 
western Power Administration to meet the load growth of preference customers 
beyond the time when initial generation becomes available from Table Rock. 

During fiscal 1954, the latest year for which RA figures are available, 76 
rural electric cooperatives purchased 329,000,000 kilowatt-hours from the South- 
western Power Administration. Loads of the rural electric cooperatives in Mis- 
souri, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Texas are doubling approximately every 4 years, 
according to the 1950-54 trend. 

Assuming the present rate of growth continues, the rural electric systems alone 
will need the entire annual energy output of the Table Rock project by 1960. 
In other words, assuming the usual percentages of Government power will be sold 
to other preference customers and the private companies, we are headed for power- 
supply troubles. For this reason, we believe that additional dams should be 
placed under construction immediately in the Southwest. 


Southwest Power Administration 


The Bureau of the Budget has again this year requested no construction fund 
for the Southwestern Power Administration. It is our opinion that in the South- 
west, as elsewhere, the United States is in a decidedly inferior economic position 
with respect to the marketing of power from Federal multiple-purpose projects 
when adequate transmission is not available to interconnect the projects and 
delivery at least a portion of their output to load centers. Under these cireum- 
stances, the Government must depend on local utility companies to perform these 
services. These companies frequently pay less than the established rate for 
Federal power, charge disproportionately high rates for wheeling service, and are 
in a position to demand and obtain extra dividends in the form of peaking capacity 
in return for the use of their transmission facilities. 

We do not believe the transmission system of the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration is complete nor adequate to perform the functions assigned toSPA. We 
hope that as additional power-producing projects are completed in the South- 
west, the Congress will recognize that the SPA transmission system must be ex- 
tended to interconnect these projects with the existing system and to provide for 
transmission of their output to load centers. 

The Budget Bureau has requested $6,400,000 to be available from the SPA con- 
tinuing fund during the fiseal year 1957 for the implementation of power exchange 
agreements between SPA and commercial utility companies and rural electric 
cooperatives. 

A major portion of this continuing fund allocation will be utilized to continue 
in force the 1950 SPA contracts with generation and transmission cooperatives in 
Oklahoma and Missouri. We are very grateful to the subcommittee for support- 
ing appropriations to restore operation of these contracts during fiscal 1956. 

The financial stability of these generation and transmission cooperatives is 
critically dependent on continued and uninterrupted operation of these contracts, 
and we want to urge as strongly as we may the full amount requested by the 
Bureau of the Budget for fiscal 1957 for this purpose. 
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The-contracts that -were reactivated by the Congress last year applied to gen- 
eration and transmission cooperatives in Missouri and Oklahoma. 

In 1950, when the original concept of full integration between SPA and the 
cooperative G. and T. facilities was formulated, a similar contract was executed 
between the Southwestern Power Administration and the Arkansas Electric Co- 
operative. This contract provided for full integration between a 30,000-kilowatt 
steam plant to be constructed by the cooperative at Ozark, Ark., and the hydro 
facilities of SPA. The contract was similar to those now in force in Missouri and 
Oklahoma. 

REA made a loan to the Arkansas Electric Cooperative for the construction 
of its steam plant, but in 1953, after lengthy litigation, the Supreme Court of 
Arkansas held that the contract between the SPA and the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative was illegal because sale of power by the cooperative was restricted 
to members under the Arkansas law. SPA, the court held, could not become a 
cooperative member. 

However, in 1955, the Arkansas Legislature, without a dissenting vote in either 
house, amended the statute under which electric cooperatives are organized. 
Any doubt as to the legality of sale of power and energy by the G. and T. coop- 
erative to SPA has been removed. 

REA has not rescinded its loan commitment to the G. and T. cooperative in 
Arkansas. Our people there are most, anxious to now undertake construction of 
the steam plant and to reactivate their contract with SPA. The Department of 
the Interior has, however, told them that last year’s action of Congress in restoring 
the Oklahoma and Missouri contracts was not intended to apply to Arkansas. 

We, therefore, ask the subcommittee to include appropriate language in its 
report directing the Secretary of the Interior to reactivate the Arkansas contract 
so that construction of the cooperative generation and transmission plant may 
proceed. The Arkansas generation and transmission cooperative will serve 
27,000 consumers. 


SPA rate increases 

We anticipate that during his subsequent testimony, the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior for Water and Power will acquaint the subcommittee with his 
proposal that SPA rates be increased approximately 40 percent from 5.5 to 7.7 
mills per kilowatt-hour to rural electric cooperatives and municipalities in the 
Southwest, but not to other purchasers. 

A joint committee, consisting of members of the House and Senate Public Works 
and Interior and Insular Affairs Committees, under the chairmanship of Senator 
Kerr of Oklahoma, has just concluded 3 weeks of extensive hearings on this subject. 
During these hearings, Assistant Secretary Aandahl stated that the three principal 
factors contributing to the apparent need for an increase in SPA rates are (1) 
increase of project cost between the date of authorization and the date of com- 
pletion, (2) reactivation of the contracts between SPA and the generation and 
transmission cooperatives, and (3) the reallocation of project costs. 

We do not believe a rate increase is required. Last year, in testifying before 
this subeommittee, the SPA Administrator, Mr. Wright, stated that the SPA-GT 
contracts could, if reactivated, be made as good as any other power exchange 
agreement. entered into by SPA, and that over a long period of years, these 
contracts would require no out-of-pocket expense by the Government. 

We believe that the reallocation of costs.of the projects in the Southwest is 
arbitrary and needless. It may be recalled that the legislation authorizing the 
Denison and Norfork projects specifically provided that the incremental method 
of cost allocation should be applied to the power features in them, and that flood 
control was to be considered as the basic purpose. Several of the other projects 
in the Southwest were initially authorized as flood-control projects and reauthor- 
ized for power at a later date. Flood control has historically been considered as 
a basic purpose for the construction of these multiple-purpose projects in the 
Arkansas, Red, and White River Basin areas, and the Southwestern Power 
Administration, as late as 1953, advocated the allocation of costs for projects 
under its jurisdiction on the incremental method. 

However, since 1953, the Interior Department has decided to revise the cost 
allocations previously determined on the incremental method and to adopt the 
separable costs-remaining benefits method. Application of the latter method 
results in substantially higher portions of project cost being allocated to power 
than did the incremental cost-allocation procedure. This, of course, inflates the 
electric power rate base. In fact, the separable cost-remaining benefits method 
results in one of the highest allocations to power production of any of the multi- 
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ae methods of allocation that have been used or suggested at one time or 
another. 

The separable costs-remaining benefits method has not generally been followed 
previously by Federal power marketing agencies. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority used the alternative justifiable expenditure 
method. The Bureau of Reclamation used the residual method. The South- 
western Power Administration previously used the incremental method. 

The Subcommittee To Study Civil Works, of the House Committee on Public 
Works, in its 1952 report on cost-allocations procedures, noted that nine different 
methods have at various times, been used by the Federal Government or recom- 
mended by responsible groups. 

We trust you will not permit this proposed rate increase to interfere with the 
orderly development of projects in this area. 


THE SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION AREA 


Corps of Engineers 
The Bureau of the Budget has requested the following funds for the Corps of 
Engineers to continue construction on multiple-purpose projects in the Southeast: 


| 


| Installed 
Project and State capacity, | 1956 estimate | 1957 estimate 
kilowatts 


Fort Gaines lock and dam, Alabama, Georgia_..._.......__-- 130, 000 $1, 800, 000 $3, 000, 000 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam, Alabama, Florida, Georgia -_- 30, 000 2, 331, 613 2, 697, 000 
Buford Dam, Ga___- ba seas ees ae 86, 000 10, 645, 462 4, 900, 000 
Hartwell Reservoir, Ga.-S. C___ ; - 330, 000 3, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 
Old Hickory lock and dam, Tennessee-_-_-_------- a a 100, 000 7, 145, 628 3, 650, 000 
Cheatham lock and dam, Tennessee piaieecam ie 36, 000 6, 139, 397 4, 200, 000 


We are deeply grateful for the action of the Congress last year in appropriating 
funds, despite lack of a budget request, to initiate construction on the Fort 
Gaines lock and dam and on the Hartwell Reservoir. We hope that the full 
amount asked by the Bureau of the Budget to continue construction on these 
facilities in 1957 will be recommended by this subcommittee. 


Southeastern Power Administration 


This vear, for the fourth suceessive time, the Bureau of the Budget has requested 
no funds for the construction of transmission facilities by the Southeastern Power 
Administration. It is our opinion that here the United States is placing itself at 
an economic disadvantage in relying completely on commercial utility companies 
as the exclusive vehicle by which to market power from Federal hdyroelectrice 
projects. 

We estimate that because the Department of the Interior has been unable to 
market, on any permanent basis, the 120,000 kilowatts of Clark Hill power 
allocable to Georgia, the Government has been losing approximately $500,000 per 
vear in power sales revenue since June of 1954. The 37 cooperatives in Georgia 
who want the power, but have thus far been unable to get it, would pay the full 
rate. The deadlock is costing their 240,000 farmer members some $120,000 
per year. 

The basie difficulty giving rise to the Clark Hill problem has been the refusal 
of the Government to sell Clark Hill power to the rural electrics of Georgia on the 
ground that the Georgia Power Co. has refused to transmit this power to prefer- 
ence customers in Georgia for the account of the Government on any reasonable 
terms. 

We are informed that the company has recently agreed to transmit for the 
account of the Government in principle, but as yet—and after 3 years of dicker- 
ing—no contract providing for the equitable apportionment of the benefits of 
this power as between the company and the preference customers in Georgia has 
been negotiated. 

During the early stages of the negotiations when the company was flatly 
refusing to transmit power for the account of the Government in Georgia, the 
Interior Department suggested that all power from the project allocable to Georgia 
be sold at the bus bar to the Georgia Power Co., and that the cooperatives be 
afforded a slight rate reduction in power purchased by them from the company. 
This arrangement was wholly unacceptable to the cooperatives because of the 
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fact that, under Federal law, they are preference customers and would lose title 
to the power. 

The Interior Department suggestion, known as the tricontract proposal was 
subsequently declared illegal in an opinion rendered to the Department by Attor- 
ney General Herbert Brownell. The Department, nonetheless, continued to 
press its suggestion for several months while simultaneously suppressing the 
Attorney General’s opinion. The theory was that if all parties agreed to the 
contract, it would become legal, notwithstanding the opinion. 

We feel that suppression of the opinion of the administration’s chief legal ad- 
visor is not a fair and equitable tactic in negotiating the disposal of Federal 
property. 

For several years, our people in Georgia have appeared before this subcommittee 
and requested appropriations for specific transmission lines to deliver Clark Hill 
power to preference customers in Georgia or, in the alternative, that funds be 
appropriated to finance a study by which to determine what Federal transmission 
could be economically justified for the purpose of breaking the bottleneck. 

It is our continuing belief that should Congress appropriate sufficient funds to 
build even a partial transmission system in Georgia, the Georgia Power Co. 
would immediately become amenable to more equitable distribution of the benefits 
of Clark Hill power. We think that, in fact, no transmission would actually have 
to be constructed. 

I might say that this past year has demonstrated, we think conclusively, the 
accuracy of our opinion in this matter. 

Last year, our people from North Carolina appeared before this subcommittee 
to explain the situation existing at that time relative to the marketing of power 
from the 204,000 kilowatt John H. Kerr Dam on the Roanoke River to preference 
customers in North Carolina. That was a situation much like the Clark Hill 
situation. The Government, because of its inability to negotiate a satisfactory 
wheeling agreement with the Carolina Power & Light Co., was losing several 
hundred thousand dollars per year on 30,000 kilowatts of project capacity reserved 
for sale in North Carolina. The Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Water 
and Power testified last year before this subcommitte and stated: 

“A contract for that purpose is long overdue * * * I am not satisfied with the 
progress we have made in contracting for the delivery of that power in the State 
of North Carolina.” 

The total loss of revenue to the Government from the John H. Kerr project, 
as of May 1955, was estimated at $868,000 and the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, in its report on the public works appropriations bill for fiscal 1956, stated: 

“The committee trusts that the Department will take immediate and effective 
steps to alleviate this dissatisfaction on the part of the Assistant Secretary and 
to stop the unnecessary loss of revenue to the Federal Government.” 

The Senate report contained similar language: 

“It is the opinion of the committee that the Secretary should takes teps imme- 
diately to make power and energy from the John H. Kerr project available to 
preference customers in North Carolina * * *. If the Secretary is unsuccessful 
in obtaining a contract with the private utility serving the area for the providing 
of power and energy from the project to the preference customers the committee 
expects the budget for fiscal year 1957 to include funds for the construction of 
the necessary transmission facilities to accomplish this purpose.” 

This series of events occurred last spring, and thereafter in the fall a contract 
was executed between the Southwestern Power Administration and the Carolina 
Power & Light Co. for the delivery of John H. Kerr project power to preference 
customers in North Carolina. 

We fully believe that the language contained in last vear’s report of this sub- 
committee and the similarly strong language contained in the Senate report, 
clearly contemplating an appropriation for Federal transmission facilities in North 
Carolina, constituted the one most influential factor in bringing the North Carolina 
negotiations to a conclusion. 

We believe the Clark Hill case in Georgia should receive at least equal treat- 
ment. Appropriate language in the report of this subcommittee directing that 
immediate action be taken to stop the loss of revenue at Clark Hill and contem- 
plating Federal transmission as the alternative to continued failure of private 
utility companies to market in accordance with established law, would get the 
job done. 

Actually, the United States stands to lose even more in the long run pattern of 
Federal power marketing in the Southeast than do the rural electric cooperatives 
unless a permanent policy is achieved. 
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The Clark Hill project was completed in July of 1954 with 280,000 kilowatts 
of capacity. The first unit came on the line in January of 1953. The Jim Wood- 
ruff and Buford projects are nearly complete. Fort Gaines, with 130,000 kilo- 
watts and Hartwell with 330,000 kilowatts are now under construction. Unless 
some comprehensive plan for the integration of these projects and for the market- 
ing of power from them, in accordance with the preference principles of the-law, 
and at a rate calculated to return the power investment to the Federal Govern- 
ment is achieved, there will be several repetitions of the present Clark Hill fiaseo. 

Each of these projects has slightly different characteristics. A determination 
of how best each can be fitted into the electric power picture of the Southeast so 
that advantages of geographical, time and stream flow diversity can be evaluated 
and utilized by the Government and the preference customers will require con- 
siderable study. We believe such a study is justified both in terms of revenue 
return to the United States and in terms of marketing the power in accordance 
with the law. 

Last year, we proposed the appropriation of $50,000 to cover the cost of a com- 
prehensive study in the Southeast. That was before Fort Gaines and Hartwell 
were placed under construction. We believe that the need is even greater this 
vear, and we again suggest that the committee carefully consider this modest 
appropriation to secure an economically justified and stable power marketing 
policy to govern the sale of power from the multiple-purpose projects being built 
by the Corps of Engineers in the Southeast. 


THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AREA 
Corps of Engineers 
The Bureau of the Budget has requested funds for continuation of construction 
on the following multiple-purpose Missouri River Basin dams as follows: 


| | 
| 1956 nr 1957 estimate 
i 
| | 

| ee | 

| Kilowatts } 
Gavins Point Reservoir, Nebr.-S. Dak | 106, 000 $13, 433, 130 | $1, 700, 000 
Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak on daca eoces 400,000 | 14, 577, 244 16, 892, 400 
Fort Randall Reservoir, 8. Dak. vie 320,000 | 5, 022, 078 1, 097, 700 
Oahe Reservoir, 8. Dak_- aioe Aa a | 170,000 | 29, 407, 764 | 32, 000, 000 








Installed 


> rnia. 3 " | 
Project and State capacity 


The Fort Randall Reservoir will be substantially complete in 1957. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has committed to preference customers in the eastern 
area of the eastern division of the Missouri River Basin system all firm power 
available from the’ Fort Randall, Garrison, and Gavins Point Dams. “We-urge 
that the subcommittee recommend the full amount requested by the Bureau of the 
Budget to maintain construction schedules for these projects. 

In addition, the President’s budget contains a request for $500,000 to initiate 
construction on the second 80,000 kilowatt Fort Peck powerplant in Montana 
on the Missouri River. We understand it will take approximately 4 years to 
complete construction of this plant on schedule. We presume that the output 
of the second plant at Fort Peck will be integrated with existing transmission 
system of the Bureau of Reclamation, and we urge the committee to reeommend 
the full $500,000 for initiation of this construction. 

We also believe, Mr. Chairman, that the time has come to initiate construction 
on the Big Ren Dam in South Dakota. There is no budget item covering this 
project. Big Bend was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 as part of 
the comprehensive plan for multiple-purpose development of the Missouri River 
Basin. 

The estimated cost of the Big Bend Reservoir is $73 million, according to the 
1955 Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army. The project 
provides for 120,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric machine capacity to be integrated 
with the existing Bureau of Reclamation Missouri Basin transmission system. 

No work has been initiated on the project. There are no funds contained in 
the 1957 budget for it. It is our understanding that the planning phase of Big 
Bend is approximately 25 percent complete and that $650,000 is required to 
complete planning and prepare the necessary plans and specifications to place 
the engineers in a position to start construction. The rural electric systems 
served by the Bureau of Reclamation’s eastern division system are absorbing 
firm power from Missouri River Basin dams as fast as it becomes available. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has reversed its former stand and is now planning a 
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230-kilovolt transmission line interconnecting the Missouri River Basin system 
and Grand Island, Nebr. An appreciable block of Oahe power will probably 
flow over this line, and there is every indication that the remaining firm power 
from the Oahe project, when it becomes available in 1960, will be absorbed in 
Towa, the Dakotas, and Minnesota. Indeed the evidence is to the fact that the 
demands of the preference customers will continue to exceed the firm power 
available from the Misouri River Basin dams. 

For this reason, we are urging the appropriation of $650,000 to substantially 
complete planning on the Big Bend project. We would anticipate asking for 
funds to begin construction on the project in fiscal 1958 if planning is complete 
and for sufficient funds to continue construction on an expeditious and economic 
schedule during successive years. 

Our people from South Dakota, and their Governor, Joe Foss, will appear 
subsequently before this subcommittee to urge the appropriation of funds to 
complete the planning phase on Big Bend. 


Bureau of Reclamation 


According to the best estimates we have been able to obtain, the Bureau has 
requested funds, as indicated, for the following power facility construction which 
is of special interest to the rural electric systems in the West. 


Project Kilowatts Amount 


Palisades Dam, Idaho. a sesessa ec 345, 000 | $312, 000 
Yakima project: 
Chandler powerplant, Washington. __-_- pak 12, 000 | 1, 288, COO 
Roza powerplant, Washington_____- ; PLease ma 11, 250 , 720, 000 
Glendo powerplant, Wyoming ; aw acim ze so tee 24. 000 9, 400, 000 
Freemont Canyon powerplant, waetins eth cede ee 48, 000 1, 600, 000 
Yellowtail Dam, Montana eva i Siena 8 dara 200, 000 10, 850, 000 


Kilovolt | Amount 


Missouri Basin transmission iti the follow ing facilities: 
Utica Junction-Sioux Falls, 8. Dak _____. 5 actisnchiisphchite wail 230 | $540, 000 
Fargo, N. Dak.-Granite F: alls, Minn. a tea ; iad 230 1, 682, 000 
Big Bend, 8. Dak.-Granite Falls, Minn_.._. ; ‘ edase 230 | 1, 522, 000 
Grand Forks-Fargo, N. Dak. ------- ouitena el aows cate te 115 | 1, 789, 000 
Sioux City, Iowa, substation. i seae sa teach is aa i te a re Le dice 450, 000 
Fargo, N. Dak. substation : ipteaisaedbirkieccAaabhaods <Kaebane ; 370, 000 
Alcova-Freemont Canyon, Wyoming_- FE eS ak wwe eee 115 | 257, 000 
POG Renae e IIN, PUOIUE o.oo oon os cece sn ssbecednnedsece! 230 5, 500, 000 
Alcova, W yo.-Gering, Nebr- -- : niet 115 | 455, 000 


The 12,000-kilowatt Chandler powerplant and the 11,250-kilowatt Roza power- 
plant, which was started with funds appropriated last year, are both part of the 
Yakima project in the State of Washington. It is our understanding that power 
not needed at the project itself will be integrated with the Bonneville Power 
Adininistration system which serves 38 rural electric systems in the Northwest. 

The cooperatives in western Nebraska and in Colorado and Wyoming, served 
by the western division system of the Bureau of Reclamation, are directly affected 
by the 24,000-kilowatt Glendo and 48,000-kilowatt F reemont Canyon power- 
plants on the North Platte River in Nebraska. The output of these plants will 
be integrated with the western division system through the Alcova to Freemont 
Canyon and Alcova to Gering transmission lines for which money is included in 
the budget. 

Present estimates of the Bureau of Reclamation indicate that the loads of the 
cooperatives in the western division can be served through 1957 and perhaps 
through 1958 and 1959. The critical period will come in 1959 and 1960 just 
before the Glendo and Freemont Canyon plants are scheduled for completion. 
Therefore, we hope that the full amount will be allowed for each of these requests, 
and for the Aleova to Freemont Canyon and Alcova to Gering transmission lines. 

The Palisades project is important to the cooperatives in eastern Wyoming and 
in Idaho. The Bureau of Reclamation has contracted to sell Palisades power 
to the Lost River and Fall River Electric Cooperatives of Idaho and the Lower 
Valley Power & Light, Inc., of Wyoming. The latter plans to take power directly 
at the dam site, while the two Idaho cooperatives will receive Palisades power 
via a wheeling proposal that has been signed between the Bureau’s regional field 
office and the Utah Power & Light Co. The contract is now awaiting secretarial 
approval. 
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In addition, 14,000 kilowatts of Palisades power will be made available during 
the critical summer irrigation period for integration with the Minidoka project 
in southern Idaho. The Raft River Electric Cooperative, of Malta, Idaho, is 
now served by the Minidoka project, which is very short of power. The coop- 
erative has been requested by the Bureau to curtail loads or seek alternative 
power sources. The wheeling contract with the Idaho Power Co., covering 
delivery of Palisades power to Minidoka, has also been signed by the Bureau’s 
field office and is awaiting secretarial approval. 

The Fargo, N. Dak., to Granite Falls, Minn., 230-kilovolt line, and the Big 
Bend to Granite Falls 230-kilovolt line will complete the western Minnesota 
transmission loop which will afford service to 19 rural electric cooperatives in 
western Minnesota. Wheeling contracts already executed by the Bureau with 
the Northern States Power Co., the Otter Tail Power Co., and the Interstate 
Power Co. will deliver Bureau power from this loop to power company and 
cooperative load centers. 

The Utica Junction to Sioux Falls 230-kilovolt line will make additional power 
available to the Sioux Falls, S. Dak., substation which serves the East River 
Electric Power Cooperative of South Dakota, the Northwest Iowa Power Coop- 
erative, and the L. & O. Power Cooperative, the latter two located in Iowa. 
These are all large cooperative transmission systems each of which, in turn, 
serves many distribution cooperatives. 

We urge that this subcommittee approve the full budget requests for each of 
these items. 

The Fort Randall to Grand Island 230-kilovolt transmission line, funds for 
which were requested by the President in a supplemental appropriations bill for 
1956, will interconnect the Fort Randall Dam and a principal load center of the 
Nebraska public power system. Last year, we and our people from Nebraksa 
appeared before this subcommittee to urge construction of the 230-kilovolt Fort 
Randall to Grand Island, Nebr., in lieu of the 115-kilovolt line from Fort Randall 
to Meligh proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation at that time. We are indeed 
happy to now lcurn that the Bureau has reversed itself and desires to proceed with 
the heavier 230-kilovolt facility, and we hope that the subcommittee will approve 
the transfer of funds required during fiscal 1957 to push work on this line. 
Twenty-seven rural electric cooperatives and power districts in Nebraska will get 
40 percent of the firm power and 80 percent of the irrigation pumping power 
that would flow southward on this line. 

There is one other transmission facility which we believe is required for inte- 
grated operation of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Missouri River system, and 
which is not included in the President’s budget. This is a 230-kilovolt transmis- 
sion facility between the existing 85,000-kilowatt Fort Peck plant in Montana and 
the 240,000-kilowatt Garrison plant in North Dakota nearing completion. To 
understand the significance of this line, it is necessary to discuss briefly the overall 
picture of power marketing from Bureau of Reclamation facilities in the Missouri 
River Basin area. 

For power marketing purposes, the Bureau of Reclamation has divided the 
Missouri River Basin into three areas. First, there is the western division of the 
Missouri River Basin comprising eastern Wyoming, Colorado and western 
Nebraska. 

Second, there is the eastern area of the eastern division of the Missouri River 
Basin system, including eastern Nebraska, western Iowa and Minnesota, and all 
of North and South Dakota. Third, there is the western area of the eastern division 
of the Missouri River Basin system embodying largely the State of Montana. 
The eastern area of the eastern division and the western division of the Missouri 
River Basin system are areas in which there is a very limited availability of firm 
Federal power. In the western division, the Bureau has told the farmers’ electric 
cooperatives and other preference customers that it can supply their firm power 
requirements until 1957, but will make no promises for the 1958 and 1959 peak 
loads. Similarlv, in the eastern area of the eastern division, the Bureau has 
allocated quantities of power from the Missouri River Dams that will satisfy 
preference customers, requirements only until 1957 or 1958. 

In 1954, when the Bureau of Reclamation announced the availability in the 
eastern area of the eastern division of 531,000 kilowatts of firm power, the prefer- 
ence customers applied for 761,827 kilowatts, which indicates a very substantial 
shortage of firm power from the Federal plants in that area. 

Thus, in the eastern area of the eastern division and in the western division of 
the Missouri River Basin system, there is need for additional blocks of firm power 
from the Federal system. This additional firm power would be marketed at the 
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full firm power rate of approximately 5.5 mills in the eastern area of the eastern 
division and 7.2 mills in the western division. 

By contrast with these two areas of scarcity. the Bureau is faced with a surplus 
of firm power in the State of Montana which is in the western area of the eastern 
division system. The 50,000 kilowatt Canyon Ferry project in western Montana 
came into production in 1954. There is no transmission system associated with 
this Canyon Ferry plant except for a short tie line inter-connecting it with the 
Montana Power Co. The rate for firm energy from this Canyon Ferry project 
was set at an average of 5.5 mills and for nonfirm energy, 3 mills. 

However, because the Montana Power Co. is the sole purchaser at the Canyon 
Ferry project, 99.3 percent of the total output of the project was sold to the com- 
pany at a 2.5 mill dump energy rate during the year 1955, as shown in table A 
following. In addition, the Montana Power Co. is buying large quantities of 
energy from the Fort Peck project at 2.5 mills per kilowatt-hour, which is also a 
dump rate. We have, in our files, output curves of the Canyon Ferry project for 
a typical 5-week period which show that the project is being operated in a manner 
to produce firm power that is being sold to the Montana Power Co. at 2.5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. We calculate that the sale of this power as dump energy is 
costing the Government approximately $626,800 per year in lost revenue from 


this project. 
TABLE A 


ENERGY SALES FROM FORT PECK PROJECT, CALENDAR 1955 


| Mills per 
kilowatt- 
hour 


Kilowatt-hours Dollars 


Customer and type of energy billed recsived 


Electric cooperatives (firm) - -- ssieobs eer 240, 826,623 | $1, 187, 550,69 
Public authorities (pumping) .. sae en kia 33, 411, 958 124, 909, 03 | 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. (firm) _- 7 67, 071, 900 315, | 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. we dilate: Hecate i 103, 345, 115 309, 
Montana Power Co. (dump).. a kee dc 4, 284, 189 110, 

Total firm-energy sales, kilowatt-hours___......-.-._-- 341, 310, 481 

Total dump-energy sales, kilowatt-hours__--........---..-- 147, 629, 304 





ENERGY SALES FROM THE CANYON FERRY PROJECT, CALENDAR 1955 





Montana Power Co. (dump)_.......-.---- 268, 813, 337 $672, 033. 36 
Interdepartmental (pumping) --...---....-....-..------.-- ‘ 4 102, 400 _ 4, 662. 40° 


‘Total firm-energy sales, kilowatt-hours 2 102, 400° ~ (3) 
Total dump-energy sales, kilowatt-hours St 268, 813, 337 


169.8 percent. 
2 30.2 percent. 
30.7 percent. 

499.3 percent. 


It is our opinion that if a 230-kilovolt transmission line from Fort Peck to 
Garrison were constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, Fort Peck power now 
being used to serve the firm loads in northern Montana could be transmitted 
eastward to serve the power scarce area of the Dakotas. The rural electries in 
these States need more now. Canyon Ferry power now being sold at a 2.5-mill 
dump rate could be disp!aced northeastward to meet firm loads in Montana now 
being supplied from the Fort Peck project. We think that the 230-kilovolt 
transmission line from Fort Peck to Garrison would assure the Government of 
increased power sales revenue from the Fort Peck and Canyon Ferry plants, 
and would simultaneously serve to alleviate the Federal power scarcity in the 
Dakotas and eastern Nebraska. 

In appearing before this subcommittee last year, we urged construction of this 
line. We believe it is economically justified under present conditions. In addi- 
tion, the budget request for $500,000 to begin construction on the second power- 
house at Fort Peck (80,000 kilowatts) makes early construction of a 230-kilovolt 
line from Fort Peck to Garrison an absolute necessity if the additional power 
from Fort Peck is to be marketed properly. 

We, therefore, urge the subcommittee to consider an initial appropriation of 
$3 million for construction of a 230-kilovolt transmission line from Fort Peck to 
Garrison, N. Dak. This line would increase power sales revenue and make firm 
power available where it is needed, in the eastern division, Missouri River Basin. 
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THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION AREA 


Corps of Engineers 


The Bureau of the Budget has requested funds for continuation of work on 
multiple purpose hydroelectric projects in the Northwest as follows: 


Installed 1956 esti- 1957 esti- 
capacity mate 
Kilowatts 
Cougar Reservoir, Oreg Srl gi kab diese ila 30, 000 | $500, 000 | 
Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg_..------------ ie eee 20, 000 | 310, 000 
Detroit Reservoir, Oreg_--- ---- ; face 100, 000 | 333, 880 | 
MeNary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington 980, 000 | 7, 618, 778 
The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon and Wash ha die 1,092,000 | 51, 688, 790 
Chief Joseph Dam, Wash_-_---- aa 7 1, 024, 000 12, 884, 080 | 
Ice Harbor lock and dam, Washington.____--.- Bees : 270, 000 | 1, 000, 000 | 
Lookout Point Reservoir, Oreg ine byegeen abe 115, 000 | 2, 021, 379 


Project and State 





The 1955 advance program of the Bonneville Power Administration indicates 
that all available hydro resources in the Northwest, plus imports of high steam 
generation from Utah, Idaho, Montana, and British Columbia will be needed to 
meet firm loads under critical water conditions beginning with the peak of 1961-62. 
By 1965, the present consumption of electricity in the Northwest of 37 billion 
kilowatt-hours per year will be doubled, according to Bonneville forecasts. 

The advance program also points out that unless new hydro projects are built, 
the area will, under critical year hydro conditions, experience a rapidly rising 
power deficiency beginning about 1962, reaching 1,335,000 kilowatts by 1965-66. 

All of the above projects are already under construction and funds for their 
continuation are contained in the President’s budget for fiscal 1957. We ask 
that the subcommittee recommend the full amount in each case so that the 
approaching power shortage in the area will not be aggravated by failure to main- 
tain present dates for scheduled operation of the capacity in these dams. 

In addition, the President has requested $500,000 in his budget to continue 
planning work on John Day Dam. he initial installed capacity for John Day is 
planned at 1,190,000 kilowatts with space reserved for additional units up to 
1,700,000 kilowatts as development of the Columbia River Basin proceeds and 
the additional capacity can be utilized. The project is located on the lower 
portion of the Columbia River just upstream from The Dalles. It is approxi- 
mately 80 miles downstream from the recently completed McNary Dam. 

As a downstream project, the hydroelectric installation at John Day will be 
able to take full advantage of any upstream storage that is made available in 
subsequent years. It is the next logical project for development as one unit of 
the Columbia River development plan. 

We are informed that approximately $1,450,000 is required to complete the 
planning phase on the John Day Dam. We do not know exactly how much could 
be utilized during fiscal 1957 by the Corps of Engineers, but believe it to be 
substantially above the $500,000 requested in the President’s budget. 

In view of the impending critical power situation in the Northwest, we are 
hopeful that when witnesses from the Corps of Engineers appear before this 
subcommittee it can be determined exactly how much planning funds can be 
efficiently utilized in planning work on John Day project during fiscal 1957. We 
believe this to be in excess of the $500,000 requested in the budget, and we are 
hopeful that the committee will be able to recommend an increase in this figure 
in conformance with testimony by the Corps. 


Bonneville Power Administration 


The Bonneville Power Administration has requested $18,700,000 of new funds 
for construction of main grid and subtransmission facilities including customer 
services during fiscal 1957. In addition to this, there will be a $3,022,000 carry- 
over available, 

The Bonneville Power Administration marketing area is not expanding. The 
construction funds requested are to integrate new hydroelectric projects into the 
existing system and to increase capacity of existing subtransmission and customer 
service substations. 

There are 38 cooperatives in the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and 
Montana purchasing all or most of their wholesale power requirements from the 
Bonneville Power Administration. The rural electrification program in the 
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Pacific Northwest is entirely dependent upon Bonneville. We urge the sub- 
committee to recommend the full amount of the budget request for this agency. 

We believe it is significant that the Bonneville Power Administration has found 
it necessary, since the fiscal 1957 budget was compiled, to make supplemental 
requests of the Bureau of the Budget for additional facilities that were revealed 
as necessary by the peak-load conditions of the past winter. We are informed 
that the customers of the Bonneville Power Administration have appreciably 
underestimated their load growth and that the present load of the area is a full 
year ahead of what had been previously forecast. 

This makes it desirable to initiate construction on some facilities that would 
not ordinarily be undertaken until next year. We, of course, do not know 
what these facilities are or whether or not the total request for new funds will be 
altered, but we do wish to impress upon the subcommittee the magnitude of 
load growth in the Pacific Northwest as a result of the availability of low-cost 
Federal power. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


The Bureau of the Budget aas requested a total appropriation for fiscal 1957 
of $1,672 million for the Atomie Knergy Commission. Of this amount, the 
budget estimates that $38,156,000 will be applied to the civilian power reactor 
program. 

The budget further states that the Commission's program for development of 
civilian power has been centered around the development of five basic reactor 
concepts. Each of these concepts, according to the budget, has at least one full 
scale “counterpart power reactor being planned by industry or public power 
groups with reiatively little or no Government financial assistance.”’ [Italics 
supplied. ] 

‘e believe that the time has long since past when the emphasis of the civilian 
reactor development program of the United States should inelude not only basie 
concepts but actual reactors. There is only one actual reactor under construction 
for civilian power production. That is the pressurized water reactor being 
constructed at Shippingsport, Pa., designed for 60,000 kilowatts of electrical 
output. No practical experience in reactor operation is obtainable from a 
concept and no power is produced by a concept. It is true, as stated in the budget 
that each of the concepts has at least one full-scale counterpart reactor being 
planned by industry or public power groups, with little or no Government financial 
assistance. It is a relatively simple matter to plan a reactor, and industrial 
organizations are willing, and even anxious, to help with such plans. The fact 
remains that these plans have not been translated into reactor construction, and 
there seems little prospect at the present time that privately financed industrial 
groups are willing to risk the large expenditures for research and development 
that must precede the actual construction of nuclear power generating equipment. 

It has been over a vear and a half since the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 was 
passed by the Congress. We anticipated that passage of this act would herald 
the application of the American tradition of engineering and industrial know-how 
to the large-scale production of nuclear-power generation. Sueh has not been 
the case. 

On February 23 of this year, Atomic Energy Commissioner Thomas E. Murray 
appeared before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. He said ‘‘there is an 
atomic-power race just as there is a nuclear-weapons race.’’ He declared that 
Russia was threatening to steal the lead in the power race. 

During these hearings, Commissioner Murray proposed the building of atomic 
powerplants here and abroad that would be capable of generating a total of 
2 million kilowatts of power by 1960, and a total of 10 million kilowatts between 
1960 and 1965. He urged a 10-year program with the Government spending 
$1 billion per year for the first 5 years, in addition to the total annual budget of 
the AKC. 

Commissioner Murray told the committee that private industry is not able to 
assume the financial risk in the developmental phase of the program. 

The rural electric systems of the United States are squarely in accord with the 
opinions expressed by Commissioner Murray before the Joint Committee. We 
believe that the United States should be first in the development of atomic energy 
for peacetime utilization as we hope we are first in its utilization for military pur- 
poses. We do not believe that the Atomic Energy Commission is discharging its 
duties in a manner that is likely to secure for this country first place among the 
nations in nuclear-powered generating capacity. 
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The rural electric cooperatives are anxious to participate in and contribute to 
this country’s leadership in the field. Several rural electric systems, already en- 
gaged in generation and transmission of electric energy, have submitted definitive 
proposals to the Atomic Energy Commission for the construction of nuclear- 
powered generating stations. These proposals include plans for the construction 
of homogenous, liquid sodium heavy water, and boiling water type reactors. 
Each of these plans calls for a reactor of more advanced design than the one 
presently underway at Shippingsport, Pa., and each has been designed by a manu- 
facturing firm that has exhibited leadership in the atomic energy field. 

One of these proposals, that of the Rural Cooperative Power Association, of 
Elk River, Minn., for a 22,000 kilowatt boiling water reactor, has been on file at 
the Atomic Energy Commission since last June. Thus far, the Commission has 
taken no action on the Elk River proposal, and has given no assurance when action 
may be anticipated. 

The rural electric cooperatives are in a less advantageous financial position to 
participate in the national program for development of nuclear power generation, 
under present conditions laid down by the Atomic Energy Commission, than are 
private industrial groups. The rural electrie systems cannot spend large sums 
of money for research and development. They must meet R-A’s feasibility 
criteria with respect to the cost of power produced from the generating plant. 
Extra costs which may not be revealed by advance planning, but manifest them- 
selves only after the plant is placed in operation, cannot be added to the rate 
base and passed on to the ultimate consumer. In short, participation of the 
rural-electric cooperatives in a program for national development of nuclear-power 
generation must be based upon financial assistance from the United States during 
the research and development stage that must necessarily precede actual reactor 
construction under the present state of the art. The cooperatives must also have 
some assurance that unforeseen costs in the fabrication, operation and processing 
of fuel elements will not jeopardize their financial position. 

We believe that the Atomie nergy Act of 1954 and precedent already estab- 
lished by the Commission makes this possible. 

Section 31 of the Atomic Hnergy Act of 1954, entitled “Research Assistance,” 
states: 

‘The Commission is directed to exercise its powers in such manner as to insure the 
continued conduct of research and development activities in the fields specified 
below, by private or public institutions or persons, and to assist in the acquisition 
of an ever-expanding fund of theoretical and practical knowledge in such fields. 
To this end, the Commission is authorized and directed to make arrangements 
(including contracts, agreements, and loans) for the conduct of research and 
development activities relating to—(1) * * * (2) * * * (3) * * * 

‘“*(4) utilization of special nuclear material, atomic energy, and radioactive mate- 
rial and processes entailed in the utilization or production of atomic energy or such 
material for all other purposes, including industrial uses, the generation of usable 
energy, and the demonstration of the practical value of utilization or production 
facilities for industrial or commercial purposes; and * * *”’ 

According to page 66 of the report of the panel on the impact of the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy (McKinney panel), the Atomic Energy Commission is 
contributing $32.25 million toward the construction cost of the pressurized water 
reactor being built in connection with the Duquesne Light Co. and Westinghouse 
Electric Co., at Pittsburgh. The total construction costs for the reactor is 
estimated at $37.75 million. In addition, the Atomic Energy Commission is 
contributing $59.6 million toward the research and development phase of this 
reactor. Thus, out of a total cost for construction and research and development 
of $107.35 million for this reactor, the Commission is contributing, according to 
the McKinney panel report, $91.85 million, or 85.4 percent. 

In addition, and this is extremely interesting to us, of the $15.5 million of the 
Shippingport plant to be financed by the Duquesne Light Co. and the Westing- 
house Electric Co. $10,500,000 has been certified by the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation under TA28436 for a rapid tax depreciation certificate entitling the 
company to depreciate the conventional portion of the plant during a 5-year 
period. This amounts to an additional benefit to the company of $15.75 million 
over the 33-year period during which the conventional portion of the plant would 
normally be depreciated. 

Thus, with the Atomic Energy Commission itself contributing $91.85 million 
of the total $107.35 million cost of the project, and with the United States con- 
tributing an additional benefit of $15.75 million in the form of rapid tax deprecia- 
tion privileges, the Duquesne Light Co. and the Westinghouse Co. are contributing 
virtually nothing to the cost of this plant. 
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We of the rural electric systems are not asking for rapid depreciation certificates. 
We are asking only that the Commission help us to defray the research and 
development costs and assume responsibility for unforeseen expenses that may 
arise in connection with fuel fabrication, utilization and processing due to the 
inherent experimental nature of the operations involved. 

Yet, our experience with the Commission give us no hope for the type of help 
we require in participating in the atomic energy program. The Commission is 
demanding that our proposals be of the closed-end type which places upon the 
rural electric systems the entire burden of unforeseen expenses that may arise in 
the course of construction and operation of the reactor. This, we think, is un- 
reasonable in view of the inherently experimental concepts involved. We think 
that it is the responsibility of the Commission, in conformity to Section 31 of the 
1954 act, to assume responsibility for all reactor development costs that arise 
purely or preponderantly from the unpredictable nature of the operation. 

We believe that it is within the province of this committee to suggest or direct 
in its report that the Commission extend such held as is required for participation, 
not only by the rural electric systems, but by other interested groups in the devel- 
opment of atomic energy reactors, not concepts. 

It is our opinion that with help in the financing of the experimental phases of the 
reactor development, rural electric systems and other privately organized cor- 
porations can and will build several reactors within the next few years. However, 
we believe, with Commissioner Murray, that a necessary second basic component 
of a nuclear development program is actual construction of experimental produc- 
tion type reactors by the United States. 

Authority for such action is contained in section 32 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, which states: 

“Sec. 32. RESEARCH BY THE Commission.—The Commission is authorized and 
directed to conduct, through its own facilities, activities and studies of the types 
specified in section 31.”’ [Referred to above.] 

An article appearing in the New York Times of January 24, 1956, reports: 

“The prospect of Soviet leadership in nuclear energy development by 1960 is 
causing concern among United States specialists in the field. 

“Should present plans be realized, the Soviet Union will have atomic electricity 
plants with greater capacity than the United States and Britain combined in 1960. 

“The new Soviet 5-year plan calls for completion by 1960 of atomic energy 
plants with a total capacity of 2 million to 2,500,000 kilowatts.” 

We do not believe that any private organization in the United States is going 
to undertake construction of 2 million or 2.5 million kilowatts of nuclear powered 
reactor generation within the next 4 years. We believe that the only means by 
which these large blocks of atomic powered capacity can be expeditiously achieved 
is through Government construction of the required plants. We urge that this 
subcommittee, in considering a fiscal 1957 budget for the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, suggest and direct that a portion of its funds be utilized to begin 
immediate construction of atomic reactor powered generating stations on the 
order of from 100,000 to 250,000 kilowatts. Such plants could be conveniently 
integrated with existing Federal power systems. 

In summarizing our position on atomic energy, Mr. Chairman, we advocate 
two principal avenues of action. We urge that the subcommittee report include 
language directing the Atomic Energy Commission to utilize its powers under 
section 31 of the 1954 act for the active and expeditious cooperation with public 
and private groups desiring to build, rather than conceive and plan, nuclear 
power generation. Emphasis must be shifted from theory to practice. Reactors 
must be placed under construction. We also ask that the Commission utilize 
its powers under section 32 of the act and initiate construction on large scale 
federally financed nuclear generating stations. 


SUMMARY 


In summary, the farmers’ rural electric systems, serving over 3% million farm 
families in 45 States and Alaska, urge you to approve all the budget reeommenda- 
tions as indicated above, plus the following items not recommended: 


Southwestern Power Administration Area 


(1) $3,150,000 to reinstate construction and planning on development of the 
Arkansas River (p. 4 above). 

(2) Funds to initiate construction on the Greers Ferry Dam in Arkansas 
(p. 7 above). 
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(+) $100,000 planning funds for Beaver Dam (p. 7 above). 
(4) Committee report language directing reactivation of the contract between 
SPA and the Arkansas Electric Cooperative (p. 9 above). 


Southeastern Power Administration area 

(1) $50,000 for developing an integrated Federal power marketing plan for the 
Southeast (p. 18 above). 

(2) Language in the committee report directing the Secretary of the Interior 
to take immediate steps for the disposition of the Georgia portion of Clark Hill 
power on a permanent basis to the rural electric cooperatives of Georgia which are 
entitled to it under the law (p. 17 above). 


The Bureau of Reclamation area 


(1) $650,000 to complete planning on the Big Bend Dam in South Dakota 
(p. 19 above). 

(2) $3,000,000 to initiate construction on a 230-kilovolt transmission line from 
ort Peck to Garrison (p. 27 above). 


The Bonneville Power Administration area 


(1) A speedup in the planning on the 1,190,000-kilowatt John Day project 
The budget includes $500,000 for this item. We believe that substantially more 
than this can be economically utilized by the Corps of Engineers during fiscal 1957 
(p. 29 above). 

Atomic Energy Commission 

(1) Committee report language directing the Commission to utilize its powers 
under section 31 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 to finance with Federal funds 
experimental and unforseen costs arising in connection with the construction of 
nuclear powered generating equipment by the rural electric cooperatives and 
other nongovernmental agencies (p. 388 above). 

(2) Committee report language directing the AEC to utilize its powers under 
section 32 of the act to assume leadership in the design, construction, and operation 
of experimental production type reactors for the generation of electric energy in 
sizes upward of 100,000 kilowatts (p. 39 above). 

For the information of the subcommittee, we are attaching hereto resolutions 
unanimously passed by the 1956 annual meeting of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association on January 26, 1956, at St. Louis, Mo. These resolutions 
are all appropriate to the legislation which we have requested. 


RESOLUTIONS UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED BY THE 1956 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, JANUARY 26, 1956, ST. 
LOUIS, MO. 


Resolution No. 4-A 

Whereas the Clark Hill hydroelectric installation on the Savannah River 
between the States of South Carolina and Georgia, has been completed; and 

Whereas the power to be generated at this installation is to be marketed under 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944; and 

Whereas the private utilities have successfully prevented the building of 
transmission lines on the part of the Government; and 

Whereas they have refused to wheel this power until just recently and then 
only on terms that would deprive the preference customers, including rural 
electric cooperatives, of a fair share of the economic benefits; and 

Whereas the Department of the Interior, through the Southeastern Power 
Administration, has failed to perfect contracts with the private utilities and the 
preference groups; and 

Whereas a stalemate now exists: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the members of NRECA in annual meeting assembled, do call 
upon the National Congress to stop the loss of revenue that should be flowing 
to the United States Treasury by immediately appropriating sufficient planning 
funds for the building of transmission lines to the load centers of the preference 
customers: and be it further 

Resolved, That sufficient funds also be appropriated for the planning of the 
full integration of Clark Hill, Jim Woodruff, Buford, Allatoona, Hartwell and 
Fort Gaines projects; and be it further 

Resolved, That sufficient funds be appropriated for additional studies to deter- 
mine the need for generating plants to be built within the area in order that the 
full capacities of all hydroelectric projects be fully and economically utilized. 
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Resolution No. 4-B 

Be it resolved, That we members of NRECA urge Congress to appropriate 
necessary funds for the construction and completion of all multipurpose hydro 
projects approved by proper authorities and meeting the specifications laid down 
for feasible multipurpose dam construction, 

Resolution No. 4-C. 

Whereas it appears that the Federal Government can realize a maximum 
return on its electric facilities in the Missouri Basin by constructing a heavy 
transmission line that will exchange capacity for energy between the eastern and 
western division of the basin, and therefore make available more firm power, and 
greater return per kilowatt-hour to Department of the Interior: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That immediate steps be taken by the NRECA to request a study made 
by Department of the Interior to determine the feasibility and benefits to be 
obtained by such interconnections of transmission facilities 


Resolution No. 4-L 

Whereas Secretary of the Interior has consistently refused to carry out the 
provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944, in disposing of power produced at 
Federal hydro projects; and 

Whereas he has, in many cases, refused to act within a reasonable length of 
time to settle disputes between preference customers, such as rural electric co- 
operatives, and nonpreference customers for title to power from Federal hydro 
projects; and 

Whereas preference customers in areas where Federal hydro projects are being 
constructed are unable to plan intelligently for the future due to the Secretary’s 
consistently refusing to take action on their applications for power, or on con- 
tracts which have been executed with agencies of the Department, within a reason- 
able length of time; and 

Whereas the Secretary’s actions in these matters are causing great loss of 
revenue to the Government, depriving preference customers of benefits of power 
produced at Iederal hydro projects to which they are entitled under the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, and making it impossible for preference customers to plan 
intelligently for the future; be it 

Resolved That we strongly deplore these actions by the Secretary of the Interior, 
and that we urge that the Congress take official note of these actions of the 
Secretary, as outlined briefly above, and that it determine whether, in some 
manner, the Secretary may not be brought to comply with the law of the land in 
disposing of power from Federal hydro projects; whether the Secretary may not 
be brought to resolve disputes between preference customers and other customers, 
in some manner, within a reasonable length of time; and, further, whether he 
may not be brought to give answer within a reasonable length of time to preference 
customers negotiating for power to be produced at Federal hydro projects which 
are still under construction, but nearing completion. 


Resolution No. 4-N 

Whereas despite the lack of any formal request from Bureau of the Budget, 
the last Congress appropriated $1.8 million to start construction of the Fort 
Gaines multipurpose hydro project located on the Chattahoochee River between 
Alabama and Georgia; and 

Whereas Bureau of the Budget has requested an appropriation of only $3 
million for this fiscal year for continuation of this construction work; and 

Whereas the appropriation of such small amounts of funds will necessitate 
that the work on this project be extended over a period of many years, delay it 
unnecessarily beyond its scheduled completion date of 1962, and require a much 
heavier outlay of funds than if the work were carried out systematically, all of 
which would result in an unnaturally high cost of power which will be produced 
at the project: be it 

Resse, That we urge the Bureau of the Budget to request, and the Congress 
to appropriate, adequate funds to enable construction of this project to be carried 
through in a businesslike manner, and construction completed at the very earliest 
possible date. 


Resolution No. 4-P 
Whereas the Jim Woodruff Dam is scheduled to go into the production of 
power this year; and 
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Whereas preference agencies, including some rural electric cooperatives, signed 
contracts with the Southeastern Power Administration many months ago for 
power from Jim Woodruff Dam; and 

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior has taken no action on those contracts, 
thus preventing these preference customers from planning intelligently for the 
future: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we request the Congress to direct the Secretary of the Interior 
to recognize and abide by the Flood Control Act of 1944, which gives preference 
in the sale of power from Federal hydro projects to rural electric cooperatives 
and other groups, and to approve contracts which have been executed between 
the Southeastern Power Administration and preference customers for Jim Wood- 
ruff power and: Further, That the Secretary of the Interior request from the 
Congress funds with which to construct transmission lines from the Jim Woodruff 
Dam to deliver the power to preference customers, and thus implement and make 
the contracts effective. 

Resolution No. 4-Q 

Whereas the Federal power policy established by Congress provides that 
federally owned transmission lines to major load centers for the sale and dis- 
tribution of electrical energy from multipurpose hydroelectric reclamation and 
flood-control projects are an integral part of such projects; and 

Whereas Assistant Secretary of the Interior Fred Aandahl and Under-Secretary 
of the Interior Clarence A. Davis have failed to cooperate in the completion of 
the Fort Randall project by failure to support the 230-kilovolt line to Grand 
Island, Nebr., said transmission line to this major load center of a preference 
customer REA group having been an integral part of this project since its be- 
ginning: Now, therefore, be it 

- Resolved, That this 14th National Annual Meeting of NRECA eall attention 
to Secretary of the Interior McKay to this failure of his subordinates to properly 
serve the interests of the United States in carrying out established power policy; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That we call Secretary McKay’s attention to the loss and damage 
caused to the reclamation effort in Nebraska, and to Nebraskan farm people 
by failure to provide transmission facilities to this greatest pump irrigation load 
center in the Missouri Valley; and be it further 

Resolved, That Secretary MckKay’s attention be called to the fact that the 
reclamation rate for seasonal power for irrigation in Nebraska is 4 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, as against 3 mills for dump power to the utilities, who are non- 
preference customers; and be it further 

Resolved, That we urgently request Secretary Mekay to make arrangements 
for funds to be included in his budget request for the Fort Randall-Grand Island 
transmission line for early action by the next Congress, and that a copy of this 
resolution be sent to Secretary McKay. 


Resolution No. 4-W 

Whereas, the Atomic Energy Commission is constantly requiring large addi- 
tional blocks of power from TVA and the Bonneville Power Administration and 
the Commission is charged with the development and improvement of the use 
of the atom for electric power production: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Atomic Energy Commission and the Congress provide 
funds for constructing large atomic energy powerplants in the TVA and the 
Northwest areas for the purpose of supplying requirements for the Atomic Energy 
Commission and developing the use of atomic electric power production. 


Resolution No. 4-X 

Whereas the Atomic Energy Commission has failed to stimulate the develop- 
ment of experimental atomic powerplants by depending upon the complete 
financing of such experimental work and construction by large profit utilities 
and manufacturers; and 

Whereas the interest of such profit utilities and manufacturers is for only large 
generators of over 50,000 kilowatts and too large to be valuable to municipalities, 
REA generating co-ops and public utility districts in high-fuel-cost areas; and 

Whereas the intentions of Congress for achieving rapid development of the use 
of the atom for producing electric power has made no progress toward the actual 
construction of such experimental powerplants suitable for small size operation; 
and 

Whereas the directors of rural electric cooperatives, and public utility dis- 
tricts have demonstrated their ability and qualifications to quickly and economi- 
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cally complete the electrification of rural America, and would give the same un- 
tiring effort and high integrity to the rapid development and use of atomic 
power: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Congress immediately make available sufficient funds to AEC, 
under a mandate, that such funds are to be made available to municipalities, 
rural electric co-ops and publie utility districts for the development and con- 
struction of experimental nuclear reactors of various types up to 50,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Mr. Chairman, I want to apologize for the volumi- 
nous nature of this document, but this is the first time that we have 
appeared on all the Federal power agencies, plus the Atomic Energy 
Commission, all at one time, and whereas the statement is long, I 
believe it is not as long as the sum total of the statements we have 
presented during previous years. 

We propose to support appropriations for construction of hydro 
generating facilities and transmission lines as our people feel necessary 
to continue the growth of the program. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time we have appeared before the 
Appropriations Committee prior to appearance of witnesses from Gov- 
ernment agencies; and the prepared statements and the examination 
by members of the subcommittee as contained in hearings are valuable 
sources of information to us. 

As you know, administrative agencies are not allowed to release 
information until presented to Congress, but we have done our best 
to analyze the Federal budget and other material. 

We support the requests of various agencies in general as recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget, but feel some recommended 
appropriations are insufficient, and increases are recommended. 

Also, there are some projects in lines not in the budget but needed 
by farmers’ cooperatives which represent sound finance ial investment 
for the Government, and for these we are recommending appropria- 
tions outside the B udget. 

Mr. Rawavur. Are those requests set forth in your statement, the 
differences in them, and so forth? 

Mr. Ropinson. Yes, sir. We have set out also as to why they are 
needed and how much we are asking for them. In some instances, 
Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for a change in budgetary figures, 
but we are asking that the committee insert in its report appropriate 
language to get things done that we think are not being done due to 
policies of the executive branch. 

Our statement is divided into five major parts. Kach of the first 
4 deals with appropriations applicable to 1 Federal power-marketing 
agency and such engineer projects as are included in its marketing 
area. The fifth part of the statement deals with the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

The first part of our prepared statement, the first substantive part, 
begins on page 2 and refers to the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion area. 

We feel that substantially more hydroelectric capacity can be mar- 
keted in that area, and many of the cooperatives down there are 
unable to secure all of the power they require from SPA. SPA does 
not have available enough energy to meet even their present loads. 

In the entire Southwest the percentage of the hydroelectric capacity 
as a percentage of the total installed capacity has dropped from 12.75 
percent in 1947 to 9.2 percent at the present time and the experts tell 
us that with irrigation and air-conditioning pushing up summer peaks 
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that a percentage of 25 percent hydro and 75 percent steam would be 
appropriate. 

We, therefore, are asking and supporting the budget request for the 
completion of Table Rock and MeGee Bend Dams, which are under 
construction, and we are asking in addition that construction be 
restarted on the development of the Arkansas River. 

Last vear the Congress appropriated $450,000 to begin work on the 
Dardanelle project on the Arkansas River and a similar amount for 
the Eufaula project on the Canadian River. 

The President stated this vear that the entire cost would be over 
S1 billion, for developing the Arkansas, and that because the benefits 
of the particular projects for which Congress appropriated money 
last vear would not be realized until substantially all of the river was 
developed, he was not recommending funds for further work. 

We believe, however, that development of the Arkansas River 
should proceed. It is necessary in any multipurpose river basin plan 
to get a start somewhere. We realize that development of the 
Arkansas is a formidable task, but we think that because the 450,000 
kilowatts of power available from it and the fact that navigation will 
be available all the way from Tulsa to the Mississippi, and thereby 
connect Little Rock and Tulsa, to the entire Mississippi system, it 
should be completed. 

There is one problem and that is the silt problem. It is necessary, 
before the downstream projects such as Dardanelle are closed, that 
the upstream projects like Eufaula and Keystone be closed first. 

The river brings a tremendous quantity of silt down from Kansas 
and Oklahoma, and unless that is trapped, it will fill up the downstream 
projec ts. 

The $450,000 that was appropriated for Mufaula Dam last vear has 
not been released by the Bureau of the Budget, we are told, because 
of the fact that planning on the project has not been completed. 

We anticipate that planning is to be completed by the end of this 
fiscal vear— that is the Ist of July— and we are asking that the 
$450,000 be made available at that time to start Eufaula, and that 
$3 million in new funds be made available for fiscal 1957 so that the 
project can be started on an economical basis. 

That would make a total of $3,450,000 for that project. 

The Keystone project, which is the other upstream silt-control 
project, is in the planning stage, and we ask that the $150,000 which is 
required to complete planning of that be made available in 1957, so 
it can be placed under construction at a later time. 

The downstream Dardanelle project—that is the one for which 
money was also appropriated by floor amendment last year—the 
planning on that will be complet ted with that $450,000, we are told by 
the Corps of Engineers, but it cannot go forward as fast as the up- 
stream project because of the silt problem. 

We would anticipate that it would either be started at a much slower 
pace or that it would come along in 1958, after the other projects were 
under construction. 

We believe that development of the Arkansas should proceed in an 
orderly manrer, and we do not believe that because it is a formidable 
task that that is any reason to not accomplish it. 

The people of that area are in much the same position as were the 
people of the TVA area about 25 vears ago when the Tennessee River 
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was not developed, and it has taken a lot of effort and a lot of money 
to develop that river, but we think the results justify the e xpenditures. 

It is my recollection that in appropriating initial funds for the dams 
on the Missouri River, and in the initial a ition for TVA that 
the driving force for that came from the Congress rather than the 
Bureau of the Budget recommendations. 

We are also asking that a start be made on the Greers Ferry Dam, 
which is on the Little Red River in Arkansas, and that the $100,000 
in planning funds be appropriated to continue planning on the Beaver 
Dam, which is upstream from Table Rock on the White River. 

We feel that the Southwestern Power Administration should meet 
its marketing commitments down there and assure preference cus- 
tomers that the Federal power yardstick will stay in effect. To 
accomplish that, additional capacity must be constructed. 

With regard to the Southwestern Power Administration itself, there 
is an item of $6,400,000 in the budget to continue in force during fiscal 
1957 certain power exchange agreements between Southwestern 
Power Administration as one party and co-ops and GT cooperatives 
as the other. 

The bulk of the money will be used for the GT contracts, and we 
ask that the full amount be recommended by this subcommittee 
because the continued financial stability of the GT cooperatives is 
greatly dependent thereon. 

Last year when the Congress reactivated these GT contracts after 
several years of their being suspended, the Interior Department inter- 
preted that act as applying to the contracts of Missouri and Oklahoma 
only. 

When the original concept of full integration between the GT co- 
operatives in the Southwest and the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion was developed back in 1950, the Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
was included, and the Arkansas Electric Cooperative which is a GT 
co-op designed to serve three member distribution co-ops in Arkansas, 
borrowed funds from REA to build their plant. 

The site of this plant is Ozark, Ark., which is directly beneath the 
SPA main transmission line which connects Denison and Norfork 
Dams and is ideally situated from a water standpoint and the stand- 
point of interconnection with the SPA system. 

What happened in 1953 was that the Supreme Court of Arkansas 
declared the contract between those parties 

Mr. ANDERSEN. May we go off the record, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rapaut. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

I understand this matter was explained by the committee this 
morning. Therefore, first let me explain our position. 

Mr. Roxsrnson. I would just like to say, Mr. Chairman. 

The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association would very 
much like language placed in the report of this subcommittee directing 
the Interior Department to take measures to restore the Arkansas 
contract. 

The second portion of our prepared statement refers to the area of 
the Southeastern Power Administration. We support the Bureau of 
the Budget request for the Fort Gaines, Jim Woodruff, Buford, Hart- 
well, Old Hickory, and Cheatham projects, and want to thank the 
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Congress for appropriating funds to initiate construction at Fort 
Gaines and Hartwell last year. 

We ask that the full amount be recommended to continue them in 
construction. We believe that the United States in the Southeast is 
placing itself—that is the Southeastern Power Administration—in a 
very disadvantageous economic position by its failure to market Clark 
Hill power. 

Clark Hill is a 280,000-kilowatt project on the Savannah River, and 
half of it is supposed to be marketed in South Carolina and half in 
Georgia. 

The South Carolina portion has been taken care of and is being 
permanently disposed of by the Department of the Interior. The 
Department so far has beea unable to market the Georgia portion of 
it because it will not sell to the preference customers in Georgia who 
have no transmission system. 

There is 120,000 kilowatts of firm power from this project for sale 
in Georgia, and the Government is losing the entire capacity charge 
on that—$500,000 per vear—because it cannot market it. It has to 
sell it month by month on an auction basis. 

The power is being sold in South Carolina, and Georgia is getting 
none of it, and the Government is losing that capacity charge. The 
240,000 farmers that are served by the Georgia co-ops are losing 
$120,000 per year oa that power which is due them from the project. 

About a year and a half ago the Department offered the tricontract 
proposal by which the entire output would have been sold to the 
Georgia Power Co., who in turn would have reduced slightly its 
rates to the cooperatives. 

The co-ops objected to this because it did not give them title to 
the power, and would have brought a million and a half dollars in 
benefits to the company with a few thousands to the farmers. 

Mr. Rasaurt. If somebody lost, who gained? 

Mr. Roxsinson. I would say that the people in South Carolina 
were—-I would say since they were buying it at the secondary energy 
rates, they are the ones who were gaining by it. 

It is really a loss to everybody because it is not sold as firm power, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaurt. It is a forced sale of this power under that condition? 

Mr. Rosinson. Yes, it is a forced sale of this power under that 
condition. 

The tricontract proposal was turned down by the cooperatives, 
and subsequently Attorney General Brownell rendered the De- 
partment an opinion that it was illegal and flouted the intention of 
the Congress. 

This opinion, however, was suppressed for several months while the 
Department pushed for execution of that contract on the theory 
that if all parties agreed it would become legal, notwithstanding any 
opinions to the contrary. 

We would recall to the committee that last year our people from 
North Carolina appeared before this subcommittee to explain the 
situation existing at that time relative to the marketing of power 
from the 204,000-kilowatt John H. Kerr Dam on the Roanoke River 
to preference customers in North Carolina, as a result of which the 
Government was losing several hundred dollars per year on 30,000 
kilowatts of project capacity reserved for sale in North Carolina. 
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The total loss was estimated as of May 1955, at $868,000 to the 
Government on that project, and the House Appropriations Committee 
in its report included language directing that contracts be negotiated 
to eliminate that loss. 

Mr. Rasaut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ropinson. We believe that the situation in Georgia is similar 
to that in North Carolina and susceptible to the same treatment. 
A contract has been signed in North Carolina, and that matter is 
taken care of apparently to the full satisfaction of the parties involved. 

The Georgia situation continues to hang fire, and we would like 
the committee report—we suggest that it include a directive to the 
Department of the Interior to negotiate a contract for this Clark 
Hill power. 

We are also suggesting something else, Mr. Chairman. There are 
other projects in the Southeast. We have now the John H. Kerr 
project and the Philpot project on the Roanoke River, both in 
production. Clark Hill is in production in Georgia. Allatoona is on 
the line in Georgia. Buford and Jim Woodruff will be finished in 
the next couple of years, and Hartwell and Fort Gains are under 
construction. We believe that we will have a controversy of this 
nature over where power is to be marketed each time one of these 
project comes in if some action is not taken. We are suggesting that 
a study should be initiated by the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion that will cover all these and determine what, if any, transmission 
facilities are required to market this power and how the Government 
can get the benefits of streamflow and time diversity between these 
projects. 

We are suggesting that we would like to see $50,000 appropriated 
to finance such a study, and we think the money would be well spent 
inasmuch as the loss on the two projects that have been the subject of 
controversy for the last several vears has been several times that 
amount, 

The third part of our statement, Mr. Chairman, deals with the 
Bureau of Reclamation area in the West. The Gavins Point, Garri- 
son, Fort Randall, and Oahe Dams are under construction on the 
Missouri River. 

We anticipate that Fort Randall will be complete in 1957. The 
preference customers in the States of Minnesota, Iowa, North and 
South Dakota have been committed virtually all of the firm power 
from these projects and need more. 

We are urging that the full budget request for each of these be 
recommended by this committee. We are very pleased to see that 
the budget has recommended $500,000 to begin the second Fort Peck 
powerhouse, and we would ask that that be reeommended in full also. 

Mr. Chairman, our people from South Dakota will appear, I believe, 
tomorrow with their Governor to ask that the Big Bend project on 
Missouri River near Pierre, S. Dak., be activated. 

This project was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 as 
part of the multipurpose development plan for the Missouri, and it 
will contain 120,000 kilowatts of capacity. 

Its present estimated cost is about $73 million according to the 
1955 Report of the Chief of Engineers. 
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The planning on the project is 23 percent complete, we are informed, 
and $650,000 is needed to complete planning. We are not asking any 
construction funds, but we would like, on behalf of our people in South 
Dakota, to have the appropriation of $650,000 for the planning of this 
project by the Corps of Engineers so that it can go forward in future 
vears. 

Mr. Rasaur. How long has it been in the planning stage? 

Mr. Roprnson. It was authorized in 1944. 

Mr. Rasaur. When were the first funds for planning appropriated? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Sir, I cannot answer that question. I would be glad 
to supply it for the record. 

Mr. Rasauvrt. All right. 

(The information is as follows: ) 

The 23 percent figure was in error. No planning funds have been expended 
on the Big Bend project although it is true that $650,000 is the amount required 
to complete the planning phase, and the amount which we ask be recommended. 

Mr. Ropinson. The Bureau of Reclamation itself is requesting 
funds to continue construction on the projects mentioned on page 21 
of my prepared statement. The Chandler powerplant and the Roza 
powerplant are both part of the Yakima project in the State of Wash- 
ingtoa. The surplus power from them will be marketed through the 
Bonneville Power Administration, and Bonneville is counting on 
the output of these plants. 

Thirty-eight cooperatives are served by the Bonneville system. 
The cooperatives in western Colorado and Wyoming are very anxious 
that the Glendo and Fremont Canyon powerplants go forward. 
These cooperatives are served through the western division system 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The Bureau has told them that they can serve the loads through 
1957 and possibly through 1958 and 1959. We anticipate that 

Glendo power will be available in 1960, and we are hopeful that we 
can bridge over until then. 

The Palisades project is important to the cooperatives in eastern 
Wyoming and in Idaho, who have contracted to purchase a portion 
of its power both directly from the dam and by wheeling. 

The wheeling agreement has been signed by the Bureau people in 
the field, and is now awaiting approval at secretarial level. 

The Fargo to Granite Falls and Big Bend to Granite Falls trans- 
mission lines will complete what has become known as the western 
Minnesota loop, which will bring service to 19 cooperatives in western 
Minnesota and to the power companies and municipalities of that 
State as well. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. May I ask at that point why does not the Georgia 
Power Co. look into that agreement in my section that has been con- 
summated with the big private utilities to the advantage of every- 
body? That is an agreement having to do with the distribution of 
the Missouri River power in Minnesota. 

I would think it is foolhardy on the part of any big private utility, 
taking Georgia Power for an example, to think that they can continue 
to prevent forever the transmission of that power. 

But the way the big utilities got together with our 19 cooperatives, 
as you know, Mr. Ellis, and have made an agreement which I think 
could well be used by almost any State in the Union with similar 
differences of opinion, I think is wonderful. 
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Yes, 1 think it is wonderful to see private utilities get together 
with public power bodies, gentlemen, and we do have an example 
there that might well be followed down there in this Georgia Power 
case, 

Do vou agree with that, Mr. Robinson? Do you not believe that? 

Mr. Roprnson. Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that we have not been 
as fortunate in Georgia in getting appropriations for any Federal 
transmission systems as we have in Minnesota. 

As the Congressman so ably stated before, it is sometimes necessary, 
although we do not want to in any measure be thought of as anti- 
private power, to place yourself in a bargaining position from which 
you can deal with a major utility company. 

We are of the opinion that had the Congress appropriated even 
funds for a spur line in Georgia to deliver this Clark Hill power 50 
or 75 miles away from the project, we would have secured agreement 
by this time, and our people from Georgia have appeared before this 
committee and Senate subcommittees in previous vears and have 
asked for such a transmission line, but as yet the Congress has not 
seen fit in its wisdom to appropriate funds for one. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. This statement says something to the effect that 
even though the money were appropriated, it perhaps would not be 
necessary to build one because Georgeia Power had in effect seen the 
light. 

Mr. Evins. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. I agree with what Mr. Andersen has said earlier that 
there is no disposition on the part of the Appropriations Committee 
to eliminate or force out of business private power, but I think the 
other side of the coin should be told, that there are many segments 
of private power that want to force out public power in the nation. 

I think that is the other part of it that I wanted to put on the record. 

Mr. Ropinson. The Utica Junction to Sioux Falls transmission 
line—that is Utica Junction to Sioux Falls, South Dakota—will pro- 
vide a second power source for the Sioux Falls substation, which 
serves the East River Electric Power Cooperative of South Dakota, 
the Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative, and the L. & O. Power 
Cooperative, the latter two located in lowa. The L. & O. Coopera- 
tive serves one cooperative in Minnesota which will receive service 
also. These are all transmission cooperatives which in turn serve 
several distribution cooperatives. 

We understand that the President on February 21 made known 
lis wishes to the Congress in a letter to the House of Representatives 
that the Fort Randall to Grand Island transmission, a 220-kilovolt 
line, should be pushed for construction. 

We recommended the construction of such a line last year, but were 
told it was not feasible, and that a 115-kilovolts line from Fort Randall 
to Neligh would be proposed, which would cost more money in the 
long run. 

There is one additional transmission line which we believe is re- 
quired for integrated operation of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Mis- 
sourt River system, and which is not included in the President’s 
budget. 

This is a 230-kilovolt transmission facility between the existing 
85,000-kilowatt Fort Peck plant in Montana and the 240,000-kilowatt 
Garrison plant in North Dakot nearing completion. 
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I would like to call the attention of the committee to the table 
which appears on page 27 of my prepared statement. It shows the 
energy sales from the Fort Peck project, calendar year 1955, and the 
energy sales from the Canyon Ferry project, calendar year 1955. 

You will notice that the last figure at the bottom of the bottom table, 
99.3 percent—that represents the way Canyon Ferry was marketed 
in 1955—99.3 percent of the project went to the Montana Power Co 
as dump energy. 

In appearing before the Appropriations Committees in the past, the 
Bureau of Reclamation said power would be marketed from this 
project at 5% mills for firm power and 3 mills for secondary. 

The trouble is that there is no transmission connected with this 
project that can deliver the power that is available to customers who 
desire it. 

The Montana Power Co. here is a monopoly purchaser and as such 
says we will take the power at the dump rate, and that is all we will 
give you for it. 

The Bureau of Reclamation under its present transmission setup 
has no alternative but to accept that. What we propose is a 230- 
kilovolt line from Fort Peck to Garrison, which would connect the 
Fort Peck project with the entire Missouri River system and make a 
firm transmission tie there. 

We estimate that the line would cost about $14.2 million. However, 
it would keep the Government from losing about $600,000 a year on 
Canyon Ferry because it can sell most of its firm power where it is 
needed, in the easter division of the Missouri River Basin. 

Our proposal includes the assumption that Canyon Ferry power 
would be transmitted northward and eastward to supply the firm loads 
that are now being supplied west of Fort Peck project, and then, as I 
said before, the firm power of the Fort Peck project could go eastward 
to meet the power shortage in the Dakotas, Minnesota, and Iowa 
where the cooperatives need the power. 

The budget this year also contains $500,000 to initiate construction 
on the second powerhouse at Fort Peck, which I previously mentioned. 
There is no way in the world that the power from this second power- 
house can be marketed properly unless this transmission line is built. 

We think it will take 3 to 4 years to build the transmission line, and 
that the second powerhouse at Fort Peck will be completed, in about 
4 years. So we think this transmission line, is an absolute necessity 
at that time. 

We are asking that $3 million be appropriated to start construction 
on it. 

We feel that the line would be completely self-liquidating under the 
present circumstances and that the power from the second Fort Peck 
powerhouse cannot simply be marketed without it. 

Mr. Ranaut. What will be the total cost? 

Mr. Rosrinson. Of the transmission line? 

Mr. Rasavt. Yes. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Well, sir, such studies as I have done on it indicate 
about $14.2 million including substations. 

It is a long line, it is a 280-mile line, approximately. It might 
run from Fort Peck to Garrison or from Fort Peck to Bismarck, N. 
Dak., either place would provide a point of intertie with the Missouri 
River Basin system. 
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The fourth section of our statement deals with the Bonneville 
Power Administration. We are there supporting the budget recom- 
mendations for the projects listed on page 28 of our prepared 
statement. 

We would also like to direct the attention of the committee to the 
fact that $500,000 is in the budget to partially complete the planning 
on the John Day project. John Day is a 1,180,000 kilowatt project, 
initially, with space reserved later to install 1,700,000 kilowatts when 
the upstream storage capacity becomes available, if it does. It is on 
the Columbia River just above Dallas and downstream from McNary. 
We believe that the Corps of Engineers can economically utilize more 
than $500,000 in planning that project this year. The estimates run 
as high as $1,450,000 which is the entire amount required to complete 
the planning. We do not know whether that is true or not, but we 
think that substantially more can be used and we are hopeful that 
the committee can elicit from the Corps of Engineers during their 
subsequent testimony, how much can be economically used. We 
do not intend to propose that money be wasted, but to determine 
how much can be economically used and that that amount be made 
available. 

The Bonneville area and the 38 co-ops out there depend very heavily 
on the Federal power system for the area’s power supply. About 70 
percent of the total power supply of the area comes from the Bonne- 
ville system and according to the 1955 advanced plan, which is a fore- 
cast of future events put out by Bonneville each year, the west group 
of the Northwest Power pool faces a real power shortage beginning 
in the winter of 1951 and 1952, and growing from that point because 
of the fact that there is not sufficient additional power coming on the 
line. We are therefore suggesting that more funds be made available 
for the planning of John Day. 

As to the Bonneville Power Administration, itself, we support the 
budget estimates. The last portion of our statement, Mr. Chairman, 
deals with the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The total budget requests for the Atomic Energy Commission is 
$1,672,000,000, I believe, with $38,156,000 applied to what is known 
as the civilian power reactor program. 

The budget document states that the Commission program for 
civilian power is centered around the development of five basic reactor 
concepts. Each according to the budget has at least one full-scale 
counterpart power reactor being planned, and I emphasize planned, 
by industry with little or no Government financial assistance. 

We are of the opinion, Mr. Chairman, that the time has long since 
passed when the emphasis of the Atomic Energy Commission should 
be shifted from theoretical basic concepts to construction and oper- 
ation. As far as we know there is only one reactor designed and under 
construction in the United States primarily for the production of 
power and that is the one at Shippingsport, Pa., the 60,000 kilowatt 
pressurized water reactor. 

It is true that many reactors are being planned by industry. Nearly 
every major industry is willing to plan a reactor but it seems to us that 
few are going to invest the necessary developmental and experimental 
funds needed to precede actual construction because of the early state 
of the art and few are willing to accept the responsibility for unforeseen 
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costs that are going to arise in the fabrication, utilization, and process- 
ing of fuel elements. 

Mr. Rasaut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rosprnson. The situation we face is one in which there are a 
lot of reactors being planned but one being constructed. 

Now, we anticipated that the 1954 Atomic Energy Act would herald 
what we considered would be an age of where the American know-how 
of engineering and industrial application would be applied to atomic 
reactor construction but such has not been the case. 

AEC Commissioner Murray appeared before the Joint Congressional 
Committee on Atomic Energy. He said that the world is in a nuclear 
power race as well as a nuc lear wet apons race and that Russia threatens 
to take the lead in the power race proposing to construct 10 million 
kilowatts between 1960 and 1965. 

I am sorry, that is a wrong figure. Commissioner Murray proposed 
that the U nited States construct 10 million kilowatts of capacity by 
1965 and suggested a billion dollar a year in excess of the AEC budget. 

We are firmly in accord with the opinions of Commissioner Murray. 
We believe that the United States should be first in atomic energy for 
peace as we hope we are first in atomic energy for military purposes. 
We do not believe that the AEC is discharging its duties in a way that 
is likely to secure first place for the United States in the peaceful use of 
atomic energy for generation of electricity. 

The cooperatives are anxious to participate in the atomic energy 
program. Several have filed definitive proposals with the Commission 
for construction of powerplants. These include the homogenous-type 
reactor, the liquid sodium-heavy-water type, and the boiling water 
type. And I might say that each of these is a more advanced concept 
than the pressurized- water type now under construction at Shipping- 
port. 

The rural co-op power association of Elk River, Minn., proposed 
22,000 kilowatts of electrical output to be available from atomic 
energy. They made this proposal to the Commission last June but 
no indication when it will be approved has come yet. 

Participation in the program of atomic-energy development by the 
co-ops is difficult. We are in a less advantageous position than the 
power companies and other private groups. We have no surplus 
funds for research and development and REA has told us that the 
feasibility criteria applicable to conventional type generating plants 
will be applied to any plans the co-ops have for the generation of 
power by neclear fuel. That means that they must be strictly 
economic. 

We must have financial assistance in the developmental phases of 
the atomic-energy program. 

We believe that section 31 of the Atomic Energy Act and precedent 
by the Commission, makes this possible. Section 31 of the act appears 
on page 35 of the prepared statement and directs the Commission to 
exercise its powers in such manner as to insure the continued conduct 
of research and development activities in the field specified below by 
private and public institutions, of persons, and so forth, and the fourth 
category to which this applies is utilization of special nuclear material, 
atomic energy, and radioactive material and processes, entailed in the 
utilization of produce tion of atomic energy of such material for all other 
purposes, including industrial use in the generation of usable energy. 





749 


Briefly in summary, we are asking as to the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission that the committee report include language directing the 
Commission to take the initiative in helping private groups, co- 
operatives, anybody who wants to participate in getting reactors 
built and power on the line. We believe the Commission is going 
to have to assume financial responsibility for the experimentation 
and development that goes precedent to construction and to assume 
financial responsibility for unforeseeable costs in fuel utilization that 
arise. 

Secondly, under the authority which we believe is in section 32 of 
the Atomie Energy Act of 1954, we are asking that the Commission 
itself take the lead in building large-scale reactors of 100,000 kilo- 
watts of electrical capacity and upward. We believe that by giving 
help to private groups we are going to get some development, but we 
do not think we are going to maintain our position in the race for 
atomic power without Government participation such as is apparently 
taking place in other nations throughout the world. 

I want to thank the Chair and the entire committee for being so 
patient in our somewhat tedious presentation and we appreciate the 
opportunity to appear. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness one question? 

Mr. Rapavut. Yes, go ahead. 

Mr. Evins. The gentleman stated somewhere in his testimony 
earlier about the experts who they tell us that the ideal or practical 
situation would be for 25 percent hydro and 75 percent steam in 
power production. | wanted him to tell us to whom he was referring 
when he spoke of the experts. 

Mr. Roxnrnson. One of the experts from whom I got that state- 
ment is Dr. Henry Baylock, former assistant to the Administrator 
of the Southwestern Power Administration who has made a study 
of 10 or 15 years on power problems in the Southwest, has served w ith 
the Federal Power Commission, and was a member of the regulatory 
body of the State of Arkansas. 

Mr. Evins. Is that his idea as to what would be the ideal situation 
for power all over the United States? 

Mr. Ropinson. No, sir; that was not designed to apply on an 
average to the United States, I do not think. I believe that was to 
apply to the SPA area, and surrounding area, because of the fact that 
such power as is generated at the SPA projects flows in the integrated 
svstem of the entire area for perhaps several States around. 

Mr. Evins. I understood you to state that the Bureau of the 
Budget had impounded certain funds that this committee appropriated 
last vear for the Eufaula Dam. 

How much would you state would be needed for fiscal year 1957 
to get this project underway in view of the funds that have previously 
been impounded? 

Mr. Roprnson. Well, vou recall that $450,000 was included in the 
appropriations bill by 4 amendments to proceed with this project 
last vear. Now, at the time the President signed that bill he imposed 
certain criteria on the availability of that money. The criteria to be 
exercised in the discretion of the Bureau of the Budget. 

It is my understanding that the $450,000 for this project has not 
been released by the Bureau of the Budget because of the fact that the 
plans and specifications are not complete and that was construction 
money. 
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Mr. Evins. I still did not get an answer to my question. Just tell 
me what figure you think would be needed for next year. 

Mr. Rogrnson. Well, we suggested $3 million be made available 
in funds for 1957 which, together with the $450,000 which would 
be available from last year assuming that planning were finished in 
in July, would be sufficient to put the project under way on an 
economical scale. 

Mr. Evins. Can you tell the committee the status of the Beaver 
Dam project in Arkansas, briefly? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Beaver Dam is on the White River, it is still in 
the planning stage and it is my understanding that $100,000 can be 
economically used on that project for planning this year. 

Mr. Evrxs. Did your organization give any consideration in con- 
nection with the South Houston Power Administration for planning 
or construction funds for the lower Cumberland in Kentucky? 

Mr. Rosrnson. No, sir; we have supported that project in previous 
vears, we think it is a very desirable project, and I would say quite 
frankly to the Congressmen, we probably missed in not including it 
this year for planning funds. 

Mr. Evins. Let me make this brief observation, that it is apparent 
from the statement of Mr. Ellis and Mr. Robinson that the National 
Rural Electric Co-op Association is truly a national organization, 
not sectional in its outlook or approach, but we might say all American 
in its outlook in the public interest. 

Mr. Rogrnson. Sir, I appreciate that statement and again I would 
like to express my appreciation to the committee for its courteous 
and patient hearing. 

Mr. Raravt. All right. 

Mr. Murray. Mr. Robinson, in your prepared statement and in 
your oral statement you made what I think is a very serious charge 
with respect to the action of the Interior Department in negotiating 
or attempting to negotiate so-called tricontract proposals. 

Is your charge there that the Department attempted to supress an 
Attorney General’s opinion merely an argument in support of your 
position, or do you have facts that would substantiate that charge? 

Mr. Rorinson. Well, sir, I believe that is a true statement that I 
made because the Attorney General’s opinion was rendered on July 15, 
1955, and it was not revealed. As soon as we heard rumors about 
the existence of such an opinion—almost at that time—we called the 
office of Assistant Secretary Aandahl and asked, and were told that 
they knew nothing about such an opinion. 

Now, the opinion was not revealed as being in existence until an 
investigating subcommittee of the House Committee on Government 
Operations in hearing the Assistant Secretary for Water and Power 
demanded that he make it public. He admitted it existed and the 
date of that slips me, but it was last fall sometime. It was in the 
month of October, but I can supply those dates for the record. 

(The date it was first revealed to the public was October 12, 1955.) 

Mr. Murray. You have no evidence, then, other than the fact 
the length of time as to an actual suppressing. Suppressing means 
more than not revealing; suppressing means affirmative action. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Well, sir, that might be a legal point. I intended 
by the use of the word ‘“‘suppression”’ to indicate that the existence of 
that opinion in derogation of the contract had not been made avail- 
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able to the negotiating parties who were attempting to purchase 
that power at that time. I did not mean to insinuate that the 
Assistant Secretary had any particular ulterior motive or an evil 
motive in not making the material available, but we did try to get 
information on it and were denied. 

Mr. Murray. Well, did you intend to create the impression 
because you did, at least in my mind—that he did not disclose this 
opinion because they felt that with it they could not get the parties 
to agree and without it they could get the parties to agree and the 
result was that the contract would become legal, notwithstanding hte 
opinion? 

Mr. Rosinson. Yes, sir; that is my firm belief. That that, at least, 
was one of the purposes for not revealing the opinion. 

Mr. Murray. Well, that is your belief, but your belief is just an 
opinion unless it is documented by fact. You do not have any facts 
to substantiate that suggestion; do you? 

You are making a very serious charge here and I do not think the 
charge should be in the record unless you have facts to support the 
charge. 

Mr. Exurs. Mr. Chairman, may I say something in reply to the 
question? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Ents. I do not believe the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Aandahl, 
would deny suppressing it. Efforts had been made to determine if 
it existed; they refused to let us know if it existed; several months 
passed after he had the opinion saying that the action proposed by 
the Department of the Interior would be flouting the will of Congress, 
and I believe it is true, I am positive that I saw it in the Chudoff 
committee’s testimony—a statement that members of the committee 
were of the opinion that the Department of the Interior had suppressed 
the opinion. I believe it was Mr. Aandahl who said before that com- 
mittee that if the co-ops had signed it it would have made the contract 
legal insofar as the co-ops are concerned. 

There is no question in my mind but that the opinion was sup- 
pressed because it was a hot issue. Had we known about the existence 
of it—it is a strong opinion and a good one—then it would have 
completely changed our position in the negotiations from July until 
October. 

Mr. Murray. Well, when you make the charge that anybody, and 
I do not care who it is, in an administrative branch of the Government 
suppresses an opinion in order to compel certain people to take 
certain actions, that is a serious charge and I do not think it should 
be predicated purely on anybody’s belief. 

Mr. Exuts. I think the facts speak for themselves, sir; and I believe 
that any reasonable interpretation on the facts—as we see them, at 
least— would be that the opinion was suppressed. It was awfully 
important to us to know whether it existed, what it contained. We 
were denied that knowledge for months during the very period of 
negotiations. They are still going on. 

Mr. Murray. It is your opinion that the reason you were denied 
that knowledge was an attempt to induce you to enter into these 
contracts? 

Mr. Exuis. It was an attempt to get us to sign the contract against 
our interest without the knowledge of the opinion; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Murray. But the only fact you have to support that belief 
is the failure of the Department to give anybody knowledge of the 
opinion; is that correct? 

Mr. Exuis. No, that is not my only fact. 

The fact of the Chudoff committee’s testimony, the opinion of at 
least some of its members, the fact of Mr. Aandahl’s statement before 
the Chudoff committee, and, Mr. Chairman, since the question has 
come up [ would ask permission to document this statement further 
and submit it to the committee, as a part of Mr. Robinson’s and my 
statements. 

Mr. Ranaut. You want permission to extend your remarks con- 
cerning it? 

Mr. Exuuis. — sir. 

Mr. Rawavur. All right; that will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The information follows:) 


NaTIonaAL Rurau ExLecrric Cooperative ASssoctaTION, 
Washington 6, D. C., March 30, 1956. 
Hon. Louts RaBaut, 
Acting Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee of the 
Appropriations Committee, 
House of Re resentatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Cuarrwan: This is in response to the several questions propounded 
to Charles A. Robinson, electrical engineer for the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association, and me when we were before the [Louse Appropriations 
Committee on Mareh 26, 1956. Mr. Robinson was asked for documentation of 
the following assertion in his prepared statement: 

‘The Interior Department suggestion, known as the tri-contract proposal was 
subsequently declared illegal in an opinion rendered to the Department by 
Attorney General Herbert Brownell. The Department, nonetheless, continued 
to press its suggestion for several months while simultaneously suppressing the 
Attorney General’s opinion. The theory was that if all parties agreed to the 
contract, it would become legal, notwithstanding the opinion. 

“We feel that suppression of the opinion of the administration’s chief legal 
adviser is not a fair and equitable tactic in negotiating the disposal of Federal 
property.” 

Congressman Murray of your committee stated that this was a serious char.re 
and asked for documentation. 

We hereby submit for the record and as a part of the testimony of Mr. Robinson 
and myself what we regard as adequate documentary and factual support of the 
assertion, 

DEFINITION OF SUPPRESSION 


Webster’s New International Dictionary, second edition, unabridyed, G. & C. 
Merriam Co., Springfield, Mass., 1947, page 25°25, reads in part: 

“Suppress. 1. To put down or out of existence by authority, force, or pressure; 
to quell; to crush; to subdue; to force into impotence or obscurity; to extinzuish 
by prohibiting, dissolving, ete.; as, to suppress a revolt, a relixious order, or 
freedom of speech. 2. To keep from public knowledge; as (a) To refrain from 
divulging: to leave undisclosed; as, to suppress all names in an account of a scandal; 
(b) To prohibit or interdict the publication or revelation of; to withhold from circula- 
tion; * * * 3. To keep from giving vent to; to repress; to hold back; 
* * *” [Italic supplied. ] 

Therefore, the real question is: Did the Department of Interior ‘“‘keep from 
public knowledge” or “refrain from divulging’ or “leave undisclosed”’ or ‘“‘pro- 
hibit or interdict the publication or revelation of or’ ‘‘withhold from cireulation”’ 
or “hold back” the fact and/or the substance of the Attorney General’s opinion 
particularly from the farmers’ rural electric cooperatives of Georgia which were 
major parties of interest? 


BACKGROUND FACTS AND CIRCUMSTANCES 


Such a question can be appropriately answered only in the light of the back- 
ground and circumstances. The farmers’ rural electric cooperatives of Georgia 











had been the principal promoters and supporters of Clark Hill Dam on the 
Savannah River between Georgia and South Carolina. This project began 
producing electric energy in January 1953. It has 240,000 kilowatts of 
dependable capacity and an estimated averaze production of 700 million kilowatt- 
hours per year, 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 reads as follows: 

“Electric power and energy generated at reservoir projects under the control of 
the War Department and in the opinion of the Secretary of War not required in the 
operation of such projects shall be delivered to the Secretary of the Interior, who 
shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such manner as to encourage 
the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers con- 
sistent with sound business principles, the rate schedules to become effective upon 
confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Commission. Rate schedules 
shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon the basis of the application 
of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric facilities of the projects) of the 
cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amortization 
of the capital investment allocated to power over a reasonable period of years. 
Preference in the sale of such power and energy shall be given to public bodies and 
cooperatives. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, from funds to be 
appropriated by the Congress, to construct or acquire, by purchase or other agree- 
ment, only such transmission lines and related facilities as may be necessary in 
order to make the power and energy generated at said projects available in whole- 
sale quantities for sale on fair and reasonable terms and conditions to facilities 
owned by the Federal Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and privately 
owned companies. All moneys received from such sales shall be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts (58 Stat. 890) (16 U.S. C. 
A. 8255).” 

Thus it was and is the expressed will of Congress that the farmers’ rural electric 
cooperatives, along with any public agencies in Georgia, shall have preference 
in the purchase of the Clark Hill Dam power. 

There are in the State of Georgia 41 electric cooperatives serving, according to 
REA’s records of December 31, 1955, 270,213 consumers. These farmers’ 
cooperatives serve practically all of rural Georgia, including areas immediately 
adjacent to Clark Hill Dam. 

Even before Clark Hill Dam came into production, the rural electri¢ cooperatives 
in Georgia, through their State organization, the Georgia Electric Membership 
Corp., began an organized effort to purchase all or their share of that part of Clark 
Hill Dam power allocable to Georgia (approximately one-half of the total capacity 
and output). Having failed to enter into a purchase contract for said power with 
the Department of the Interior by the time the new administration came into 
power on January 20, 1953, the farmers’ rural electric cooperatives contacted the 
proper officials of the new administration immediately in an effort to purchase 
same. 

The Honorable Douglas Mckay, as you know, is and has been since January 21, 
1953, Secretary of the Interior. The Honorable Fred G. Aandahl is and has been 
since February 10, 1953, Assistant Secretary of Interior in charge of Water and 
Power. 

Technically, power sales from Clark Hill Dam are administered by the South- 
eastern Power Administration, an agency of the Department of the Interior under 
the direction of Assistant Secretary Aandahl. Charles Leavy is and has been 
since prior to January 20, 1953, Administrator of the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Walter Harrison, manager of the Georgia [Electric Membership Corp., 
testified before your committee on March 28 that numerous conferences have been 
held between the Department of Interior, Georgia Power Co. and the preference 
groups over the past in an effort to purchase Clark Hill Dam—all in vain thus far. 

The Georgia co-ops have during these last 3 years repeatedly advised Interior 
that they were ready, willing and anxious to simply purchase the power from 
Interior even if they have to make their own arrangements for transmitting the 
power from the dam to themselves. 

During all of the time between January 20, 1953, and July 15, 1955, the Georgia 
Power Co., unlike most power companies in the country, refused to enter into any 
wheeling agreement to transmit the power from the dam to the co-ops, or even the 
ones they now serve—and they now serve 37 of them—but its officials said flatly 
they would never enter into such agreement. 
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Incidentally the wholesale power supply requirements of the Georgia co-ops is 
increasing at the rate of more than 100 percent each 5 years. Their use, as shown in 
REA’s last five annual statistical reports is as follows: 


Kilowatl-hours 
Years billed 

308, 050, 034 

388, 524, 240 

481, 275, 653 

569, 333, 771 

661, 270, 094 


From time to time during the years, the Georgia electric cooperatives appeared 
before the appropriate subcommittees of the Appropriations Committees of the 
House and Senate and asked for the approval of transmission lines to carry Clark 
Hill Dam power to the Georgia cooperatives. (See your hearings, pt. 4, p. 145, 
1953.) The prior administration had recommended to the Congress the approval 
of the beginning of a transmission system in Georgia which would have ultimately 
included other dams already constructed and to be constructed and which would 
have served some of them. 

The only dam that was already constructed was Alatoona, and Georgia Power 
Co. is purchasing its total output. The officials of Georgia Power Co., including 
the present president, Harlee Branch, who is now also president of Edison Electric 
Institute, appeared before these committees and opposed congressional approval 
of the transmission lines, promising that his company would enter into satisfactory 
agreements to pass on the benefits of Clark Hill Dam power to the farmers’ electric 
cooperatives, but without saying that they would wheel the power. 

Mr. Harrison has further stated to us that within several months after the begin- 
ning of negotiations with Assistant Secretary Aandahl, the Georgia co-ops became 
convinced that the Department of the Interior was determined not to sell Clark 
Hill Dam power to the Georgia cooperatives, and that they, therefore, engaged the 
services of a legal firm in Atlanta, Arnall, Golden & Gregory, and particularly the 
services of Ellis Arnall, former Governor of Georgia, to bring appropriate legal 
action to require Interior to sell them Clark Hill Dam power. The legal firm deter- 
mined that certain steps would have to be taken in order to comply with the Ad- 
ministrative Procedures Act, including making a formal offer to the Department of 
the Interior to purchase said power. This was done at a conference at the Interior 
Department on February 11, 1953. A copy of the memorandum containing the 
substance of the February 11, 1953 offer by the co-ops, is attached hereto and 
marked “Exhibit A’? and made a part hereof. 


CONTRACTS SIGNED BY GEORGIA POWER CO. 


On or about February 17, 1954, the Department of the Interior submitted to 
the Georgia electric cooperatives what has become known as the tri-contract 
proposal. It was already signed by the Georgia Power Co. officials, and was to be 
signed by the Georgia electric cooperatives and the Department of the Interior. 
A copy of this contract is attached hereto and marked ‘‘Exhibit B” and made a 
part hereof. The Georgia cooperatives rejected the proposal on the ground that 
it did not provide for wheeling of power, on the ground that title to Clark Hill 
Dam power would pass to the Georgia Power Co. and not to the cooperatives, 
and on the ground that most of the benefits of Clark Hill Dam power would go to 
the power company and not to the cooperatives. Interior officials, including Mr. 
Aandahl, made several trips to Atlanta to urge the cooperatives to enter into the 
contract. Interior officials, including Mr. Aandahl, called the Georgia cooperatives 
to Washington several times and urged them to enter into the contract. 


THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S OPINION OF JULY 15, Inl 


Shortly after July 15, 1955, Mr. Robinson of NRECA, having heard rumors 
of a legal opinion dealing with the proposed Interior contacts, called Mr. Frye, 
Mr. Aandahl’s assistant in the Department of the Interior and asked him if such 
an opinion had been rendered. Mr. Frye denied all knowledge of any such 
opinion. He did not deny existence, but merely denied knowledge of it. 

On October 11, 1955, the Subcommittee on Public Works and Resources of 
the Committee on Government Operations of the House of Representatives was 
in the process of holding hearings on the effect of administrative acts and poli- 
cies of Department of Interior and REA on rural electric cooperatives, public 
power systems and municipal electrics. Mr. Aandahl and Mr. Leavy testified 
before the committee that day. Mr. James Lanigan, counsel of the committee, 
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interrogated them. Not until after Mr. Aandahl had testified did the coopera- 
tives learn what was in the Attorney General’s opinion. As soon as the news got 
out that an opinion existed, we had numerous calls from throughout the country 
requesting information about it and requests for copies of it. The following 
questions and answers are quoted from page 2284-2289 of the transcript of that 
committee hearing of October 11: 

“Mr. LANIGAN. I want to get back to Mr. Aandahl. 

“Have you received any opinion, either formal or informal, from anybody in 
the Department of Justice, either an official action of the Attorney General or 
an informal memorandum or conversation to the effect that the proposal to sell 
the power directly to the power company for resale would not meet the require- 
ments of the flood control act? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. Yes, we have.! 

“Mr. LAntGan. Could you tell us about that? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. I think I would prefer for you to explore that opinion yourself. 

“Mr. LaAniGaAN. Do you have a copy of it? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. I do not have a copy here. I think a copy can be supplied. 

“Mr. Dawson. What did he say? 

“Mr. LaniGcan. He said he had received an opinion. 

“Mr. Dawson. Did he say he had received it from the Attorney General? 

“Mr. Lanican. Did you receive it from the Attorney General? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. The Department of Interior has received it from the Attorney 
General. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. Is there any reason why you cannot tell us about it? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. No, there is no reason except that it is quite a lengthy opinion, 
and I think that you should have the benefit of the complete analysis in it. 

“The opinion winds up by saying that the Attorney General recommends that 
we could not sign the tricontract at the present time. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. In other words, the Attorney General has checked into the 
flood control act, and has advised you that the tricontract, proposed tricontract 
agreement, proposed tricontract, is not in accordance with the law and, therefore, 
recommends that you do not sign it? 

“‘Mr. AANDAHL. No; he says that we cannot sign it at the present time. 

‘“‘Mr. Cuuporr. Does he give you any reason why you cannot sign it? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. The general reason that he uses is that an attempt should 
first be made to make a direct sale to the preference customer, and that is the 
thing that we are working on in this wheeling contract. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. In other words, there is an opinion by the Attorney General 
that in cases of this kind, a contract cannot be entered into to sell the power to 
the private company until you have explored every possibility of selling it to 
*he preference customer? 

“Mr. AANDABL. That is correct, even a conditional sale such as was involved 
in the triecontract proposal. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. And you would have to show beyond a reasonable doubt, or 
probably beyond any doubt at all that the preference customers have refused or 
cannot use the power available? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. I[ do not know just how far we would have to go in setting up 
the other position, 

“Mr. Cnuporr. Certainly the chief law enforcement officer of the United 
States, and counsel for the executive branches of the Government would tell you 
in his opinion how far you would go. 

‘“‘He is the fellow who would have to decide on the law; is he not? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. That is correct. And even before we received that opinion, 
we had dropped the tricontract into the background. 

“This opinion came, oh, about midway in the period of negotiations that 
Ancher Nelsen was handling, and we, for some time, had been trying to find an 
arrangement that would be more satisfactory to all of the interests in the tri- 
contract proposal. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. So far as you are concerned, because of an opinion given to 
you by the Attorney General of the United States, the tricontract is dead at 
the present time? 

“Mr. AANDAHL, In fact it was dead before the opinion came, as far as putting 
it into immediate effect was concerned. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. Yes, but even if everybody wanted to join into it, it would still 
be an illegal contract. 





1 A copy of the Attorney General’s opinion is attached hereto, marked “ Exhibit C’”’ and made a part 
hereof. 
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“Mr. AanpnAHL. If everybody wanted to join into it, then we could make it. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. Does that make it lezal? Because everybody gets tozether 
to do an illezal act, that makes it lezal? 

“Mr. Aanpant. No. The contract itseif was not illesal, but the Attorney 
General’s opinion is that if preference customers want a more direct sale than 
was provided for in the tricontract arran sement, they are entitled to that. 

“If they were willing to take the other type of arranzement, then there would 
be no question about the contract. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. | mean your interpretation is that if the preference customer 
agreed to sign the contract, that he would a-ree that he would not want to take 
the power himself? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. Well, he would azree that that type of delivery was satisfactory 
to him, if he azreed to sign the contract. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. In other words, he would waive his preference right under 
the flood control act? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. No, he would not wai e his preference right, but he would 
take the power under a little different arranrement from the standard wheeling 
contract or direct contract. 

“Mr. Cauporr. So we are just as far from a wheeling arrangement today as 
we were in 1954? 

“Mr. AanpaHL. No; that is not correct. The tricontract has been put on the 
shelf. In fact, it went on the shelf in May of 1954, and since that time we have 
been trying to work out other arran semenis. 

“Ancher Nelsen took the leadership in trying to work out an arrangement that 
was somewhat similar to the Whitney Dam power sold to the Brazos cooperati-e 

“During the past 2 months Interior has been workin» on a modified wheeling 
contract similar to the one that we proposed for Carolina, and we are of the 
opinion that those wheeling contracts are nearing a condition where they are in 
shape to be approved. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. Did you ever advise the co-ops of this Attorney General's 
opinion, Mr. Aandahl? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. /t has been given no publicity that I know of. [Italics supplied.] 

“Mr. Cuuporr. This is the first time we know about it, then: is that right? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. I noticed newspaper publicity some time ago to the effect that 
an opinion of that kind had been written. 

“Mr. Cnuporr. Of course, to make the Attorney General’s opinion even more 
binding and to kill the tricontract really dead, the Georgia Power Co. now has 
agreed to take all this power and, therefore, under the Attorney General’s opinion 
vou should sell it to them; isn’t that right? 

“Mr. Aanpnaut. I do not follow your question, Mr. Chairman. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. I mean, pardon me, the Georgia co-ops have agreed to take all 
the power and, therefore, under the Attorney General’s opinion you should sell 
it to them. 

“Mr. AanpAanL. The Georgia co-ops have offered to take the power, but they 
have not offered any kind of arrangement under which they could transmit it to 
themselves or any arrangement under which they could pay for it, short of 2 or 3 
years of floundering for that purpose.” 

The Georgia rural electric cooperatives do not agree with Mr. Aandahl that the 
tricontract had been put on the shelf in May of 1954. They feel that they were 
still being pressured by Interior to accept the tricontract even after the Attorney 
General’s opinion was rendered. 

Starting on page 2300 and through part of page 2303 of the transcripts of the 
testimony of the Public Works and Resources Subcommittee of House Committee 
on Government Operations of October 11 (referred to above), the following ex- 
changes took place: 

“Mr. AANDAHL. I said as long as we were not giving the tricontract any further 
consideration there was no reason for going into the question of its legality. 

“Mr. Lanicgan. Well, when vou sent your September 28 proposal to the co-op 
on the wheeling, didn’t you tell them at that time that the tricontract was still 
available to them if they wanted it? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. Yes, we did, and it is still available if they want to use it. 

“Mr. LANIGAN. Well, don’t you think that it would be important to them to 
know that the Attorney General had said that they have a prior right to get 
power, preferred customers could buy it directly before they could be forced into 
a deal like the tricontract. 

“Mr. AANDAHL. In the letter or September 28 there was no attempt whatsoever 
to force them into the tricontract arrangement. 
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“That letter was for the purpose of transmitting a new type of contract, a mod- 
ified wheeling contract, and just as a matter of general information they were 
advised that the tricontract was still available. 

“Mr. LaniGgan. But don’t you think that all parties would have been in a more 
fair and honorable bargaining position if they knew what the Attorney General 
had ruled was the law on the subject of preference rights? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. There is undoubtedly a point at which it would be helpful to 
have the opinion. 

“Mr. Horrman. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman, just one? 

“Mr. Cuuporr. Sure. 

“Mr. HorrmMan. Well, wasn’t that opinon of the Attorney General given to you 
on your request and as coming from your own wire’? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. The Solicitor’s office wrote to the Attorney General—just a 
moment—it is either the Solicitor’s office or the Under Secretary’s office, I don’t 
recall who signed the letter to the Attorney General. 

“Mr. Horrman. In your Department? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. In our Department, asking for the opinion, and the opinion 
came over in response to that letter. 

“Mr. Horrman. Well, then, he was acting as your lawyer under the statute, 
wasn’t he? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. That is correct. 

“Mr. Horrman. Well, why showld you peddle your information from your 
lawyer to everybody else? 

“Mr. Cuuporr. Well, if there are three parties to this agreement, all of the 
parties should have it, they should have the benefit of knowing what the Attorney 
General had interpreted—| want to say this, and I don’t like to do it, but there 
appears to me that there is some bad faith somewhere, and | am not accusing the 
Secretary, but there must be some bad faith somewhere 

“Mr. Jonas. Can you put vour finger on it? 

“Mr. Cuuporr. | don’t think I can, and I am trying to do that, and I think I 
will before we finish and-—— 

“Mr. Horrman. Maybe IL had something to do with it. 

“Mr. Cuuporr. Maybe you did. 

“Mr. Horrman. I never heard anybody say it, but maybe | did, and if you 
cannot find aaother goat, | am willing to be it. 

“Mr. Dawson. On page 10 of your statement, in the second paragraph, about 
four lines down in that paragraph, you say: 

“* As you know, a tricontract arrangement was completed in draft form in 
May of 1954. The Government’s signature of the contract was delayed in an 
effort to find a middle-of-the-road position that would resolve some of the objec- 
tions to the proposed arrangement.’ 

“Why did you put that statement in there? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. That is a statement of fact. 

“Mr. Dawson. You did not say the, you did not tell us that it was the opinion 
of the Attorney General you should not enter into it. You gave the impression 
here that this was a bona fide contract, and that the delay was caused by virtue of 
its terms, not because of any question of legality. Because it is illegal, it ought 
to be mentioned here in the light of the opinion you had on it——— 

“Mr. AANDAHL. The contract is not determined to be an illegal contract. 
And if the preference customers agree to the contract and to that type of an 
arrangement, it is a perfectly proper and legal arrangement. 

“Mr. Dawson. And you were going to use every method of blackjacking the 
preference customers. That is what you were trying to do by what you said 
then and by what you say here-——”’ 

The cooperatives certainly cannot agree with the statement by Mr. Aandahl 
quoted above, found on page 2303, that if the preference customers agree to 
the contract although they have not been informed that the Attorney General 
has ruled that the cooperatives have a right to the power that the contract would 
still be perfectly proper and legal. 

Starting on page 2307 and through part of page 2309 of the above testimony, 
an exchange occurs between Secretary Aandahl and two members of the com- 
mittee which would clearly indicate that some members of the committee felt 
that Mr. Aandahl had suppressed the Attorney General’s opinion: 

“Mr. Fascetu. Mr. Chairman, I want to go back to the tricontract in relation- 
ship to the time—with respect to the withholding of the opinion of the Attorney 
General while you are negotiating a contract, the result of which would have been, 
had the preference customers entered into it, they would have contracted away 





758 


something that they had not known about, could have prevented it—will you tell 
us why it was not made known to them? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. The opinion from the Attorney General came long after the 
tricontract was placed on the shelf. 

‘“‘Mr. FascELL. You are talking now about the actual formal delivery, or the 
written document from the Attorney General to your office, 

“Mr, AANDAHL, That is correct. 

“Mr. Fasceutu. That is not what I am talking about. 

“Mr. AaANnpAHL. Well, I don’t know of any opinion prior to that. 

‘Mr. FasceELi. You are telling me, then, that your Department or whoever 
is negotiating this thing, had no knowledge prior to the actual delivery of the 
written formal opinion, that it was not proper to enter into the type of contract 
at this time? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. To the best of my knowledge, there was no preliminary 
information. 

“Mr. Fascet,. And therefore you are telling this committee that that con- 
tract was shelved long prior to the time that this opinion was delivered? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. That is correct. 

“Mr. Fascety. And became known to your Department? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. That is correct. 

“Mr. Fascety. You therefore are telling us also that as the result of the fact 
that the opinion was not subjected in any way to any of the parties involved, 
that no rights could have been lost? 

“Mr. AANDAHL. That is correct. 

“Mr. Cuuvorr. Mr. Secretary, it appears to me from what I have heard so 
far, you would have to go a long ways to convincing otherwise from now on in, 
that you are still pushing the tricontract on the cooperatives to get them to 
agree to it—and I feel it was your duty as Under Secretary of the Interior, hav- 
ing had an opinion from the chief taw enforcement officer of the United States, 
that this was illegal, for the Department of Interior to continue with this agree- 
ment—by not disclosing this to all the parties involved, I believe that any court 
of equity would find that a fraud was committed and would set aside the agree- 
ment if somebody came to attack it in the court. 

“IT think it was your duty not only to notify the cooperatives, but your duty 
to notify the Georgia Power Co. of the thing, and say: ‘Gentlemen, this is the 
situation. This is what the Attorney General has told us, and therefore we will 
have to set it aside.’ 

“You have not done it; you are still pushing the cooperatives, to get them to 
sign it on the theory that if you get them to sign it, they will have to take what 
they signed.” 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that any unbiased person would agree that the 
Attorney General’s opinion was at all times and still is of vital and immediate 
concern to the Georgia co-ops, and that they had every right to be advised of it. 
Interior is still refusing to sell the power to the co-ops and is, in my opinion, still 
flouting the will of Congress, to use the words of Attorney General Brownell. 

In any event, the Public Works and Resources Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Government Operations in its report, dated March 28, 1956, said 
the Department suppressed the opinion. We quote from the Committee report 
entitled ‘‘Certain Activities Regarding Power, Department of the Interior, 
(Changes in Power Line’ Regulations), Majority Report’’ (p. 22): 

‘The committee believes, regretfully, that the elimination of the regulation is 
another manifestation of the completely negative attitude adopted by Interior 
Secretary Douglas McKay, Under Secretary Clarence A. Davis, and Assistant 
Secretary for Water and Power Fred G. Aandahl toward the rural electric coop- 
eratives and other statutory preference customers and toward their obligation to 
enforce the laws established by Congress. Other demonstrations of what seems 
to be a concerted attempt to defeat these laws and to thwart the Federal power 
program as intended by Congress are found in their efforts to establish market- 
ing criteria in the Missouri River Basin which would have siphoned Federal 
power to privately owned utilities at the expense of the preference customers who 
would be left without power reserves,!? to wreck the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration and the cooperatives and municipal systems it serves, to trick the 
Georgia cooperatives into giving up title to power to which they were entitled, to 
limit the expansion of preference customers in the Northwest and force them into 
unfavorable contract revisions, to let planned multipurpose integrated river 


17 Monopoly in the Power Industry, supra, footnote 8. 
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on needed projects, and to suppress an opinion of the Attorney General very favor- 
able to rural electric cooperatives. These officials have repeatedly attacked as 
socialistic the program established by Congress to preserve for the people the 
benefits of their own God-given natural resources. By repeated failures to 
request appropriations and by other acts and omissions, they have attempted to 
to turn these resources over to private monopoly for profit-making purposes.’’!§ 
[Italic supplied.] 

Mr. Chairman, IT submit that beyond anv question of doubt the Department 
os the Interior did suppress the Attorney General’s opinion from July 15, 1955, 
until October 11; that the opinion was in the interest of the farmers’ electric 
ron oe of Georgia, but the Department of the Interior kept same from 
their knowledge from July 15 until October 11 while still endeavoring to persuade 
them to sign contracts which were not in their best interest and which would have 
eaused them to give up rights which the Attorney General said were theirs under 
the law. I further submit in closing that such suppression of the Attorney 
General's opinion by the Department of the Interior constituted a serious m: il- 
feasance of public duty and misearriaye of justice. 

Sincerely, 
Crype T. Enis 
General Manager 


Exuipir A 


Marcu 28, 1953. 
Mr. Hariee Brancn, Jr., 
President, Georgia Power Co., 
Atlanta, Ga. 

Dear Mr. Brancun: The members of the Georgia Klectrice Membership Corp. 
and all persons being served by rural electric cooperatives in the State of Georgia 
are extremely interested in the disposition of Clark Hill power in the State 
Georgia, particularly as it relates to their present and future power supply. 

We are aware that the provisions of the F ‘lood Control Act of 19441 make any 
arrangement to purchase this power by the Georgia Power Co. very unlikely. and 
we have, therefore, made a proposal to the Secretary of the Interior in behalf 
of the Georgia EKlectrie Membership Corp. 

This proposal briefly is this: that the Georgia Eleetrie Membership Corp. 
purchase at the bus bar of Clark Hill such power as is assigned for use in the 
State of Georgia, and in turn, offer to contract with the Georgia Power Co. for 
the additional firming power to satisfy the requirements of the Georgia Electrie 
Membership Corp. members and other pre ference customers who are interested. 
In this way, the Clark Hill project will be utilized as a peaking plant supplemented 
by base loaded steam for maximum efficieney of operation. The excess power 
not ealeulated to be useful in the preference customer load will be available to the 
Georgia Power Co. 

This proposal, as outlined in general terms, constitutes a method by which 
this problem regarding Clark Hill power may be solved. It will fullv satisfy 
the preference clause of the Flood Control Act in that the power will be delivered 
direetly to the preference customers. 

It offers the distinet possibility of concluding a contract which will permit 
this power from Clark Hill to flow into the State of Georgia. To this date, 
the only contracts concluded are those which eall for delivery of a portion of this 
power into the State of South Carolina. We know that vou, like the members 
of the Georgia rural electric cooperatives, are most anxious for arrangements 
to be coneluded whereby we wil! receive the benefits of this fine hydro project. 

In order that we may ES ‘eed without further delay and while our project is 
being considered by the Secretary of the Interior, we request that you advise us 
whether or not you will be willing to sell us the additional firming power neces- 
sary for our use and allow us to use your transmission system to deliver power to 
our members and other preference customers, subject to agreement between us 
on contractual terms and prices for such firming steam and wheeling services. 

Your early reply to our request will be appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
Georocia Evectric MEMBERSHIP CorpP., 
D. M. Poutock, President. 


18 See transcript of hearings on Effect of Administrative Acts and Policies of Department of Interior and 
Rural Electrification Administration on Rural Electric Cooperatives, Public Bodies and Municipal 
Electrics, supra, footnote 1. 
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MEMORANDUM OF CoONTEN's OF LETTER Datep Marcu 23, 1953, ADDRESSED TO 
Hon. Dougias Mckay, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 


As we have originally indicated, the Georgia Electric Membership Corp. and 
its members are deeply concerned over the fact that to date no arrangements have 
been made whereby any power from Clark Hill will flow to the people of the State 
of Georgia. Contracts concluded so far have only been for delivery of power to 
South Carolina. 

On February 11, 1953, a committee, representing the Georgia Electrie Member- 
ship Corp., appeared before the Secretary of the Interior and submitted a general 
statement of a proposal which, we, representing preference customers, were mak- 
ing for disposition of Clark Hill power in the State of Georgia. The proposal, as 
we presented it at that time is substantially as follows: 

1. That the Georgia Electric Membership Corp. purchase for the use of prefere- 
ence customers, the output of Clark Hill power assignable for disposition in the 
State of Georgia at the busbar of Clark Hill. 

That we enter into an agreement for the purchase of firming power from the 
Georgia Power Co., at rates satisfactory to both parties. 

3. That an agreement also be entered into with the Georgia Power Co., again 
at satisfactory rates for wheeling to preference customers such portion of Clark 
Hill power. 

This proposal represents a compromise which will provide the means of deliver- 
ing to the people in the State of Georgia some of the benefits from Clark Hill 
power and should be acceptable to all parties because: 

1. It follows the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944 in that it delivers 
this power to the preference customers at the busbar, 

2. It eliminates the need for Government transmission lines and makes use of 
the existing Georgia Power Co. generating and transmission facilities. 

Our proposal would allow the operation of Clark Hill as it was designed, as a 
peaking plant. It also would utilize steam generation on the most economical 
basis by employing each kilowatt of steam capacity for upward of 7,000 to 8,000 
hours per year rather than 3,500 hours as required to serve the cooperative load 
without Clark Hill power. It does not, in any way, interfere with the operation 
of Clark Hill as a generating plant on the Georgia Power system. Our proposal 
simply designates that portion of Clark Hill power which is useful to the preference 
cusiomers as if Clark Hill were a generator connected directly to preference 
customer loads isolated from other power company loads. 

Our proposal differs from the proposal made by the Georgia Power Co. in that: 

1. It passes on to the cooperatives a greater and more realistic share of Clark 
Hill benefits and does not put a limit of 70,000 kilowatts. 

2. The preference customer contractually will own the Clark Hill power from 
the instant of generation to the ultimate consumption of this power by the prefer- 
ence customer, which is proper under the Flood Control Act. 

An analysis of the Georgia Power Co. proposal now pending in your office 
indicates that when the rates in that proposal are applied to our estimated load 
for 1954-63, the average saving to the prefe rence customer over our present rate 
will be $150,549 per year. The fact Georgia Power Co. will opel rate Clark Hill 
as a peaking plant will show the following: assuming one-half of the output of 
Clark Hill to be available to Georgia (as assumed by the Georgia Power Co. in 
their proposal) a minimum of 122,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity will be 
available and utilized to the maximum by the Georgia Power Co. to carry 4@ 
portion of their peak load. If this company does not acquire this Clark Hill 
hydro power for the growing loads of its system, it must provide equivalent 
capacity from alternative sources. The Federal Power Commission has estimated 
that alternative steam capacity available for load will cost, in fixed charges, $21 
per year. Clark Hill power is offered and can be purchased by the Georgia Power 
Co. for $0.75 per kilowatt per month or a maximum of $9 per kilowatt per year. 


Steam capacity cost: 122,000 kilowatts at, $21 $2, 562, 000 
Clark Hill hydropower cost: 122,000 kilowatts at, $9 1, 098, 000 
Annual saving to the company - -- -- : 1, 464, 000 


Please refer to attached chart entitled “Probable Utilization of Clark Hill 
Power by Georgia Power Co. Based on Project Characteristics Peak Day 1954.” 
This chart indicates the manner in which Clark Hill probably will operate and 
shows the relationship of the cooperative load to Clark Hill power as it will be 
utilized at the peak of the Georgia Power Co.’s system load curve. 





761 


From the calculations above, it is clear that the Georgia Power Co. stands to 
gain $1,464,000 per vear while offering a proposition to the preference customers 
which would pass on a maximum of $150,549 per vear, average over the next 10- 
year period. The ratio is 9.7 to 1. 

We do not propose to interfere with the operation of Clark Hill project to the 
fullest extent of utilization by the Georgia Power Co. and the maximum benefit 
to the people of the State of Georgia. We propose only that a greater proportion 
of the benefits from the operation of the project accrue to the preference customers. 
We believe that our proposal is the answer and will culminate in a workable 
solution to a presently stalemated situation, 

To this end, we are dedicating our efforts, and our studies are proceeding as 
rapidly as possible. It may be seen by reference to the attached copy of the 
letter to the Georgia Power Co. that we are endeavoring to solicit an agreement 
on their part to enter into negotiations to conclude this matter at the earliest 
possible time. 

We accordingly request that your assurance be given us that no action will be 
taken on any other arrangement for the disposition of this Clark Hill power until 
we have had the opportunity to develop the proposal presented herein, 

Very truly yours, 
Groroia Evectric MEMRERSHIP CorP., 
D. M. Pouiock, President. 


Exnirnit B 


ConrrRactT EX&CUTED RY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, [DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR, AcTING BY AND THROUGH THE SOUTHEASTERN Power ADMIN- 
ISTRATOR AND GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 


Tuts Contract, executed this day of , 1954, by and 
between the Unrrep States or America (hereinafter called the ‘““Government’’), 
Department of the Interior, acting by and through the Southeastern Power 
Administrator (hereinafter called the ‘‘Administrator’), and Grorera Power 
CoMPANY, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 
Georgia (hereinafter called the “Company’’), 

WITNESSETH: 

That whereas the Secretary of the Interior is authorized by section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S. C., 1946 ed., See. 825s) to transmit and 
dispose of electric power generated at reservoir projects under the control of the 
Department of the Army not required in the operation of such projects, and the 
Secretary of the Interior has by Departmental Order No. 2558, dated March 21, 
1950 (15 F. R. 1901) delegated to the Administrator his authority under said 
section 5 with respect to projects then or thereafter constructed in the State of 
Georgia; and 

Whereas the Company is a privately owned public utility engazed in the 
business of selling eleetric power to the general public and owns and operates 
generating plants and transmission and distribution systems in the State of 
Georgia; and 

Whereas the Department of the Army is in process of completing in and adjacent 
to the territory served by the Company a certain Federal multiple-purpose reser- 
voir project for flood control, stream regulation, navigation and power, located 
on the Savannah River approximately 18 miles northwest of Augusta, Georgia, 
known as the “Clark Hill Reservoir Project” (referred to herein as “the Project’’) ; 
and 

Whereas under the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
aforesaid, it is provided that the Secretary of the Interior, in disposing of available 
electric power and energy from such a project, should do so according to the 
following provisions: 

(1) “Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery * * * of 
the cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amor- 
tization of the capital investment allocated to power over a reasonable period 
of vears’’; 

(2) The power shall be sold at ‘fair and reasonable terms and conditions to 
facilities owned by the Federal Government, publie bodies, cooperatives, and 
privately owned companies”’; 

(3) Preference in the sale of such power “shall be given to publie bodies and 
cooperatives”; 
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(4) The power shall be sold “in such manner as to encourage the most wide- 
spread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with sound 
business principles’’; 

(5) The rate schedules at which the power is sold shall be approved by the 
Federal Power Commission; 

(6) The Secretary is authorized to construct or acquire “from funds to be 
appropriated by the Congress, * * * only such transmission lines and related 
facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy generated 
at said projects available in wholesale quantities”; and 

Whereas there presently exist in the service area of the Company in the State 
of Georgia 44 municipalities (hereinafter called ‘“Municipality”) owning electric 
distribution systems and 37 electric membership corporations (hereinafter indi- 
vidually called “Cooperative’’) which fall within the class of public bodies and 
cooperatives (hereinafter called ‘‘Preference Customers’’) within the meaning of 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944; and 

Whereas the Government is not possessed of any transmission facilities by or 
through which it may transmit power to Preference Customers, including those 
hereinabove referred to, and the construction of transmission facilities would be 
dependent upon appropriations by the Congress which have heretofore been 
denied; and 

Whereas none of the said Preference Customers own or control electric trans- 
mission facilities interconnected with the Project of the Government; and 

Whereas the said Project is in process of completion and is now producing 
substantial amounts of electric power which the Government desires to make 
available to Preference Customers within the State of Georgia; and 

Whereas the Company is presently serving all of the Preference Customers 
within its service area and has transmission, substation, and transformer facilities 
adequate to transmit electric power from the Project to the said Preference Cus- 
tomers; and 

Where there is no other medium within the State of Georgia having available 
electric facilities adequate to transmit said power from the Project to the ultimate 
consumers thereof in the State of Georgia; and 

Whereas it is in the best interests of the Government that the entire power 
output of the said Project be sold and the proceeds therefrom applied to the liqui- 
dation of the cost of the Project; and 

Whereas the plan hereinafter set forth results in an immediate disposition of 
the power produced at said Project and available for Georgia and results in the 
most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers and to the 
Preference Customers in said State; and 

Whereas the Government is under directive by the Flood Control Act of 1944 
that it shall construct ‘‘only such transmission lines and related facilities as may 
be necessary in order to make the power and energy generated at said projects 
available in wholesale quantities”; and 

Whereas ‘“‘peaking”’ capacity and secondary or seasonal energy will be produced 
at said Project which cannot be marketed except through or to agencies having 
other and independent generating facilities; and 

Whereas it Is recognized by the parties hereto that substantisl by nefits can 
result from the integration of said Project with an existing int«rconn ct’ d trans- 
mission and distribution system such as that of the Company, these benefits 
including but not being limited to the following: 

(a) A material increase in the amount of firm power which enn b> made avail- 
able for Preference Customers from said Project as a result of thus supplementing 
Project’s generation with generation from such existing facilitics. 

(b) A potential market for surplus secondary and seasonal en rgy that may be 
generated at this Project is afforded by the Company’s int reonn cicd transmis- 
sion and distribution system. 

(c) A potential market for surplus “peaking” capacity is afford d by the Com- 
pany’s system; and 

Whereas the Company can, and is willing through integration to so utilize its 
firming capabilities and markets for surplus ‘“‘peaking’’ capacity and surplus 
energy; and 

Whereas the parties hereto have agreed upon a plan which is embodied in this 
contract, whereby each and all of the aforesaid provisions may be fully complied 
with so that (a) public bodies and cooperatives will obtain all benefits of such 
available power at whatever price and other advantages as may be provided under 
section 5 of the Federal Flood Control Act of 1944; (b) such publie bodies and 
cooperatives may obtain any additional power required by them from the Com- 
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pany; (c) any power not used by said Preference Customers will be used to serve 
other customers of the Company, thereby providing for the sale of the entire 
available output of the Project; and (d) there will be a widespread use of such 
available power by public bodies, cooperatives, and others at the lowest possible 
rates, consistent with sound business principles; and 

Whereas in the event the power from the Project is delivered to the Company, 
the Company has agreed to make the power as firmed under this contract avail- 
able to such Preference Customers in its service area as shall be designated by the 
Administrator and at such rates as shall be designated by the Administrator and 
as hereinafter set forth, and has further agreed to continue to maintain all facilities 
necessary to permit the receipt by the Preference Customers of such amounts of 
said power as they may contract to receive; and 

Whereas the Administrator agrees to advise the Company in writing of his 
designation of any Preference Customer who is to receive benefits under this 
Contract, together with the amount of Project power assigned to such customer, 
and the Company in turn agrees that it will enter into individual agreements 
with such designated Preference Customers under which they will be entitled to 
the benefits provided for them by this Contract; and 

Whereas it has been determined that such plan provides the widest possible 
distribution that is presently feasible of the output of the Project to all Prefer- 
ence Customers entitled to preference under the law, at rates determined by the 
Government: Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein- 
after set forth, the Administrator and the Company agree as follows: 


SCOPE OF CONTRACT 


1. This contract shall apply to electric power delivered to the Administrator 
from the Project, and in turn delivered by him to the Company under this con- 
tract, it being the intent of the parties to provide herein a plan to make effective 
the various purposes of the Congress, as expressed in Section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944. 

POWER TO BE FURNISHED 


2. The Government will deliver to and the Company will receive, at the points 
of delivery hereinafter described, fifty percent (50%) of all electric capacity and 
energy produced by the Project, except as hereinafter provided. 


GOVERNMENT RIGHT OF WITHDRAWAL OF POWER 


3. The Government reserves the right to withdraw Project power covered under 
this contract for delivery to Preference Customers in the Company’s service area 
at a monthly load factor not greater than thirty-five percent (35%) up to 10,000 
kilowatts in any one calendar year, after six (6) months’ notice to the Company 
in writing, whenever either the Government or the Preference Customers shall 
have constructed transmission facilities adequate to receive such power without 
the utilization of the facilities of the Company. Any additional amounts up to 
and including the whole amount of the capacity and energy herein to be delivered 
to the Company and assigned to the Preference Customers may be withdrawn on 
three (3) years’ written notice to the Company, it being estimated that a period 
of approximately three years is required by either of the parties hereto to adjust 
their construction of additional or alternative facilities. 

In the event the Government withdraws capacity and energy in accordance 
with the provisions of the preceding paragraph, the capacity and energy to be 
paid for by the Company and delivered by the Company to designated Preference 
Customers shall be proportionately reduced. 


FIRM POWER 


4. Firm capacity available from the completed project that is to be delivered 
to the Company is equal to 80,000 kilowatts at approximately thirty-five percent 
(35%) load factor. The Company agrees to increase such energy by supplying 
firming energy from the Company’s interconnected system, so that there will be 
available at the Project 80,000 kilowatts at fifty percent (50%) load factor. Such 
power is hereinafter referred to as Firm Power. It is agreed that such Firm Power, 
less energy losses in transmission and transformation, and less that part with- 
drawn as provided in Article 3, shall be the amount available for Preference 
Customers. 
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RATES AND CHARGES 


5. (a) Firm power.—The Government shall reeeive its compensation from the 
Company at the rate of $0.75 per kilowatt per month for 80,000 kilowatts, or 
such portion thereof as is made available to the Company in accordance with 
the provisions of this contract, and at the rate of 3.4 mills per kilowatt-hour for 
all energy received from the Project up to a maximum equivalent to fifty pereent 
(50%) load factor during any month: Provided, however, That such energy shall 
be delivered during the peak-period hours, as defined in Article 10 hereof. 

(b) Interim power.—In event the Government elects to commit and deliver 
more than fifty pereent (50%) of the firm electric capacity and energy available 
at thirty-five percent (35%) load factor from the Project to the Company on an 
interim basis, the Company agrees to accept and the Government will be com- 
pensated for such increased deliveries by increasing proportionately the quantities 
of capacity and energy specified under paragraphs (a) and (d) of this Article 5: 
Provided, however, That such interim capacity and energy may be withdrawn at 
thirty-five percent (35%) load factor by the Government in amounts not exceed- 
ing 10,000 kilowatts in any one calendar year on six months written notice, and 
in greater amounts on three years’ written notice to the Company in advance 
of the date upon which such withdrawal is to become effective. 

(c) Peaking capacity.—The Government agrees to commit and provide addi- 
tional capacity for use by the Company as such capacity becomes available at 
the Project and the Company agrees to accept and pay for such capacity at the 
rate of $0.75 per kilowatt per month; provided, however, that such additional 
capacity to be accepted and paid for by the Company shall not exceed fifty 
percent (50%( of the capacity made available to it under paragraphs (a) and (b) 
of this Article 5. The Government may supply additional capacity to the extent 
such capacity is available at the Project from time to time at $0.03 per kilowatt 
per day, provided, however, that the purchase of such capacity shall be at the 
option of the Company. 

(d) Secondary enerqgy.—The Company agrees to accept and pay for energy 
received from the Project during the peak-period hours as defined in Article 10, 
hereof, in excess of that provided for under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this Article 
5 at the rate of 3.4 mills per kilowatt-hour for the first four (4) million kilowatt- 
hours per week, and agrees to pay at the rate of 2.00 mills per kilowatt-hour for 
all additional energy received; provided, however, that the receipt of more than 
five (5) million kilowatt-hours per week of secondary energy shall be at the option 
of the Company. 

(e) Use of generators as condensers.— The Company agrees to pay to the Govern- 
ment a charge per hour generating unit adequate to compensate for the energy 
used in operating the generators as condensers as provided in Article 15. Such 
charge shall be determined by mutual agreement from operating tests. 


DISPOSITION OF FIRM POWER 


6. (a) The Company agrees to deliver within its service area to such Preference 
Customers as shall have entered into contracts with the Administrator and the 
Company an amount of power equal to the Firm Power as defined in Article 4, 
less an allowance for transmission and transformation losses. 

After deducting for energy losses and after offsetting losses in capacity by the 
diversity between the thirty (30) minute integrated demands of the Preference 
Customers served under this contract, the Firm Power available for delivery to 
Preference Customers is agreed to be equal to a total of 80,000 kilowatts of 
undiversified thirtv (30) minute integrated demand of the customers at a monthly 
load factor of forty-five percent (45%), less the Firm Power withdrawn by the 
Government as provided by Article 3 hereof, 

(b) Preference Customers shall be as defined in Section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944. To be entitled to reecive electric power at any delivery point under 
this contract, a Preference Customer other than a Municipality or a Cooperative 
must have a demand of not less than 500 kilowatts at that delivery point while a 
Municipality or Cooperatiye must have a demand at such delivery point of not 
less than 100 kilowatts; except that where in order to provide a delivery point 
for a Municipality or Cooperative the construction of transmission lines of any 
substantial length is required, the Company shall not be obligated to construct 
such lines at its expense where the demand of such customers is less than 200 
kilowatts. 

(ce) The Administrator shall notify the Company in writing of his designation 
of any Preference Customer under this contract and of the maximum amount of 





; 
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power, in kilowatts of capacity and the load factor assigned to such customer, 
Until reeeipt of such written notice, no customer shall be treated as a Preference 
Customer under this contract. The arithmetical sum of all such assignments to 
Preference Customers by the Administrator shall not exceed the amount of 
capacity and energy available for sale to Preference Customers as provided in 
paragraph (a) of this Article 6. 

(7) All contracts with Preference Customers entered into by the Administrator 
shall run concurrently with but shall not exceed the duration of this contract. 
All such Preferences Customers with which the Administrator has executed 
contracts shall have agreed with the Government to abide by the standard 
terms and conditions of service of the said Company, but in order to take into 
account the various individual circumstances with reference to the service of the 
particular customer, shall enter into a separate agreement with the Company 
with reference to such terms and conditions. 

(e) For the Firm Power made available to a Preference Customer under this 
contract, such Preference Customer shall compensate the Company therefor at a 
rate of $0.75 kilowatt per month, plus 4.0 mills per kilowatt hour for all such 
capacity and energy delivered to the Preference Customer. Such rates shall be 
set forth in the contract between the Administrator and said Preference Customer 
and in the special contract between the Company and said Preference Customer. 

(f) Inthe event any Preference Customer in any month shall require power in 
excess of the amount of power designated for that Customer by the Administrator, 
the Company agrees to sell and deliver to such Customer all capacity and energy 
required by Customer over and above that furnished under Article 6 (a) above 
at the price per kilowatt hour which the Company’s regular applicable rate 
applied to Customer’s total capacity and energy use during the month, would 
have earned. 


DEFICIENCY OF PROJECT ENERGY AS RESULT OF SCHEDULING BY COMPANY 


7. (a) When, as a result of scheduling by the Company as provided under 
Article 9, Project generation is insufficient to supply capacity and energy with- 
drawn by the Government in accordance with the provisions of Article 3 or the 
Company’s pro-rata share of energy required in the operation of the Project, 
such deficienty shall be supplied from Company sources. 

(b) Energy supplied to the Government in accordance with the provisions of 
Article 3 shall be deducted from energy delivered to the Company by the Govern- 
ment and the remainder shall be used in determining the monthly billing to the 
Company hereunder. In event there is a net delivery of energy to the Govern- 
ment by the Company during any month, such energy shall be returned in kind 
(that is, peak period, valley period, or week-end energy) during the next succeeding 
month or months. 


DELIVERY OF FIRMING ENERGY TO GOVERNMENT 


&. Subject to the authorization and availability of appropriations for the 
purchase of supplemental capacity and energy by the Government, the Com- 
pany agrees to supply to the Government from Company sources energy to supple- 
ment capacity and energy withdrawn by the Government under the provisions 
of Article 3 so as to increase the load factor of the reserved or withdrawn capacity 
from thirty-five percent (35%) to fifty percent (50%). The Company further 
agrees to sup: ly energy when, as, and if available from its generating plants or 
purchase sources to supplement Project generation assigned for ultimate use 
outside the Company’s service area. Energy supplied by the Company for any 
purpose described in this Article 8 shall be paid for at the incremental cost to the 
Company of generating or purchasing such energy plus fifteen percent (15%) plus 
one (1) mil per kilowatt-hour. 


PROVISIONS FOR SERVICE 


9. (a) Subject to such regulations as to the maximum and minimum release 
of water from the Project reservoir for flood control and stream regulation »s may 
be established from time to time by the Corps of Engineers, Department of the 
Army, and subject to the provisions of Articles 14 and 18, the Government will 
operate the project in such manner #s to generate that portion of the Project 
output assigned to the Company’s service area (including a pro rata part of the 
energy required in the operation of the Project) at such times and in such quantities 
as may be scheduled by the Company and which are within the capability of the 
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Project to produce; and will deliver such energy (less the aforesaid pro rata part 
of the energy required in the operation of the Project, and less any energy which 
may be delivered by the Government directly to a Preference Customer located 
within the Company’s service area) to the Company at the voltage of the Com- 
pany’s high tension lines where connected in the Project's switchyard. 

(6) The Company will schedule its receipt of capacity and energy and the proj- 
ect will be so operated as to make the most effective use of the available equip- 
ment and reservoir storage capacity, all in accord with Section 9 (a) of this 
agreement, such use to be governed by the following considerations: 

(1) Obtaining maximum generation at the Project during periods when 
natural streamflows are low. 

(2) Obtaining maximum energy generation at the Project during peak 
periods. 

(3) Obtaining maximum total generation at the Project. 

(4) Providing maximum benefits to downstream plants. 

(c) To the extent of the generating capacity which the Government determines 
to be available to the Company, the Company shall schedule the generation of 
energy to utilize all of the water made available to it which the Corps of Engineers 
requires to be released from the reservoir. In the event water is wasted at the 
Project due to departure by the Company from current operating rule curves and 
operating schedules, which departure is not attributable to an uncontrollable force 
as defined in Article 18, to action by some other scheduling or dispatching agency, 
a regulation established by the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
referred to above, or to action of the Government permitted by Article 15, the 
Company shall pay the Government for the electrical energy equivalent to the 
water so wasted at a rate mutually determined to be appropriate. 

(d) Eleetrie power supplied hereunder by either party hereto will be three- 
phase alternating current at a nominal frequeney of sixty cycles per second. 


PEAK PERIOD 


10. (a) Under this contract, the peak period shall be the one hundred (100) 
hours of each seven-day week designated by the Company. All other time shall 
be the off-peak period. Energy delivered during any peak period shall be known 
as ‘‘peak energy’. Energy delivered during any off-peak period shall be known as 
“off-peak energy”. 

(b) The Company hereby designates the hours between 7:00 a. m. and 12:00 
p. m., Eastern Standard Time, during the five days, Monday through Friday, 
inclusive, and from 7:00 a. m. to 10:00 p. m., “astern Standard Time, on Saturday, 
as being the peak period for initial operation under this contract. The Company 
shall have the right to change the peak period hours from time to time at intervals 
of not less than six months by giving the Government ten (10) days’ prior written 
notice of such change. 


MEASUREMENT OF ELECTRIC POWER 


11. The electric power delivered hereunder to the Company and to the Govern- 
ment will be measured by metering equipment to be furnished, installed, and 
maintained by the Government. The Company may, if it so desires, install 
check meters. All meters shall be sealed and seals shall be broken only upon 
occasions when the meters are to be inspected, tested, or adjusted and represent- 
atives of the parties hereto shall be afforded reasonable opportunity to be present 
on such occasions. The Government meters shall be tested at least once a year 
and also at reasonable intervals upon request by the Company. Any metering 
equipment found to be defective or inaccurate shall be repaired and readjusted 
or replaced. If any of the meter tests provided for in this Article 11 disclose that 
the error of any meter or meters exceeds two percent (2%), correction, based 
upon the inaccuracy found, shall be made of the records of electric service since 
the beginning of the billing month immediately preceding the billing month 
during which the tests were made, except that no correction will be made for a 
longer period than such inaccuracy may be determined to have existed. Should 
a meter or meters fail to register, the electric power delivered hereunder during 
sueh period of failure to register shall, for billing purposes, be estimated from the 
best information obtainable. 
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BILLING AND PAYMENT 


12. (a) Bills for service each month under the terms of this contract shall be 
mailed by the Government to the Company on or before the tenth day of the 
succeeding month and shall be payable on or before the last day of the month in 
which the bill is presented, herein referred to as the “payment date.’’ There 
shall be added, as liquidated damages, interest of one-half of one percent (4%) 
to any undisputed amount remaining unpaid on the first day of the month next 
succeeding the “payment date” and an additional one-half of one percent (%%) 
shall be added on the first day of each succeeding month on the remaining past 
due and unpaid balance until the account is paid in full. Should the Company 
fail to pay any bill when due in accordance with the provisions of this paragraph 
and paragraph (c) of this Article 12, the Government shall have the right to 
discontinue service upon 15 days’ written notice and to refuse to resume service 
as long as part of any overdue amount remeins unpaid. Such discontinuance 
shall not relieve the Company of liability for charges during the period service is 
discontinued. 

(b) Any correction in billing resulting from a correction of metering records as 
provided in Article 11 shall be made in the bill for the month in which the meter 
test resulting in the correction was made. 

(c) In the event of a dispute concerning the correctness of any bill, or any 
part thereof, rendered pursuant to Paragraph (a) of this Article 12, the Company 
shall pay the undisputed portion of such bill on or before the ‘payment date” 
and shall inform the Government in writing of the nature of the claim of error. 
If the representatives of the Company and the representatives of the Government 
designated by the Administrator cannot agree with respect to such disputed bill 
within sixty days after the bill was first received by the Company, the Company 
shall either pay the amount in dispute under protest or present to the Adminis- 
trator a written statement of the proper amount which the Company alleges it 
owes, with a request that the Secretary of the Interior or his designee make a 
finding as to the proper amount of such disputed bill. The Company shall make 
payment in accordance with the finding of the Secretary of the Interior or his 
designee, within fifteen days after receipt of such finding. However, in making 
such payment the Company shall not waive any right it may have to proceed to 
a judicial determination of the correctness of the amount. 


FACILITIES TO BE PROVIDED BY THE COMPANY 


13. (a) The Company shall provide a high voltage transmission line or lines 
of adequate capacity to receive that portion of the output of the Project made 
available to the Company, from a suitable point on the Company’s existing 
transmission system to connect with the high voltage bus in the switchyard of 
the Project. The Government will, without charge, grant to the Company all 
necessary easements across property of the Government and all necessary per- 
mission to enable the Agents of the Company to carry out this contract and 
construct and maintain its lines and circuits in and at all places required by the 
Company and owned, leased, or controlled by the Government. Protective 
equipment for this line or lines, other than that planned for installation by the 
Corps of Engineers, shall be provided by and installed by or at the expense of the 
Company. Communication equipment other than public communication system 
telephone (which will be provided at the expense of the Government) shall be 
supplied by the Company and installed by or at the expense of the Company. 
Space will be provided for facilities necessary to be installed by the Company 
in the switchyard or power plant at the Project. Load control equipment to 
permit the use of the Project’s power plant in the regulation of the Company’s 
system and which would not otherwise be required shall be supplied and installed 
by or at the expense of the Company. Such load control equipment shall be as 
specified by the Company and approved by the Government. 

(b) Any part of the equipment listed in paragraph (a) which is installed by or 
at the expense of the Company and shall be maintained by or at the expense of 
the Company and shall remain the property of the Company. Reasonable time 
for removal of such equipment by the Company will be allowed at the termina- 
tion of the contract. Any costs arising out of such removal shall be paid by the 
Company. At the option of the Government such equipment may be purchased 
by the Government at a reasonable price to be mutually agreed upon at the 
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time. The Government also gives the Company the right, by its duly authorized 
agents and employees, to enter the premises of the Government at ail reason- 
able times, for the purpose of keeping in repair or removing its own wires, reading 
meters, and performing any other work incident to this contract. 


COORDINATION OF SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE 


14. The Government and the Company shall coordinate the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of their respective power systems in a manner whieh 
will not interfere with any service supplied from the power system of either 
party. 


CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF GOV ERNMENT’S FACILITIES 


15. The Government will not be required to operate any generating unit at 
a load which in the judgment of the Corps of Engineers will result in excessive 
deterioration of facilities. The Company may schedule the operation of the 
generators at no load as condensers at a charge as provided in Article 5 (e). The 
Government shall maintain the powerplant in good operating condition at all 
times unless prevented by uncontrollable forces. The Government may remove 
facilities from service for maintenance, repairs, replacements, installation of equip- 
ment, investigations, and inspections. Except in case of emergeney, the Gov- 
ernment will give the Company reasonable advance notice of such removal from 
service and, insofar as possible, will so schedule removals as not to interfere with 
service to the Company. The work necessary to restore the facilities to service- 
able condition will be performed with diligence. 


LIABILITY 


16. Unless such claim shall arise because of their negligence, neither the Com- 
pany nor its officers, agents, or employees shall be liable for any claim arising 
from the construction, operation, or maintenance of the facilities of the Govern- 
ment under this Contract. Unless such claim shall arise because of their negli- 
gence, neither the Government nor its officers or employees shall be liable for any 
claim arising from the construction, operation, or maintenance of the facilities of 
the Company under this contract. 


TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN CONTRACT 


17. No voluntary transfer of this contract or of the rights of the Company 
hereunder shall be made without the written approval of the Administrator, pro- 
vided, that any successor to or assignee of the rights of the Company, whether by 
voluntary transfer, judicial sale, foreclosure sale, or otherwise, shall be subject 
to all the provisions and conditions of this contract to the same extent as though 
such successor or assignee were the original contractor hereunder; and provided, 
further, that the execution of a mortgage or trust deed, or judicial or foreclosure 
sale made thereunder, shall not be deemed voluntary transfers within the meaning 
of this article. 

UNCONTROLLABLE FORCES 


1S. Neither party shall be considered to be in default in respect to any obli- 
gation under this contract if prevented from fulfilling such obligation by reason 
of uncontrollable forces. For the purposes of this contract, the term ‘‘uncon- 
trollable forces’ means any cause beyond the control of the party affected, in- 
cluding, but not limited to, failure of facilities, flood, backwater caused by flood, 
drought, earthquake, storm, lightuing, fire, epidemic, war, riot, civil disturbance, 
labor disturbance, sabotage, and restraint by court or public authority, which 
by exercise of due diligence and foresight such party could not reasonably have 
been expected to avoid. [Either party rendered unable to fulfill any obligation 
by reason of uncontrollable forces shall exercise due diligence to remove such 
inability with all reasonable dispatch. 


WAIVERS 
19. Any waiver at any time by either party hereto of its rights with respect to a 


default or any other matter arising in connection with this contract shall not be 
deemed to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or matter. 
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NOTICES 


20. Communications under this contract shall be addressed by the Company to 
the Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration, Elberton, Ga., and by 
the Government to the Secretary, Georgia Power Company, Electrie Building 
Atlanta 3, Ga. Either party may, at any time, by written notice change the 
official, or the address of the official, to whom it wishes communications addressed 


OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFI' 


21. No Member of or Delegate to Congress er Resident Commissioner shal! 
be admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract if 
made with a corporation or company for its general benefit 


APPROVALS OF RATES BY FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


22. It is understood that all charges for power and energy delivered by the 
Government under this contract are subject to approval and confirmation by the 


Federal Power Commission. 
APPROVAL OF AND TERM OF CONTRACT 


23. This contract shall become effective upon approval by the Secretary of the 
Interior, and shall remain in effect for a term of 15 years after the date of initial 
delivery of power hereunder unless sooner cancelled by either party upon written 
notice given not less than 3 years in advance. The Government shall vive the 
Company reasonable advance written notice of the date on which initial delivery 
hereunder is to take place. 


CONTINGENT UPON APPROPRIATIONS 


24. The liability of the Government under this contract is made contingent 
upon the appropriation by the Congress of the funds required by the Government 
to perform its obligations under the contract. If, during the period covered by 
the contract, the necessary funds are not appropriated, the Company hereby 
releases the Government from all liability for failure to perform its obligations 
under the contract. 

LEGAL REMEDIES 


25. No provision of this contract shall be so construed as to abridge, limit, o1 
deprive either party of any means of enforcing any remedy either at law or in 
equity, for breach of any of the provisions of this contract. 

In Witness WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this contract to be exe 
cuted the day and year first above written. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 


By —— 
Administrator, 
Southeastern Power Administration, 
Elberton, Ga 
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY. 
By ———- -————__,, 


(Title) 
Secretary of the Interior 
Attest for Georgia Power Co.: 

By ————, 
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ExurBit C 
JuLy 15, 1955. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Pursuant to our conference at the White House 
this afternoon, I am enclosing herewith my opinion concerning the proposed 
contract with the Georgia Power Co. for the marketing of electric energy generated 
at the Clark Hill Reservoir project. The Department of Justice will be pleased 
to confer with you at any time concerning the form of contract that is to be tended 
to the preference customers. 

Sincerely, 
HERBERT BROWNELL, JR., 
Attorney General. 


Juny 15, 1955. 
The honorable the Secretary of the Interior. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I have your letter of February 28, 1955, endorsing 
the request of the Under Secretary for my opinion as to the legality of a contract 
which your department, through the Southeastern Power Administrator, proposes 
to execute with the Georgia Power Company for the marketing of electric energy 
generated at the Clark Hill Reservoir project. I also have your departiment’s 
letters of February 14, 15, March 4, and March 11, 1955, regarding this matter. 

It appears that your question is whether the proposed contract is authorized 
in view of the provision of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 
890, 16 U. S. C. #825s) for preference in the sale of power and energy to public 
bodies and cooperatives. My opinion is confined to this question. I have 
not considered either the wisdom or expediency of the contract as such, which 
are matters solely for vour decision. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act reads as follows: 

“Electric power and energy generated at reservoir projects under the control 
of the Department of the Army and in the opinion of the Secretary of the Army 
not required in the operation of such projects shall be delivered to the Secretary 
of the Interior, who shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such 
manner as to encourage the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible 
rates to consumers consistent with sound business principles, the rate schedules 
to become effective upon confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon the 
basis of the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric 
facilities of the projects) of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric 
energy, including the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power 
over a reasonable period of years. Preference in the sale of such power and energy 
shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives. The Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized, from funds to be appropriated by the Congress, to construct or acquire, 
by purchase or other agreement, only such transmission lines and related facilities 
as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy generated at said 
projects available in wholesale quantities for sale on fair and reasonable terms 
and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal Government, public bodies, 
cooperatives, and privately owned companies. All moneys received from such 
sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous 
receipts.”” {Emphasis added.] 

The Clark Hill project is one of those authorized by Congress in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. (See 58 Stat. 894.) Located on the Savannah River 
approximately 18 miles northwest of Augusta, Georgia, it is, as I understand it, 
a multiple-purpose project for flood control, stream regulation, navigation, and 
power. Its power component, which began operations in 1953, has a capacity 
of 280,000 kilowatts. Of this one-half has been allotted to the State of Georgia 
and is subject of the proposed contract. The Georgia Power Company is a 
privately owned public utility organized under the laws of Georgia; it is engaged 
in the business of selling electric power to the public and it owns and operates 
generating plants and transmission and distribution systems in Georgia. It 
further appears that there are in the area presently served by the Power Company 
in Georgia a number of municipalities owning electric distribution systems and 
electric membership corporations, which are public bodies and cooperatives 
within the meaning of the preference provision of Section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act. 

It appears that none of the preference customers owns or controls transmission 
facilities connected with the Clark Hill project and that the Federal Government 
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has no transmission facilities whereby it can transmit Clark Hill power to the 
preference customers. It is stated that the construction of such facilities by your 
department is dependent upon appropriations by the Congress which have thus 
far been denied. It is also said that the Power Company is presently serving all 
of the preference customers within its service area through its facilities, that such 
facilities are adequate to transmit power from Clark Hill to the preference cus- 
tomers, and that there exists no other medium within Georgia having electric 
facilities adequate to transmit power from Clark Hill to the ultimate consumers 
thereof in Georgia. Finally, vou advise me that the energy is now being sold to 
the Power Company on a temporary basis. 

The proposed contract provides for the sale, at stated rates, of one-half of the 
Clark Hill power to the Power Company for a period of fifteen years subject to 
cancellation by either party upon three years’ notice. The Power Company in 
turn agrees to sell power, at stated rates, to preference customers to be designated 
by the Southeastern Power Administration. I am advised that the additional 
cost to the preference customers will be no more than that due to carrying, trans- 
forming, and delivering the energy. It is further provided that the Government 
may withdraw a specified amount of power during any one year, upon six months’ 
notice, in the event that either the Government or the preference customers shall 
have constructed transmission facilities adequate to receive power without the 
utilization of the facilities of the Power Company and that the entire amount 
may be withdrawn upon three years’ notice. The contract also contains a pro- 
vision, as required by Section 5 of the Flood Control Act, that the rates to be 
charged the Power Company, shall be subject to the approval of the Federal Power 
Commission. I note also that the contract recites that the sale of the power to 
the Power Company satisfies the provisions of Section 5 in that 

“(a) Public bodies and cooperatives will obtain all benefits of such available 
power at whatever price and other advantages as may be provided under Section 
5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944; (b) such publie bodies and cooperatives may 
obtain any additional power required by them from the Company; (c) any power 
not used by said Preference Customers will be used to serve other customers of 
the Company, thereby providing for the sale of the entire available output of the 
Project; and (d) there will be a widespread use of such available power by public 
bodies, cooperatives, and others at the lowest possible rates, consistent with 
sound business principles; * * *” 

It also appears that if the above contract is executed it is the intention of your 
department to enter into a contract with the cooperatives whereby the Govern- 
ment will agree “that it will cause to be delivered monthly to the Cooperative, in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of * * * (the contract) between the 
Government and the (Georgia) Power Company” a stated amount of electric 
energy. 

I am given to understand that the Georgia Electric Membership Corporation, 
a cooperative organized under the Georgia Electric Membership Corporation Act 
(Georgia Code, #34A—101, et seq.), and the members of which consist of local 
rural cooperatives, objects to the above arrangement for the disposition of the 
Clark Hill power and has submitted competing proposals which are pending 
before your department. It proposes to purchase all of the power involved “at 
the bus bar” at rates to be fixed by the Government and approved by the Federal 
Power Commission. One of its proposals contemplates that it would enter into 
an agreement with the Georgia Power Company for ‘“wheeling’’ of the power to 
preference customers, or in the event the Power Company refused to wheel the 
power that it would apply to the proper regulatory body for an order requiring 
the Power Company to do so. Under its alternate proposal, it would sell the 
power to the Power Company or exchange it with the Company, and in return 
the Company would sell power to the member cooperatives. It describes these 
proposals as “firm and continuing offers to purchase all of the power and energy 
assigned to Georgia from the Clark Hill project,’’ and states that it is willing to 
negotiate with respect to any provisions of the proposals as to which there may be 
disagreement. 

The cooperative’s letter of February 8, 1955, asserts that somewhat similar 
arrangements have been entered into by the Department of the Interior with 
respect to power generated at other dams. Specific reference is made to an 
agreement of November 17, 1953, between the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion and the Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., a Texas rural cooperative, 
for the sale to the cooperative of power generated at the Whitney Dam under an 
arrangement whereby the cooperative resells the power to the Texas Power & 
Light Company. You inform me, however, that in the instant case the Georgia 
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Power Company refuses to enter into any such arrangement. For the purpose 
of this opinion it is assumed that the Georgia statute is sufficiently comprehensive 
to permit the Ceorgia Eleetrie Membership Corporation to proceed in this manner. 

In your department’s letter of February 14, 1955, it is said that during the past 
four vears the Georgia cooperatives “have made no progress toward securing any 
finances, either by borrowing or by Federal appropriation, and are, therefore, 
utterly unable to actually receive * * * (the) power or to pay for it’’, and that 
an analysis made by the Rural Electrification Administration of the amount of 
the investment neeessary by the Federal Government or the cooperatives to 
enable the latter to receive the power without the intervention of the Georgia 
Power Company discloses that some $74 million would be required. This, it is 
stated, would increase the cost of the power from 6.23 mills per kilowatt-hour 
provided in the proposed contract with the Georgia Power Company to 10 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. And, in the letter of March 11, 1955, vour department states 
the following: 

‘* * * Georgia [electric Membership Corporation arguments are grounded 
upon an assumption that it is equipped to buy, transmit and deliver power. Noth- 
ing could be further from fact. The corporation is largely a paper corporation. 
It does not own or control transmission facilities. It has no contracts to build 
such facilities. It is not financially able to construct transmission facilities re- 
quired. In other words, the corporation does not have the physical means to take 
electric energy nor to deliver that energy to preference customers. If the corpo- 
ration cannot deliver the energy, it cannot receive payment. If it cannot receive 
payment, it cannot pay the Government for the energy. How, then, can the 
Government contract to sell and deliver energy to the corporation? 

“The Georgia Electric Membership Corporation’s current proposals have this 
ultimate objective in mind. The ownership and title to Federally produced power 
must, from the instant of generation, pass into the Corporation’s hands. From 
that point on the Corporation will (1) deal with Georgia Power Company to resell 
the power to it and the consumer co-ops will then buy firmed up or supplemental 
power from the company; or (2) the GE MC will have to revert to its former posi- 
tion that the Government is obligated to transmit and deliver the power to the 
consumer co-ops, which means the Government must construct extensive trans- 
mission lines. The power company has steadfastly refused to consider number 
(i). The Congress has not appropriated money to accomplish (2).” 

It is also said that the proposed contract “‘is as favorable to the cooperatives as 
any other arrangement would be’? and from the standpoint of the preference 
customer “is the equivalent of the widely accepted wheeling contracts used by the 
Government and which are recognized as being in full accord with preference 
laws.”’ It appears, however, that the cooperative does not agree. It alleges that 
there is a wide disparity in the economic benefits which would accrue to its mem- 
bers should the Power Company’s proposal be accepted rather than its own. 
Finally, your Solicitor’s memorandum, a copy of which was submitted with your 
department’s letter of February 14th, concludes that under the circumstances here 
present vou are authorized, in your discretion, to contract for the sale of the power 
to the Georgia Power Company. 

The cooperative, in the memorandum submitted by its counsel to your depart- 
ment in support of its offer, makes the following*argument (p. 28): 

“Tt is the position of the G. E. M. C. that when it as a nonprofit cooperative 
membership corporation organized under the laws of Georgia composed of 37 
rural cleetrie cooperative members offers to purchase the power at the dam from 
the Government at the price fixed by the Government, the facets require the anpli- 
cation by the Secretary of the preference provision of Section 5 of the Flood Con- 
trol Set of 1944. The transmission of the power would be G. Ek. M. C.’s problem 
and not the Government's; however, it wishes the Secretary to be fully advised. 
It would undertake to work out an agreement with the Georgia Power Company. 
The G. FE. M. C. does not believe and is not willing to anticipate that in the event 
its proposal to purchase the power is accepted the Georgia Power Company, 
whieh is a publie utility exercising substantial rights, privileges and benefits given 
to it by the public. including the power of eminent domain, will so far disregard its 
corresponding obligations to the publie as to refuse to carry the power to the 
preference customers over its transmission facilities for a reasonable compensation. 
In the event that the Power Company did refuse to wheel the power for a reason- 
able compersation, the G. FE. M. C. would utilize the statutes adapted to meet 
that situation.” 

The statutes referred to are section 202 of part Il of the Federal Power Act 
(49 Stat. 847, 16 U.S. C. § 824a), dealing with interconnection of facilities of 
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publie utilities engaged in the interstate trausmission and sale of electric energy 


see Federal Power Commission v. Idaho Power Company, 344 U.S. 17), and See- 
tion 93-307 of the Georgia Code of 19383. It is then said that “It is apparent that 
the proposal of G. i. M. C. contemplates that it must have a reasonable time to 
make arrangements for the transmission of the power if its proposal is accepted 
What is a reasonable time depends upon all of the circumstances of the particular 
case. * * *, The circumstances here are that the G. kk. M. C. would need time 
to negotiate with the Power Company, who has the only transmission line to the 
load center, for a transmission agreement or, in the event the Power Company 
refuses to enter into such an agreement upon reasonable terms, would require 
time to obtain a ruling from the proper regulatory body permitting use of such 
facilities upon the payment of adequate transmission rates’? (Memo, 29-80). 

Citations are given to the preference requirements of other federal power statutes 
containing “reasonable time’ provisions, such as the Boulder Canyon Project Act 
(43 U.S. C. § 617d (c)), the Tennessee Valley Authority Act (16 U.S. C. $831 Is), 
and the Bonneville Project Act (16 U.S. C. § 832e (d)). For example, the last- 
cited provisions are that in order “to preserve the * * * preferential status 
of * * * publie bodies and cooperatives” with respect to the disposition of electric 
energy, they shall be afforded “reasonable time and opportunity to take any 
action necessary to authorize the issuance of bonds or to arrange other financing 
necessary to construct or acquire necessary and desirable electric distribution 
facilities * * *."" And, it will be noted that the Bonneville Project Act further 
protects the preferential status of public bodies and cooperatives by providing 
that an application of such an organization is not to be denied, or a competing 
application of a private corporation granted ‘until after a reasonable time, to be 
determined by the Administrator (of the project), has been afforded such publie 
body or cooperative” to issue or market securities needed to enable it to sell and 
distribute the electric energy proposed to be purchased (16 U.S. C. § 832e (c¢)). 

I note that in the memorandum of your Solicitor it is stated with reference to 
the cooperative’s intention ‘‘to secure an order from the Federal Power Commission 
or the Publie Utility Commission of the State of Ceorgia, compelling the Georgia 
Power Company to carry this power’ that an examination of the law leaves 
considerable doubt as to the jurisdiction of those agencies to enter such an order. 
However, the memorandum does not foreclose the possibility of suecessful legal 
action. 

Moreover, it is said that, apart from the legal question, it is apparent that it 
would be ‘a matter of months and possibly of years before such an order can be 
made effective and before any power will be actually transmitted by the Company 
to the co-ops.”’ 

The problem which confronts me is to ascertain the meaning which the Congress 
intended to give to the provision of Section 5 of the Flood Control Act that 
“preference in the sale of * * * power and energy shall be given to publie bodies 
and cooperatives.’”’ As one of my predecessors has aptly observed: ‘‘In construing 
any statute the legislative intent, if it can be ascertained, must control; and in 
arriving at the legislative intent the entire statute, its form, its several parts, its 
purposes, its relation to other statutes, and the effect of construing it one way or 
another, must be considered” (39 Op. Atty. Gen. 42,44). Applying these criteria 
to the case at hand, it is my opinion that section 5 means that when the Secretary 
of the Interior has before him two competing offers to purchase power, one by a 
preference customer and the other by a non-preference customer, and the former 
does not have at the time the physical means to take and distribute the power, 
he must contract with the preference customer on condition that such customer 
will, within a reasonable time to be fixed by the Secretary, obtain the means for 
taking and delivering the power. If within the period fixed the preference customer 
does not do so, the Secretary is then free to contract with the non-preference 
customer. Such a contract, however, would have to contain, in the situation here 
involved, adequate provision enabling the Secretary to deal with the preference 
claimant should it subsequently obtain the means to take and deliver the power. 
It is not necessary for me at this time to delineate the terms of such a provision. 
Nor, in the circumstances here present, does the Secretary, in my judgment, dis- 
charge his statutory duty of giving a preference in “the sale’’ of power to public 
bodies and cooperatives by disposition to a private company under an arrange- 
ment whereby the latter obligates itself to sell an equivalent amount of power to 
preference customers to be designated by the Secretary. (Cf. United States vy. 
City and County of San Francisco, 310 U.S. 16.) This is what the proposed con- 
tract amounts to; it is not a wheeling arrangement for transmission of power 
belonging to another over the lines of the Georgia Power Company. 
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It is also to be noted, as pointed out above, that the cooperative does not 
appear to share vour department’s view that the contract would be as favorable 
to preference claimants as any other arrangement would be. However, even if 
there was no dispute on this score, it could not justify a disregard of the man- 
datory provision of Section 5 that preference be accorded public bodies and 
cooperatives in the sale of power. 

I have also considered the statements that during the past four years the 
cooperatives have achieved nothing in the way of obtaining the necessary financial 
means to take and distribute the power and hence that they are unable to receive 
it or pay for it. But it cannot be demonstrated, in my judgment, on the facts 
before me that should vour department accept the offer of the cooperative upon 
condition that it shall have a reasonable time to secure the means for taking and 
distributing the power, it cannot possibly sueceed in accomplishing this. 

It could not be contended, of course, that the Secretary of the Interior would 
be free to pursue the course proposed to be taken here had Section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act contained “reasonable time’’ provisions akin to those found in the 
Bonneville Project Act and the other acts cited above. In that case the Secretary 
would be obliged to grant a preference purchaser without existing ability to take 
and distribute the power a reasonable opportunity to obtain the necessary means. 
Since each of these statutes deals with the preferential disposition of federal 
power, they should be read in pari materia to ascertain the intent of Congress. 
(See Vane v. Newcombe (132 U.S. 220, 235-236).) 

I cannot conceive, in the face of a plain mandate for preference to public 
bodies and cooperatives and the congressional concern, as evidenced in related 
statutes, for protection of their preferential status, that it is possible to say 
apropos of section 5 that the Congress intended a preference purchaser to demon- 
strate its present ability to take and distribute the power in order to avail itself 
of its statutory privilege. It is reasonable to attribute to the Congress that 
enacted section 5 the same solicitude for preference customers that had been 
recognized as necessary on other occasions. Congress knew that public bodies 
or cooperatives whom it wished to benefit would hardly be likely to own or 
control transmission lines reaching out to a power project, and hence it could not 
have intended them, in order to contract for the power, to be possessed with those 
facilities in advance. 

You will note that with respect to the provisions of the Federal Power Act 
authorizing the Federal Power Commission to issue licenses for the construction 
of hydroelectric projects the courts have not attributed to Congress an intention 
to bar the application of a cooperative which has not demonstrated its financial 
responsibility, or that it has firm or enforceable commitments for the sale of 
the power involved or for the financing of the proposed project. State of Iowa v. 
Federal Power Commission (178 F. 2d 421 (C. A. 8th, 1949)), certiorari denied, 
339 United States 979. To read into the section 5 grant of a preference to public 
bodies and cooperatives the requirement of a presently existing ability to take 
and distribute the power would, in the usual case, constitute its emasculation; 
and it is well-settled that such a construction of a statute should not be taken 
where a construction is possible which will preserve its vitality and the utility 
of the language in question. Sunshine Coal Co. v. Adkins (310 U.S. 381, 392); 
Armstrong Co. v. Nu-Enamel Corp. (305 U.S. 315, 333). 

Nor can it be regarded as of moment that section 5 does not expressly contain 
a reasonable time provision. That which may be clearly implied in a statute 
is as effectual as that which is expressed. United States v. Sischo, (262 U.S. 165, 
169); Neslin v. Wells (104 U. 8. 428, 432-433); Pompton v. Cooper Union (101 
U. S. 196, 202). 

Turning to the legislative history of section 5 of the Flood Control Act as an 
aid to ascertainment of the Congressional intent, I find that the section had its 
origin in an amendment—in somewhat different form than enacted—proposed 
by the Senate Committee on Commerce to the bill (H. R. 4485, 78th Cong., 
2d sess.) passed by the House. See 8S. Rept. No. 1030, 78th Congress, 2d sess. 
Its purpose, according to the committee, was to provide a ‘“‘general law governing 
the sale and distribution of power generated at projects under the control of the 
War Department’. Id., p. 3. The committee further stated as follows (Ibid.): 

“In order to attain the greatest benefit to the general public from this hydro- 
electric power, the time has come to place by law the responsibility for disposal 
of such power in an existing Federal agency. In the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration Act and the Fort Peck Power Administration Act, Congress has author- 
ized the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of the power generated at the Bonne- 
ville and Fort Peck projects. More recently, under Executive Order No. 9366, 
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the Secretary of the Interior has been made responsible for the disposal of power 
from the Denison and Norfork projects. 

“The committee has heard testimony from the Secretary of the Interior and 
from the Director of the Division of Power of the Department of the Interior 
on this subject. The latter official has informed the committee that the provisions 

of amendment No. 6 [Section 5] contain sufficient authority and latitude for 
efficient administration and will satisfactorily enable the Department of the 
Interior to carry out the intent of the amendment.”’ 

It will be noted that the committee emphasized that the amendment was 
designed “‘to attain the greatest benefit to the general public” and that specific 
reference was made to the Bonneville Act, which, as has been pointed out above, 
contained ‘reasonable time’”’ provisions with respect to preference purchasers. 
In order, however, to avoid ‘‘setting up a publie power trust which would be unduly 
competitive with established private power utilities,”’ the committee stated that 
it had inserted a proviso authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to construct and 
acquire only such transmission lines or related facilities ‘‘as may be necessary in 
order to make the power and energy * * * available in wholesale quantities 
for sale on fair and reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the 

Federal Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned com- 
panies.’’ But in this regard the committee states that it “recognizes the desir- 
ability of granting preference in the sale of such power and energy to public 
bodies and cooperatives when the power is generated at projects financed by the 
Federal Government” ([bid.). 

The committee amendment gave rise to vigorous debate in the Senate, chiefly 
over an amendment sponsored by Senator Bailey that would have required the 
power to be sold “at the point of production.” 90 C. R. 8315. He explained that 
the purpose of his amendment was to “permit private enterprise to live’’ because 
“(if Mr. Ickes is given authority to build transmission lines, he will build them 
into the cities and take the cream of the private companies’ business at once.” 
Id., 8319. The Bailey amendment was defeated. Id., 8369. Senator Barkley 
read into the record a statement by the Secretary of the Interior that the amend- 
inent constituted ‘‘a fundamental reversal of the sound traditional policies of the 
Congress with respect to the sale of Federal power. By restricting the construc- 
tion of transmission facilities, it would place the Government in a poor bargaining 
position in the sale of its power and would permit the private utilities in the vicin- 
ity of each dam to monopolize, on its own terms, the power produced at the 
Federal project. , Rather than giving the customary preference to public agencies 
and farmers’ rural electric cooperatives in the disposition of public power, the 
effect of the amendment would be to foreclose these public and nonprofit agencies 
from securing the power.”’ Id., 8315. The Secretary went on to say (Ibid.): 

“Disposition of power generated at Government projects under public power 
policies, such as sales preference for municipalities and other public agencies and 
for farm cooperatives, has been a basic tenet of governmental policy since 1906 
when the Congress first authorized power development on reclamation projects. 
Subsequently the Congress has reiterated and extended these policies in the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, Bonneville, and Fort Peck Acts and in the Reclama- 
tion laws. I cannot believe that the Congress will want to overthrow these 
sound policies that have been imbedded in our laws and have resulted in promoting 
the industrial development of the West and the South and in the protection of 
the consumers in those areas. The policy of the proposed amendment would 
deprive the ultimate consumer of the benefits of low-cost electric energy produced 
at public projects and would permit their monopoly by a few private utilities.” 

Senator Downey, speaking against the Bailey amendment, stated that coopera- 
tives were seldom in a position to “build transmission lines from their point of 
consumption to one of these power dams to be erected,” but that ‘Private utilities, 
of course, can build such transmission lines.’ Id., 8323. Senator Taft, however, 
urged that it was not necessary to provide authority for the Secretary of the 
Interior to build transmission lines ‘‘because we are backing the cooperative to 
such an esxtent that if a particular cooperative ha a good case, if it is a reasonably 
safe proposition, the Government, through the REA, can finance the building of 
a transmission line to that particular cooperative.’’ Id., 8328. Senator Bailey 
then rose to state that he was willing to modify his proposition to permit the 
Government to ‘‘run transmission lines to a rural electric association if they have 
none, and they can borrow the money, or the Government can put up the money. 
I think that takes cut * * * the objection on the ground of the needs of the rural 
population.”” Id., 8331. This, however, did not satisfy Senator McClellan 
because, in his opinion, many cooperatives would not be in a position to finance 
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the construction of transmission lines. Id., 8332. Senator Ellender pointed out 
that the Bailey amendment would nullify the preference provision by permitting 
the sale of power “‘to private concerns without first offering it to cooperatives and 
public bodies’ (Id., 8364); Senator Pepper stated that ‘unless provision is made 
in some way or other for the power to be transmitted to public bodies and coopera- 
tives it will not get there, except through the instrumentality of the private 
company ”’ Id., 8365. 

Although the Bailey amendment was defeated and the committee amendment 
was passed by the Senate, a significant revision was made in conference. The 
change was with respect to the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct or acquire transmission lines; it was provided that he could do these 
things only “from funds to be appropriated by the Congress” (see H. Rept. No. 
2051, 78th Cong., 2d sess., p. 7, Statement of the House Managers). However, 
it was again emphasized that section 5 “establishes a preference in the sale of 
* * * power and energy to public bodies and cooperatives” (ibid). The confer- 
ence modification of section 5 was agreed to by both Houses, (90 Congressional 
Record 9262, 9269, 9277, 9287). Representative Whittington, in presenting the 
conference report to the House, stated that provision had been made for the 
disposition of power “in substantially the same language which now contains 
in legislation previously passed by the Congress for the disposal of power at 
Bonneville, at Fort Peck, * * * with amendments to the language as agreed to 
in the conference to the Senate amendment’; ““* * * there is preference to the 
public bodies and cooperatives in this bill and in this agreement, just as there is in 
the existing law passed by this body on the disposal of power at Booneville’ (id., 
9281, 9283). 

I have made this extended reference to the legislative history because it 
convinces me of the deep concern that Congress had, in making provision for the 
disposition of Federal power, for the preferential status of public bodies and cooper- 
atives. It is clear that it wished generally to continue the policies it had thereto- 
fore formulated in other power acts. Hence it emphatically rejected, after full 
consideration, an amendment to section 5 which, according to the opponents of 
the amendment, would have to all intents and purposes completely devitalized 
its preference provision, the broad object of which, as Senator Ellender observed, 
precluded the sale of Federal power to private companies without first offering it 
to cooperatives and public bodies. It is true that, as enacted, the section does 
not confer upon the Secretary of the Interior an untramelled authority to build 
of acquire transmission lines at the cost of the Government in order to make the 
power available to these organizations; he can do so onlv from funds to be appro- 
priated by the Congress—and in this case no such funds have been appropriated. 
Yet it is apparent to me that this restriction on the Secretary’s authority cannot 
be taken as evidence of an intention to circumscribe the preference provision to a 
degree that would render it inoperative as a pratical matter. It seems to me that 
this would result from an interpretation of section 5 authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to reject a purchase offer by a cooperative because it has no presently 
available means for taking and distributing the power. Iam certain, in the light 
of all that was said in the debates on the subject of preference for public bodies 
and cooperatives, that such an interpretation flouts the congressional purpose. 
In this regard, I may say that I have examined the statements of the individual 
Senators referred to in vour department’s letter of March 11 (see 98 Congressional 
Record, 7964, and hearings on H. R. 3790, Interior Department appropriations 
for 1952, before a subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee, 82d 
Cong., Ist sess., pp. 1083, 1089, 1098). These statements made long after the 
enactment of section 5 are, of course, of little value in ascertaining its meaning. 
Moreover, they do not persuade me. 

My views would appear to be consistent with those expressed by your depart- 
ment in its power policy statement of August 1953 (printed at pp. 333-337 of 
power policy hearings (1953) seep oe subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, 83d Cong., Ist sess. Scouts upon the various statutes in this field, 
including the Flood Control Act ae 1944. Those views are stated in the following 
terms: 

“The Department of the Interior will operate the federally owned generating 
and transmission facilities under its control for the benefit of the general public, 
and particularly of domestic and rural customers, and the Department will give 
preference and priority to public bodies and cooperatives in disposing of electric 
energy generated at Federal plants. It will be the policy of the Department to 
dispose of power, remaining after provision for existing preference customers, 
to privately owned public utilities serving domestic and rural customers in the 
area.”’ 








It is also pertinent to note the testimony of Assistant Secretary Aandahl that 
“everything in the power policy indicates that we recognize the rights of preference 
customers and that we are leaning over backwards to do that” (Id., p. 87; and 
see pp. 73, 79, 89). 

Nor do I regard my position as in conflict with that taken by Acting Attorney 
General Fowler in 1913 in connection with section 5 of the act of April 16, 1905 
(34 Stat. 116), which authorized the Secretary of the Interior “to lease’? surplus 
power “giving preference to municipal purposes” (80 Op. Atty. Gen. 197). There 
it was held that the Secretary was authorized to lease such power to a private 
company; but it does not appear, as here, that the Secretary was faced with 
choosing between conflicting offers by a preference user and a nonpreference user 

For the reasons stated above, it is my opinion that section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 does not authorize the Secretary of the Interior, under the cirenm- 
stances here presented, to enter into the proposed contract with the Georgia 
Power Co. The documents submitted for my consideration will be returned 
separately. 

Sincerely, 
HerRBerRT BrowNnenn, Jr., 
Attorney General 


Mr. Murray. That is all the questions | have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaur. All right, thank vou verv much. That concludes the 
testimony, Mr. Ellis? 

Mr. Exuis. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasautr. Thank vou very much. 

Mr. Exits. Thank vou, sir. 
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WITNESSES 


HON. MELVIN PRICE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 

HON. CHARLES W. VURSELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ELDON E. HAZLET, ATTORNEY FOR CARLYLE, ILL., PRESIDENT OF 
THE KASKASKIA VALLEY ASSOCIATION 

HAROLD D. BROWN, FROM THE OFFICE OF SENATOR PAUL H. 
DOUGLAS, OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Rasautr. We have before us our colleague, Congressman Price, 
of Tilinots. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, may I[ suggest that since Mr. Vurse!l 
and Mr. Hazlet are here and we are all testifying on the same subject 
that we testify together. I think that we have a unanimity of opinion 
on the subject we will discuss. 

Mr. Rapaur. All right, we have Mr. Vursell here and Mr. Hazlet 

Mr. Prick. Mr. Hazlet is an attorney from Carlyle, Ill, and is a 
man very well versed on this project. 

Mr. Ranaur. We are pleased to have vou before us 

Mr. Price. | think we would like Mr. Hazlet to make a brief st:te- 
ment and I think Mr. Vursell and I will find ourselves in position to 
corroborate his statement. I know we are of one mind on the project 
before us, but perhaps [ could follow up after Mr. Hazlet’s statement 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I am from Senator Douglas’ office 
and would like to represent him and he is on the Floor and cannot be 
present. He expressed his interest in this. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right, will vou identify vourself and put vourself 
on the record. 
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STATEMENT OF ELDON E. HAZLET 


Mr. Hazuer. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Eldon E. 
Hazlet. Iam an attorney from Carlyle, IL, and I appear here today 
in My capacity as preside nt of and in behalf of the members of the 
Kaskaskia Valley Association, which is a voluntary nonprofit associa- 
tion of small-business men, labor, and agriculture, and civic and 
fraternal organizations from throughout the Kaskaskia Valley and 
dedicated to the principle of furthering the social, economic, and civic 
growth of this great valley, the mouth of which is part of the birth- 
place of our midwestern culture. 

I appear before you today to obtain your assistance in expediting 
the preconstruction planning of the Carlyle Dam on the Kaskaskia 
River in southern I]linois, whieh construction would be of direct and 
immediate benefit to one of major economically distressed areas of 
the country. The area to be serviced by this dam would seem to 
have all the natural assets necessary to make it one of the most pros- 
perous areas of the United States. 

We are endowed with thousands of acres of excellent farmlands. 
We have abundant supplies of good timberland. 

Our soils are the storehouses for vast amounts of strategic minerals. 
This area is serviced by a number of the major railways and is trav- 
ersed by a reasonably sufficient network of good highways. The lands 
are crisscrossed by many small streams, creeks, and rivers. We have 
an abundant supply of labor. The people of this area, which is the 
heart of the Nation populationwise, are as a whole very civic-minded 
and forward looking. Our labor relations are among the best in the 
Nation, asisrevealed by the fact that per capita man-hours lost through 
strikes is only about one-half the national average. 

One would think that this would be a mecca of industrial develop- 
ment. However, the facts are just the opposite. The population 
center of this Nation is extremely sick economically. In fact, our 
condition is critical and requires early and effective treatment, if we 
are to obtain satisfactory cure and early recovery. 

A review of present unemplovment graphically reveals the serious- 
ness of the situation. 

Unemployment percentages for counties surrounding the proposed 
lake presently vary from a low of 7 percent in Clinton County to a 
high of 32 percent in Fayette County. In St. Clair County which 
will receive direct benefits, unemployment now stands at 5.7 percent 
for the county as a whole, and at nearly 20 percent for that part of 
the county outside the main sity of Belleville. These figures compare 
with an unemployment percentage of 2.6 for the State of Illinois as 
« whole. 

We believe that the primary cause of our economic decline while 
the rest of the Nation is enjoying such abundant prosperity lies in 
the fact that our waterways have been ignored. As was pointed out 
in the water resources policy report of the President’s Advisory Com- 
mittee, industry is more and more seeking new locations with a view 
to adequate and controlled water supplies. 

For this reason, as has been brought home to us time and again, 
industry is bypassing southern Illinois and the area which will be 
serviced by the Carlyle Lake. If industry locates on the shores of 
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our waterways, they will be guaranteed an adequate water supply 
only when the plant i is being seriously damaged by floods. After the 
floods have passed there is bare ly sufficient water left in these water- 
ways to meet the current demands of the area they service. 

The Carlyle Lake will assure an almost unlimited supply of water 
for areas both above and below the proposed dam. 

In 1954 we were told that preconstruction planning would take 2 
years. At that time Congress, recognizing the urgent need for this 
dam, amended the budget ree ommendations by providing $50,000 to 
commence planning. We assumed the Budget Bureau would also 
recognize our needs and include sufficient funds in the 1956 budget to 
get the project ready for construction. However, they inc luded only 
$75,000, which sum received congressional approval. 

That amount has already been expended and the district engineer 
is presently without funds to continue planning during the current 
fiscal year, thus progress on this worthwhile and urgently needed 
project is practically at a standstill. 

We felt certain the current budget would reflect the national atten- 
tion which has been given the plight of southern Illinois. However, 
again the thousands of people in the Kaskaskia Valley who are so 
vitally interested in the early completion of this dam were shocked 
and disappointed by the fact that the current budget recommendation 
is for only $125,000 which is, considerably less than we understand 
can be most economically used by the Corps of Engineers. 

The people in southern Illinois feel this project, which was au- 
thorized in 1938, has already been too long delayed to the great detri- 
ment of the area involved, the State of Illinois and the Nation as a 
whole. The many disastrous floods which would have been prevented 
and the lasting effects of the drought, which would have been alle- 
viated, point up the fact that no savings will be affected by continua- 
tion of the present snail’s pace progress. Therefore, on behalf of the 
many individual workers, farmers, and small-business men who make 
up the Kaskaskia Valley Association, I urge you to not only approve 
the current budget recommendation, but to increase that figure by at 
least an additional $80,000. 

Now, I have stressed in this statement the industrial needs; how- 
ever, of extreme importance is the problem for water supply for 
human consumption, numerous communities throughout southern 
Illinois have been seriously affected by drastic water shortages for the 
last 2 or 3 years. Many of them have been having to haul water in 
by tank cars or any way they could get it for 2 years. Ninety-five 
percent of our farmers, practically that figure, were hauling all the 
water they used and in our county which is primarily a dairy county, it 
resulted in many of our farmers having to sell off portions of their 
dairy herds at great loss. 

We feel that the project is worthwhile and is needed and it is needed 
now, and I thank you gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN MELVIN PRICE 


Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, I would like to support Mr. Hazlet’s 
statement. I can assure you that the figures that he has given here are 
accurate. His information on the limitations of last year’s appropri- 
ations placed on the district engineers are also accurate. 
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I have been in frequent contact with the district engineer in St. Louis 
and have been told by them that they were greatly hampered in pur- 
suing their planning studies this year because the money ran out too 
fast. They had the personnel and they were ready to go, but they 
were held back by insufficient allocations and that they could have 
very feasibly, in the interest of the economy on the projeet put in 
inore work this year. 

I have been informed by the people who are close to the project 
that they fear that the same may happen this year unless adequate 
funds are set aside for the continuation of the planning. The estimate 
has been that probably another $80,000 added to the budget figure 
would prevent the recurrence of what happened this year in the next 
year planning. They just ran out of money early so that they lost and 
are losing about one-half a year in their planning and they think that 
. they had this additional sum of around $80 000 they can give a full 

‘ar planning, which would be in the interest of the overall project. 

7. Rapsaur. The figures we have here are the total estimated cost 
of $33 million. 

Mr. Price. That is correct. 

Mr. Rasaur. And allocations prior to fiscal 1957 are $125,000. 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Ranaut. And the tentative allocations for fiscal 1957 are 
$125,000 which leaves an additional required for fiscal 1957 to com- 
plete preconstruction planning of $170,000. 

Mr. Price. That is correct, and we are asking about $80,000 of that 
that would be left would be applied immediately so we will not run 
into a similar situation the coming fiscal year that we ran into the last, 
where they were moving along fine and the allocation was just a little 
too short and that is the opinion of the engineers who worked on the 
project. This is a very important project all through the central area 
of Illinois, down in an area east of Springfield all the way down below 
Chester, Ill. 

In my area the chief problem is control of floods almost every 
spring we have a very serious flood resulting from the runaway 
waters of this Kaskaskia River and it does considerable damage to 
the farm land and industri il land and practically wipes out one little 
town there every year, the business district suffers a loss every year, 
and it has been doing it for quite a few vears. 

There is a twofold objective here. First of all, it is to control 
these waters to prevent the floods; second, that they will hold and 
store to prevent this very serious problem of water shortages that has 
become more and more a serious problem in Illinois each year. The 
‘water table has been falling very rapidly. Last year the national] 
press was filled with stories about the very serious shortages in the 
area right at the headwater of the Kaskaskia River, where this Carlyle 
Dam will be most effective. It was a national story last vear about 
the towns in this area of Illinois carrying water for hundreds of miles. 
It is a new problem, it has come up in recent vears, but it is one that 
does not appear to be temporary unless something is done about 
solving it. 

Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES W. VURSELL 


Mr. Vursevt. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee this 
afternoon. 

May I say that last year the Bureau of the Budget approved $75,000 
in planning money for the Carlyle Lake Reservoir, which was also 
approved by this committee, which involves the building of a dam 
on the Kaskaskia River, at Carlyle, IIL. 

The Bureau of the Budget for this session has approved $125,000 
additional planning money on the recommendation of the United 
States Army engineers to continue planning. 

We believe that economy would be effected, in the long run, if 
your committee could see fit to increase the Bureau of the Budget’s 
request of $125,000 by $80,000, which would allow the work to con- 
tinue uninterrupted, and would probably be sufficient to bring this 
program to a point where at the next session of Congress we ¢ ‘ould ask 
for construction funds, and advance this much-needed project by 
about 1 year, 

The Carlyle Reservoir, when completed, will cost about $27 million 
and will tie in with the flood-control project north of Carlyle on the 
Kaskaskia River, and south of Carlyle, which the Army engineers 
have estimated will have a satisfactory cost-return benefit. 

Most recent surveys by the Army engineers show that in 1940 
this area suffered a loss by floods of $1,105,000, and in 1951, a loss from 
floods of over $5 million. 

This project and reservoir will serve another great purpose to 
several counties, and to thousands of people by way of making water 
available to a large area there in times of severe droughts. 

Kor instance, in 1953, and again in 1954, that area, covering some 
12 counties affected, had the worst droughts in its recorded history, 
with the result that many towns from 7,000 to 8,000 people had to 
supplement their water supply by having it hauled in railroad cars, 
and dozens of smaller towns trucking water, at a high price, and 
hundreds of farmers found themselves with such a serious water 
shortage that they sustained great losses. 

| point this out to show that great benefits would accrue to that 
entire area, which cannot be ficured in showing the cost-return ratio, 
and I raise this question because these droughts affected rich pro- 
ducing farmlands of hundreds of thousands of acres where the corn 
crop in particular was almost a complete loss. 

Again, there are many cities and towns which in the dry season 
would augment their water supply by pipelines for 25 miles around, 
which could bring added financial benefits to the project, paid for 
by the municipalities, which also are not figured in the cost-return 
ratio. 

Many chambers of commerce and leading citizens, representing 
many cities and towns, have appealed to me, and Members of Con- 
gress in this area to try to push this project forward to assure that 
area of water in the drought season, and, at the same time, farmers 
and people of the towns along the banks of this stream have urged 
it to protect them from floods, when they come, and with sufficient 
water during drought years. 
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I feel that if this committee could see this fine agricultural area, 
and the hundreds of fine dairy farms—most of them in the St. Louis 
milkshed—-with their fine herds of cattle, producing tremendous 
volumes of grade A milk, with their farms growing alfalfa, and as 
high as 40 bushels of wheat to the acre, and other farm crops, it would 
feel that here is a project not of reclaiming land, but a project where 
the people have withstood the ravages of floods, and took their losses, 
and have never before asked aid from their Government, are entitled 
to serious consideration. 

When one takes into consideration that for 100 years, and over, 
the people of this area have carried their own burdens alone, through 
periods of floods and periods of devastating droughts, now that they 
are calling upon their Government, through their Representatives, 
for this modest appropriation to carry this worthy project forward, 
I hope, and believe, your Committee, in its wisdom, will feel that 
there is sufficient merit in our case to grant the increased request of 
$80,000 added to the $125,000 recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

There is a bill before this session of the Congress which has the 
support of the President, to try to relieve distress areas in southern 
Illinois, and over the Nation, which, if assed, will appropriate large 
sums of money to attract industry to slighted areas which are not 
sufficiently participating in the prosperity of the country. 

While the Carlyle Lake project has been under way for 2 years, 
standing on its own merits, and has been recommended by the Bureau 
of the Budget, I would like to point out another great intangible 
benefit that this proposed water supply will bring to southern Illinois, 
and will help to carry out the purpose of the legislation referred to 
without any extra cost to the Government. 

Already some of the leading industries of the country have expressed 
an interest in locating in the Carlyle area if this program is completed. 
There is no question, due to its location in the Mississippi Valley that 
industries will locate here, furnishing employment to thousands of 
people within a radius of 40 miles. 

This increase in employment and high industrial productivity and 
payrolls, in the long run, would bring millions of dollars in taxes into 
the United States Treasury, and would save the government millions 
that otherwise would have to be expended for unemployment and 
relief payments. 

May I add that Governor Stratton, of Illinois, as well as the mem- 
bers of the general assembly, have fully endorsed this project, and 
have expressed strong desires of being helpful in any way possible. 

As you know, I have been interested in this project for some 2 or 
3 years and it affects several counties in my district and in all about 
12 or 15 counties. It is an area where there has never been anything 
asked on the part of the Government and it is a fine area from the 
industrial standpoint. All we need is water. Now, another reason 
why I think it would be fully justified is, if we get the water that this 
will provide, some of the largest industries in the country have shown 
an interest in locating in this area which would give employment for 
labor from 40 to 50 miles around. 

Now, there has been a bill introduced in the House and Senate 
with the approval of the President to help distressed areas and 
doubtless millions will be appropriated in this effort. Now here you 
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have a project that has stood on its own feet and convinced the 
Congress and the administration, the Bureau of the Budget, that it 
is worthy. The completion of this project will be helping in the 
distress area to where in time we can bring back hundreds of millions 
of dollars into the Treasury in taxes, and furnish employment, and 
get people off of unemployment insurance and unemployment rolls. 

This project will help to implement the bill that the President 
has recommended to aid the distress areas of the country without 
additional expense. If we can get this little extra that we are asking 
for over and above the Bureau of the Budget’s recommendation, 
I think it would be real economy because we can keep the work 
going right along and probably have this project ready for construction 
a year earlier. ; 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD D. BROWN FOR SENATOR PAUL H. DOUGLAS 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
Congressman Price and Congressman Vursell have adequately covered 
the problem. I might tell you that during the hearings Senator 
Douglas, as chairman of the Senate Labor Committee held in southern 
Illinois along there and part of the valley of the Kaskaskia, it was 
quite conclusively shown that all of the economic ills and really some 
of the human attributes of these communities water is their chief 
problem. Lack, really, if you will, for human consumption. 

Some cities have had fires during the last few years in which they 
were desperately confronted with insufficient water to combat the 
fires. The city of West Frankfurt, for instance, some time ago had 
that trouble, so water is a very, very desperate problem in the State 
of Illinois and through the valley in which the Kaskaskia flows, and 
[ think the project has been in existence, what, since 1938 it was 
authorized. 

Mr. Price. 1988. 

Mr. Brown. They have continually had these questions of short- 
ages of funds at critical times, and I believe that is the purpose now 
that you want to be assured of the capability of going ahead. 

Mr. Price. That is right. 

Mr. Rapaut. Last year was the first time they had funds? 

Mr. Price. Last vear was the first time we came in over the budget 
estimate because we would then be in contact with the district en- 
gineer’s office and they were a little skeptical as to the amount that 
they were going to have to handle. They thought that they could do 
a better job if they had a little bit more to work on. 

Mr. Rapavut. You agree, all of vou, that you need about $80,000 
more? 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Vurse.u. That is right. 

Mr. Rapavurt. Anything further? 

Mr. Vursetu. Nothing, except we thank the committee for this 
very courteous hearing. 
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Marcu 27, 1956. 
Tampa Harpor 


WITNESSES 


HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

HON. JAMES A. HALEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

NORMAN BROWN, ATTORNEY FOR THE PORT AUTHORITY, CITY 
OF TAMPA 

J. B. COLBERT, MEMBER OF THE HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY PORT 
AUTHORITY 


Mr. Rasautr. The committee will come to order. 
Do you have some witnesses with you? 
Mr. Cramer. Yes, sir; I have a short statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER 


Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee’ 
my name is William C. Cramer, Congressman from the First Distric 
of Florida. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity of appearing before 
vou in behalf of what we believe to be one of the important —— 
im the Southeastern United States as far as harbor development i 
concerned, and that is Tampa Harbor. 

I have a map here on my right which indicates the channel work 
underway and that to be completed. 

You will see presently underway as a result of last vear’s appropri- 
ations are Nos. 2 and 3 which are the outer channels. No. 1 up to 
the Y-cutoff gomg to the right, the Hillsboro Channel to the city of 
Tampa, to the left, Port Tampa. That entire project is included 
in the Army engineers recommended authorization on which was 
started construction last year. Construction is underway in three 
and two. 

The project comprises Tampa, Fla., the central west coast portion 
of the State. The project is comprised of a 34-foot channel to the 
width of 400 feet. 

The present depth of the harbor is 27 to 30 feet, and the present 
width is 300 feet. The distance of this project, the total distance, 
is approximately 60 miles. 

Mr. Rasaur. What is the budget estimate? 

Mr. Cramer. $2% inillion. 

Mr. Rasavur. For this year? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, sir; $977,000 for last year, $24 million for this 
vear. The reason why we think $2% million is essential, and ap- 
parently Army engineers and the President and the Budget Bureau 
felt so, too, is that this amount is needed to complete the project 
within a 5-vear period. The tremendous importance of that com- 
pletion period is the fact that there is so much industry interested 
and so much need for the project. 

This area, Mr. Chairman, serves at present in excess of 1 million 
people. This might give you an idea. The panoramic picture, Mr. 
Chairman, might give you an idea as to the area, part of the area to 
be served in excess of 1 million people at this time; expected by 1965 
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to be 2% million. We are growing that fast. This is St. Petersburg, 
this is Tampa, this is Port Tampa, this is the route of the channel 
to Port Tampa and this way to Tampa. 

Mr. Rasautr. Where are the military installations? 

Mr. Cramer. One right here is MacDill Field, the all-important 
strategic air base. In addition to that and in the immediate area 
and served out of this port ere also the military installations of 
Pinecastle Air Base, Lakeland Air Base, Carner Aviation Training 
School, and the Patrick Air Force Base in the immediate area. 

The Atomic Energy Commission, incidentally, has approved this 
project in this report to the committee last year, the Air Force itself 
supports the project as being important to both of those functions 

Mr. Rasaur. What are they doing down there with the Atomic 
Energy Commission? 

Mr. Cramer. They are in the exploratory basis and also. the 
deriving of atomic material from phosphate. There is a process 
they have devised for getting fissionable material from phosphate 
which has proven successful. 

This project, since its commencement, to show you the importance 
of it to this area and how the people themselves and industry have 
taken to it, what it has meant to them, $5% million since the last 
year’s announcement in new port facility development has already 
been programed in 1955. In the first 38 months of 1956 an addi- 
tional $4 million by private industry in the development of the port 
itself as a result of this commencement last year resulted. 

Now, as to tonnage, Mr. Chairman. In 1954 the tonnage was 
9,813,000 tons, as much as all the tonnage of other ports on the east 
coast of the United States south of Charleston. It is the ranking 
port in the State of Florida, and it is the only port between Norfolk, 
Va., and Mobile, Ala., that has a depth at the present time less than 
32 feet. So, in a sense we are definitely up to this time discriminated 
against. 

Mr. Rasaur. What depth is it now? 

Mr. Cramer. Twenty-seven to thirty feet. 

Mr. Rasautr. What is along the rest of the coastline there? Is 
that all commercial development or is some of that residential? 

Mr. Cramer. To the south is largely residential, some commercial. 
This is the industrial area that you see on the map, largely the indus- 
trial area of the central west coast. The Tampa area and the St. 
Petersburg area and the port Tampa area are largely the industrial 
and highly populated areas. 

Now, to the east of that is the largest phosphate producing area in 
the entire world in excess of three and three-quarters million tons of 
phosphate was shipped out of there in 1949. That means an awful 
lot to the farmers of America. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cramer. We do have agreement, Mr. Chairman, that the 
total tonnage, I believe, for 1954 was in excess of 9 million tons. By 
actual information available to the port authority today the tonnage 
this year is expected to exceed 10 million, close to 11 million tons. 

This means a 10 percent increase in tonnage and in projecting this 
it will mean that in 1959 there will be approximately 15 million tons. 

Mr. Rasaut. What percentage of that is for fertilizer? 
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Mr. Cramer. About one-third of it is for fertilizer, is for phosphate. 
Petroleum is the largest product in tonnage, is that not correct. 

Mr. Coizperr. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. So, in projecting this we see 15 million tons in 1959, 
even at the time the project is expected approximately to be com- 
pleted. 

Mr. Rasavur. Did you say the tonnage down there in comparison 
with the east coast? 

Mr. Cramer. The tonnage out of Tampa Harbor is greater than 
all of that combined south of Charleston, S. C., it is the largest harbor 
in tonnage between Norfolk, Va., and Mobile, Ala. 

Mr. Rapaut. All right. 

Mr. Cramer. Speaking of phosphate, Mr. Chairman, 75 percent 
produced in the world is produced within a radius of 80 miles of this 
particular port. 

As to the benefit-cost ratio the engineers in 1954 found the benefit- 
cost ratio to be 2.52 to 1 in 1954, the port authorities’ figures indicate 
1955 to be 3.38 to 1, and a saving of $1,488,400 per year as a result of 
lost time and light loading. 

The hope is that the $24 million this year will be appropriated and 
that will bring the project up to the Y as 1 explained where the cross- 
ings, first to the right to Tampa, and to the left to Port Tampa. 

It is hoped that on that program by 1958 the project will be com- 
pleted on the right leg up to Tampa. That, of course, will mean a 
savings of $1% million by 1959 to the users of this part, to give you 
an idea of what the benefit to cost will be at that time. 

Many other facts and figures I could acquaint you with, but instead 
of taking your additional time, Mr. Chairman, I will insert them in 
the record as a statement. 

Mr. Rasaut. You have a good cost-benefit ratio, 2.6 to 1. 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, sir; serving on the Public Works Committee I 
appreciate the value of its need as shown by such a favorable ratio 
and I would like to have this statement made a part of the record at 
this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaur. All right, without objection the statement will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows.) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM C. CRAMER 


Dear Mr. Chairman, I am appearing before your committee urging its considered 
action to appropriate funds in the amount of $2,500,000 in the fiscal year 1956-57 
budget to continue the Tampa Harbor project to deepen from 27-30 feet to 34 
feet and to widen from 300 feet to 400 feet the channel for a distance of about 
50 miles. 

Your committee last year recommended an appropriation to start this $11 
million project which resulted in Congress approving $977,000 as recommended 
by the President. The gratefulness of the communities served by this project 
for its start during this fiscal year has been amply demonstrated by the statements 
filed with vour committee today. This is a matter vital to the businesses and 
lives of well over 1 million people today and an estimated 2% million by 1965. It 
is a project for which these communities have strived for many years. 

Many of the persons from the Tampa Bay area personally appeared before 
your committee last year and testified that the start of this project, in their 
opinion, would unquestionably accelerate harbor growth. It is astounding proof 
of this that, according to port authority estimates, $5,500,000 in new and improved 
port facilities have been committed during calendar year 1955. In the past 90 
days, over $4 million in additional port facilities have been undertaken. Yet 
this is only the beginning of the tremendous industrial and commercial program 
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which has been initiated by the commencement of this harbor project. I believe 
these facts fully substantiate the judgment of this committee for this growth that 
unquestionably shows the local community is fulfilling its obligation in making 
full use of the new opportunities afforded it by the Tampa Harbor improvements. 

In 1954, the port of Tampa had a total tonnage of 9,813,000 tons. In 1955 it 
is conservatively estimated that this has increased over 10 percent to approxi- 
mately 10,725,000 tons (exact figures have not yet been completed). This is 
considerably in excess of the 7.6 percent annual increase upon which port tonnage 
was projected by the port authority and is far in excess of the Army engineers 
estimates made in 1948. The estimated port tonnage in the calendar vear of 
1959 of 15 million tons based on this 7.6 percent annual increase is a conservative 
estimate. For example, it is known that within the next 3 years there will be 
additional port tonnage from new industries (which has not been taken into 
consideration in the normal port growth) of 3,500,000 tons per year. This 
would consist of approximately 2,500,000 tons of petroleum and petroleum 
products, which would result from new terminal facilities and the first oil refinery 
in the port of Tampa; coal of 750,000 tons from a new electric generating plant, 
using coal for fuel; and other products of 250,000 tons. 

This would mean that, by the calendar year 1959 it could well be and probably 
will be, the port of Tampa will have annual tonnage of 18 million to 19 million 
tons, providing harbor improvements progress rapidly, continuing to encourage 
this growth, 

For example, this last month, February 1956, there was more tonnage in the 
port of Tampa than in any other single month in the history of the port, in excess 
of 1 million tons. 

The increase and growth of industry in this area and its tremendously increasing 
population has greatly increased the use of petroleum and other products. In 
1954 the petroleum usage of the port was 4,579,000 tons. Upon facts now 
known, the increase in petroleum in 1955 was in excess of the 10 percent estimated 
by the port authority, based upon 1954 figures. With the known new industrial 
facilities that are coming into being in this area, by 1959 it is entirely reasonable 
to assume that there would be over 8 million tons of petroleum and petroleum 
products passing through the port of Tampa. 

The useage of this port by coastwise trade is progressing rapidly. In the 5-year 
period, 1949 to 1954, the average annual increase in tonnage was 9.1 percent. 
Projecting a growth of 5 percent a year over the 1954 tonnage of 5,477,000 shows 
that there would be coastwise trade in 1959 of over 7 million tons. This is an 
entirely reasonable projection of growth and, as a matter of fact, it is obviously 
conservative when the factors of new industries are taken into account. 

Over 75 percent of phosphate produced in the world is produced within a 
radius of 80 miles of this port. In 1954, 5,477,000 tons of phosphate were ex- 
ported through this port. I believe it of interest to your committee that this 
area served by the port of Tampa is increasing in its population at the rate of 
over 6 percent per year. This is one of the most rapidly expanding areas in the 
United States. Moreover, this rapid expansion is reflected in the industrial 
growth of this area. Since the apparent start of this project in early 1955, over 
$70 million in new deepwater industrial construction has been started or 
definitely committed. 

In 1956 additional industrial construction utilizing Tampa Harbor is underway. 

All this is indicative of the fact that the phenomenal growth of this area renders 
estimates of port growth and useage almost unrealistic. Yet, it is apparent that 
the estimated annual port tonnage in 1959 of 15 million tons is most conservative. 
Using this basis of annual tonnage of 15 million tons, the direct economic benefits 
and annual savings resulting from completion of this harbor project will be ap- 
proximately $2,230,000. This is using the criteria used by the Corps of En- 
gineers in their determination of benefit-cost ratio and would give to this project 
an unusually high benefit-cost ratio of 5 to 1. The Army engineers estimate in 
1954 of benefit-cost ratio was 2.25 to 1—but actual figures accumulated by the 
Hillsborough County Port Authority in 1954 showed a 3.38 to 1 ratio with 
savings estimated at $1,488,400 per year. 

I particularly wish to call to the committee’s attention that the plan, as scheduled, 
is directed toward completing a usable segment of the channel up to the city of 
Tampa proper by June 1958, which requires the full $2,500,000 this vear. The 
recommended appropriation will also keep on schedule a 5-year completion goal 
which is very essential if the full economic growth is to be realized. Completion 
of this usable segment will effect direct annual economic savings in 1959 of 
$1,500,000 which would give a benefit-cost ratio on this segment of the project 
alone of 3.38 to 1. 
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This harbor project lies within the First Congressional District but serves over 
a third of the population of the State of Florida, and is the only harbor to serve 
this area. 

I hope your committee will give serious consideration to the fact that this 
important harbor, by its present Inadequate channels, has the status of a “second 
class’? port, being the only sizable port between Norfolk, Va., and New Orleans, 
La., having under 34-foot depth while at the same time it has more tonnage than 
any harbor from Norfolk to Mobile. I urge that the recommended appropriation 
of the President be approved by your committee and that it will include at least 
this sum in the budget for fiseal 1957. 


Extracts From STaTEMENT OF WILLIAM C. CRAMER BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
oN Pustic WorKs OF THE House COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS HEARINGS 
1955 on Tampa HARBOR PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, this is a matter of extreme 
importance to my district. Completion of this channel is necessary if the great 
port of Tampa is to be able to maintain its historical place as one of the more 
important ports of the United States and to serve properly the growing ‘Tampa 
Bay area, 

I would like to submit for the consideration of your committee the imposing 
basic facts that wholly justify this project. 

Tampa Harbor serves a wholesale-retail trade area of 25 counties with a present 
population of over 1 million people and an estimated 1964 population of 2,110,000. 
In this area is located not only the city of Tampa with a population of over 220,000, 
and my home town of St. Petersburg with a present population estimated at over 
125,000, but also many other sizable cities. It is important to remember that 
Tampa Harbor is the harbor serving an expanding area of the central west coast 
of Florida of over 1 million people and is the only harbor serving this area, 

This area served by Tampa Harbor is one of the fastest growing areas not only 
in Florida but in the United States. It is an area growing not only in population 
but also in industry. For example, since 1947 over $100 million has been spent 
in industrial development by industries direetly using Tampa Harbor facilities. 
The area served by this harbor is the center of the world’s largest citrus growing 
area and it is also the harbor serving the world’s largest phosphate and phosphate 
chemical aren, 

The faet that this project has not been started in the years from 1950, when first 
authorized by the Congress, apparently is due primarily to the fact that the project 
did not have the support of the Defense Department. This is no longer true. 
On August 15, 1954, the Defense Department, through the Department of the 
Air Foree, by Maj. Gen. Joe W. Kelly, Director of Legislative Liaison, advise] 
Senator George A. Smathers that the Air Force supports the project and that it 
had so informed the Chief Corps of Engineers, United States Army and stating 
to the Senator in part: “It is desirable that the channels of the port of Tampa be 
deepened. Accordingly, the Chief of IKngineers, Department of the Air Force 
supports that project.”". The reason for the support of this project by the Defense 
Department is due to the fact that MacDill Air Force Base is locate? in Tampa 
and Tampa Harbor serves other important Air Force installations such as the 
Pineecastle Air Base, Lakeland Air Base, Carner Aviation Training School and the 
Patrick Air Force Base. 

Of interest for the consideration of your committee is the fact that the Atomic 
Knergy Commission in August of 1954 advised Senator George A. Smathers 
through k. D. Nichols, its General Manager, that the Atomic Energy Commission 
supported the Tampa Harbor project in the furtherance of its uranium production 
interests in the Tampa Harbor area, advising in part: 

“The Commission is interested in the Florida phosphate fertilizer and chemicals 
industry as a current and long-range source of uranium. The Florida phosphate 
fields contain one of our largest domestic reserves of uranium and we have been 
carrying on extensive investigations with the view of developing byproduct ura- 
nium from phosphate fertilizer and chemical plants. Two uranium production 
units are being readied for production. * * * Our investigations of the uranium 
resources indicate that the Florida phosphate field constitutes a large reserve of 
essential raw materials important to our economy. * * * Any actions (speaking 
with reference to the proposed Tampa Harbor project) which would promote the 
expansion of the phosphate chemical industry would further the objectives of the 
Commission.” 


i Sad aR i a 


1 ais alc RC 


Alabina ea 


swirls 


ie Rela: + 4. 





There are other urgent reasons supporting the start of this Project to which | 
would like to invite the attention of your committee, the supporting factors being 
herein brought up to date since the last official report of the engineers 

The Corps of United States Engineers has submitted to you information show- 
ing that the direct economic savings having a computable monetary value that 
will be effected by the completion of this Project amount to $983,000 per year 

The Hillsborough County Port Authority has submitted statistics estimating 
these annual monetary savings at $1,519,800 per vear. These direct savings as 
estimated by the engineers and the Hillsborough County Port Authority are as 
follows: 

(1) The Corps of Engineers estimates that savings from reduced layover time 
of tankers will amount to $234,000 per year. This arises from the fact that the 
present inadequate channels necessitate delays awaiting daylight and a favorable 
tidal stage to navigate existing channels and average about 10 hours a trip. The 
engineers’ estimate is based on the fact that 90 percent of petroleum deliveries 
will be in T-2-ty pe tankers, which have an estimated operaing cost of $100 per 
hour and which for 10 hours’ layover time per trip makes a total added cost per 
trip of $1,000. The Hillsborough County Port Authority, using this same basis 
of calculation as employed by the Corps of Engineers, but using 1954 petroleum 
tonnage figures and the number of tankers entering the harbor, ascertained that 
345 tankers entered the harbor and ascertained that the delay time incurred had 
a total annual cost of $310,000. 

(2) The Corps of Engineers estimates that the savings from reduced layover 
time of dry-cargo vessels, including shipments of pebble phosphate and phosphate 
chemicals, as calculated upon the basis set forth in paragraph 132 of the project 
document, amount to $114,600 per year. 

(3) The Corps of Engineers estimates that the savings from increased loadings 
of petroleum products would amount to $428,000 per year as the basis of calcula- 
tion as set forth in the projeet document calculates this on the basis that the 
T-2-type tanker, carrying about 16,000 tons fully loaded, is required by the 
inadequate depth of channels to make each trip 1,400 tons short of a full load. 
In other words, additional trips are required which would be eliminated by the 
completion of the Tampa Harbor project. The basis of costs used is $2,400 a 
day and round trips from west gulf ports averaging 7 days each, or a cost per 
trip of $16,800. The Hillsborough County Port Authority, based upon an actual 
survey of each tanker arriving and based upon 1954 figures, estimates this saving 
at $890,400, using the same basis of calculation as set forth in the project docu- 
ment. The Corps of Engineers estimates that the savings from elimination of 
rail line haul costs on the Alafia River would effect an annual savings of $189,800 

In other words, the total estimated annual savings as currently computed by 
the engineers is $983,100 and the estimated annual savings based upon the port 
authority’s calculations amount to $1,519,800. 

On the basis of the Corps of Engineers’ figures the ratio of annual charges to 
annual benefits is 1 to 2.25 and this ratio, based upon the calculations of the 
port authority, is 1 to 3.45. 

I wish to emphasize that it is important for the committee to note that although 
the cost of this project has increased over the years since the original estimated 
cost made in 1949, still the ratio of annual charges to benefits has favorably 
increased from | to 1.45 in 1949 to a ratio of 1 to 3.45 in 1954. 

This I hope you will join with me in believing more than amply demonstrates 
the fact that this rapidly expanding area is incurring @ severe economic penalty 

There is a factor of competition with other harbors which should receive 
consideration by your committee. Tampa Harbor lies in the southeastern area of 
the United States competing with ports lying between Norfolk, Va., and New 
Orleans, La. It is important for your consideration to note that presently 
Tampa Harbor has a controlling depth in its upper channels serving port facilities 
of 27%4 feet. Tampa Harbor, alone, of all the ports between Norfolk and New 
Orleans, is the only port having a depth of under 32 feet. More importantly, 
Tampa Harbor is the only port in this group which has had no work done in recent 
years. With the exception of Mobile, the port of Tampa has far more tonnage 
than any of the mentioned ports. In 1953 it had a tonnage of over 9 million tons. In 
that year the export-import tonnage of Tampa was greater than that of all the 
south Atlantic ports combined south of Norfolk. Likewise, it is of interest to 
note that of the above-mentioned ports, Tampa has the greatest customs collec- 
tions with the exception of Savannah. For these reasons it is submitted for , our 
consideration that upon any criterion employed by your committee in determining 
the new projects to be started, certainly Tampa Harbor should be able to meet 
that criterion. 
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The facts set forth here obviously show that the port of Tampa has been 
gravely discriminated against. The port of Tampa is entitled to receive the same 
consideration from the Congress that its sister ports have enjoyed. 

As an indication that the need for harbor improvements and the justification 
therefor is fully recognized, I call the committee’s attention to the statement 
of the American Merchant Marine Institute, In*., to your subcommittee on 
April 26, 1955, which listed the Tampa Harbor channel project among the top 14 
priority projects in America today, pointing out that there is a single high tide 
on most days, that delays awaiting suitable tide are as long as 10 hours, that the 
loading of vessels to the Tampa Harbor must be limited to drafts of 28 feet 6 
inches instead of 30 feet 2 inches needed for a fully loaded T-2 tanker as an 
example, and listing substantial losses resulting from this shallow channel. 

I wish further to call the committee’s attention to the fact that there is unan- 
imous support for this harbor improvement among all the governing authorities 
as well as the people directly and indirectly affected in the area, and the Florida 
congressional delegation. In substantiation of this statement, there are many 
of the leading citizens of the area present who will testify in support of this 
project. 

I further call the attention of the committee to the fact that over 13,500 
commercial vessels used the Tampa Harbor facilities in the year 1953, according 
to the official report of the United States Corps of Engineers, a rather illuminating 
fact which, of itself, would seemingly, from a port usage standpoint, fully justify 
this project. 

I feel sure that this committee, having had these facts brought to its attention, 
will afford the Tampa Harbor the same treatment that has been afforded its 
sister ports, will recognize the need for better port facilities, and will reeommend 
appropriations for the start of this so sorely needed Tampa Harbor project. 


Mr. Cramer. I also have a joint statement on the part of the 
delegation giving the full support of the Florida delegation for this 
project. 

Mr. Rasaut. It may be put in the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows.) 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 26, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHarrMan: We the undersigned members of the Florida delegation 
in Congress respectfully urge your favorable consideration of continuation of the 
Tampa Harbor project authorized by the 81st Congress, first session, and pro- 
vided funds in the amount of $977,000 for fiscal 1956 by action of the 84th Congress. 

This delegation as a whole ask that the continuation of this project be made 
by an appropriation of $2,500,000 for fiscal 1957 as reeommended by the President 
in his budget. 

The project which was started in fiscal 1956 is to deepen the channel from an 
estimated 27-30 feet to a depth of 34 feet and to widen it from 300 feet to 400 
feet for a distance of about 50 miles. 

The Tampa Harbor project was authorized by Public Law 516, 81st Congress, 
the 1950 Rivers, Harbors, and Flood Control Act, and serves over a third of the 
population of the State of Florida as their only harbor for intercoastal and deep- 
water trade. The project has been supported in its authorization and first 
appropriation by the Department of Defense and has received its endoresment 
from the Atomie Energy Commission, clearly demonstrating its usefulness as a 
military project to the many defense installations of the State. 

Since actual construction has begun on this project, its economic impact on 
the area has been clearly demonstrated by firm commitments for actual construc- 
tion of over $70 million worth of industrial facilities requiring deepwater access. 

Present-day figures as revised by the Hillsborough County Port Authority 
now indicate that a direct economic saving of $1.5 million will result in 1956 and, 
upon presenting highly conservative estimated figures, an annual tonnage of 15 
million tons will bring the total economic savings to $2,230,000 in 1959 with a 
benefit-cost ratio estimated at 5 to 1. 

With this project now under way, it is the hope of this delegation that a 5-year 
period of construction will be observed, and it is anticipated that the President’s 
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recommended appropriation of $2.5 million will achieve this goal. As one of the 
outstanding harbors of the south and east coasts of the Nation, construction 
under way today and which we hopefully expect to have completed will make 
this port an equal as to channel depth and width of the other ports from Charleston 
to New Orleans. 

This delegation would express its full appreciation of the past action of this 
committee and, for the entire community to be served by this project, commend 
your considered study of further development and early action. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Spessarp L. HOLLAND,! 

United States Senator. 
GEORGE A. SMATHERS,! 
United States Senator. 
Witiram C. CRAMER, 
First District. 
CHARLES FE. BENNETT, 
Second District. 
Rosert L. F. Sikes, 
Third District. 
DanTE B. FAScELL, 
Fourth District. 
A. 8. HeERLonNG, JR, 
Fifth District. 
Pau G. Roaers, 
Sizth District. 
James A. HALEY,? 
Seventh District. 
D. R. MaTrrHews, 
Eighth District. 


Mr. Cramer. Except for the joint statements by Senator Holland 
and Senator Smathers and Congressman Haley. This is the joint 
statement, Mr. Chairman, of Senator Smathers and Senator Holland, 
and I would like to have it inserted in the record at this point. 

Mr. Rasaut. It will be so done. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows. ) 


Joint STATEMENT OF SENATOR SpessaRD L. HoLuanp (DEMocRAT, FLORIDA) 
AND SENATOR GEORGE SMATHERS (DEMOCRAT, FLORIDA) IN BEHALF OF ADE- 
QUATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE TAMPA HARBOR PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement in 
support of adequate appropriations for the continuation of the Tampa Harbor 
project in the fiscal year 1956-57. 

As you know, last year the Congress appropriated $977,000 to start this project. 
Work is actively underway. The Corps of Engineers have done a substantial 
amount of work by Government hopper dredge and in addition have let a contract 
for over $3 million covering hydraulic dredging to be done on the Tampa Bay 
Channel segment of the project. 

We have personally visited this project since the commencement of work. It 
is difficult to express in words the deep and grateful appreciation which the people 
of the area served by this port feel in the starting of this project. We recognize 
that this subcommittee has evidenced its awareness of the vital part this port 
plays in the lives of the some one and a quarter million people served by this port. 

We indicated to this subcommittee last year that the port of Tampa is one of 
the primary factors contributing to the rapid growth of this area of Florida. It 
is one of the fastest growing areas in the United States. We indicated to you that 
the start of this project would initiate an even greater acceleration in the rapid 
industrial growth of this area. 

Events of the past 12 months amply demonstrate this fact. Since January of 
1955 over $70 million in industrial construction has been initiated by industries 
requiring deepwater facilities. These are located in the Tampa Harbor area 
proper. More importantly, over $10 million in new port facilities have been actu- 
ally started or definitely committed since January 1955. This does not include 
proposed port facilities by the Hillsborough County Port Authority and private 
interests which are in the planning stage but have not been definitely committed 


' By joint statement. 
? By individual statement. 
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These new industries and facilities will alone bring an additional annual tonnage 
of 3% million tons through this port each vear. In addition to these facts is the 
normal progressive growth of this port which, in the vear 1955, will be in excess of 
10 percent over the 9,827,000 tons of cargo which moved through this port in 1954 

It is important to note that the known factors give every reasonable indication 
that the voluine of tonnage of this port will substantially exceed 15 million tons 
per calendar vear by the vear 1959. Based upon such assumption, and using 
criteria and standards in determining direet economic benefits used by the Corps of 
Engineers, Department of the Army, this will result in direct annual benefits of 
$2,230,000 gi ing to this project a benefit-cost ratio of 5 to 1. 

This project has three usable segments —that portion of the project reaching 
up to the city of Tampa proper at Black Point; the Alafia River portion, and the 
Port Tampa portion. 

We wish to emphasize that upon known industrial and port facility develop- 
ment and new construction that by the vear 1958, it is very conservatively esti- 
mated that the portion of the project serving the city of Tampa (i. e., the upper 
harbor) will have an annual volume of tonnage in excess of 10 million tons. On 
this basis, completion of the project to the city of Tampa. by 1958 will immediately 
effect direct annual benefits and savings of approximately 1% million dollars 
per vear. 

We strongly urge that your subcommittee favorably report the appropriation 
of the necessary funds to continue the work on this important project to the end 
that work will progress with unbroken continuity and provide a usable channel of 
project depth and width to the city of Tampa by 1958. 

Mr. Cramer. Also Congressman James A. Haley, of the Seventh 
District in the South. 

Mr. Haney. I am appearing before your committee to urge its 
considered action to appropriate funds in the fiscal year 1956-57 to 
continue work on the Tampa Harbor project. 

Last vear your committee recommended and the Congress appro- 
priated $977,000 to commence work on this project. Actual work 
is proceeding rapidly. The Corps of Engineers has let a contract 
for $3,093,107 which will complete work on the segment of the project 
known as cuts A through F of the Tampa Bay Channel. The en- 
gineers have recognized the comparative worth of this project in the 
advancing to this project of over $300,000 which will be repaid from 
appropriations for 1956-57. 

I believe it of interest to your committee that this is the only port 
serving the nearly 1% million people in the Tampa Harbor area. 
This is the port which serves the world’s largest citrus area and the 
world’s largest phosphate mining and chemical area. A major 
part of both of these industries lie in my district and completion of 
this project will effect direct benefits to the industries in the seventh 
district. 

The port of Tampa serves one of the most rapidly expanding areas 
in the United States. The 25 counties served by this port now have 
an estimated population of 1,458,000 persons—an increase of over 
40 percent since the 1950 census. This fabulous growth is continuing 
at an annual rate of slightly less than 6 percent. 

This population growth is surpassed by the industrial development 
and growth of this area. In the 7 years 1948 through 1954 over 
$100 million was spent in new and expanding industries which directly 
used the harbor facilities of this port. 

| believe that the industrial expansion in the past year is even 
more startling and of greater interest to your committee. When I 
appeared be fore you last year in behalf of appropriations to start 
this project I stated that the growth of the port of Tampa would con- 
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tinue and that start of the project would in effect unleash an unprec- 
edented development of harbor facilities by private interests 
Events of the past 12 months have proven this. In 1955 over $70 
million of new deepwater industrial construction has been started or 
definitely committed. New port facilities in the amount of over 
$10 million have been started or definitely committed. These new 
facilities, on completion, will increase the annual volume of tonnage 
of this port over 3% million tons per year. 

I believe these facts make it abundantly clear that the tremendously 
increasing usage of this port requires the appropriation of funds to 
complete this project as rapidly as possible. Your committee last 
year gave full recognition to the fact that this great port has inade- 
quate channels—that although it is the largest port from Norfolk to 
Mobile, it is the only major port in the South Atlantic and gulf with 
inadequate channels. I believe it worthy of your consideration that 
there be appropriated in this fiscal year whatever sum, and not less 
than the $2% million recommended by the President, is necessary to 
complete this project by 1960 on the 5-year completion schedule 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers, 

[ particularly wish to commend one fact to the consideration of 
your committee. I believe it entirely reasonable to assume that in the 

calendar year 1959 the annual tonnage of this port will exceed 15 
million tons—and will probably be in the neighborhood of 17 to 18 
million tons per year. Based upon these figures and using the criteria 
employed by the C orps of Engineers the ¢ ompletion of this project will 
effect direct annual savings of $2,230,000-—which will give this project 
a benefit-cost ratio of 5 to 1. Most importantly, completion of the 
first usable segment of this channel up to the upper harbor of the city 
of Tampa proper by 1958 will effect oe annual benefits that will 
be immediately utilized, of $1,500,000 per year— based on a 1958 ton- 
nage of 10 million tons for this segment of the project. [| hope your 
committee will give serious consideration to this aspect of the prob- 
lem—that it will appropriate funds necessary to continue work on 
this project without interruption and to the end that the first utilizable 
segment to the upper harbor will be completed and in use by 1958. 

There are other urgent reasons supporting the rapid comple tion of 
this project. You committee has evidenced its appreciation of these 
factors which have no computable money value. The factor of mer- 
chant safety. The effect of this project upon the employment po- 
tential and job opportunity of the thousands of persons whose employ- 
ment is related to Tampa Harbor. 

The area served by this great port is extremely grateful for the con- 
sideration you have heretofore given to this project. J] join with them 
In expressing appreciation to your committee for the considerate 
action afforded this project. 

I hope you share with me the feeling that this project will merit the 
funds necessary for its continuation in the coming fiscal vear. 

Mr. Cramer. I would like to introduce to you the representatives 
of the Hillsborough Port Authority who are the governing authority 
for this project. I would like to introduce to you at this time Mr. 
J. B. Colbert, who is a member of that port authority, with a short 
Statement. 

Mr. Rasaur. Mr. Colbert. 
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STATEMENT OF J. B. COLBERT 


Mr. Corsert. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for allowing 
me to appear here. 

TI am J. B. Colbert, of Tampa, Fla., and appearing before you rep- 
resenting the Hillsborough County Port Authority, of which I am a 
member. 

Our brief, which we have filed with you, sets forth in detail the 
statistical data supporting our plea for the appropriation of funds 
necessary to continue work upon the Tampa Harbor project in the 
fiscal year 1956-57, so I will not reiterate that information. 

I cannot tell you how much the start of this project is appreciated 
by the communities served by our port of Tampa. The port au- 
thority testified before you last year that the start of this project 
would herald unprecedented development of port facilities and indus- 
tries requiring deep water. Activity in this regard has exceeded our 
most optimistic expectations yet this is only the start of what we 
honestly believe is the destiny of this port. For all these reasons 
you will understand that when we say “Thank you” for starting 
this project we are expressing our deep felt gratitude for opening 
new vistas of economic and industrial growth and expansion. 

I feel sure that your committee is so well aware of our problem 
and its answer that you will accord our plea for funds its proper 
consideration. 

I hope that your committee will in the next year again give us the 
pleasure of visting our port. We will take pride in showing to you 
the unprecedented growth of industry and maritime commerce for 
which your committee is substantially responsible in starting this 
project. 

Thank you for the courtesy you have extended to us in allowing 
us to appear before you today. 

Mr. Cotspert. We would like very much for the entire committee 
to visit us some time and see what is going on down there. We have 
a wonderful set-up. 

Mr. Rasaut. We may do that. 

Mr. Cotsert. We will appreciate it if you would. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman, in keeping with the time »toted us, 
not wanting to impose upon the committee, I have with us also the 
attorney for the port authority in Tampa, Mr. Norman S. Brown who 
is available to anwser any questions which you might have on this 
project. 

Mr. Rasavut. I do not think we have any questions. Do you 
want to enlarge upon anything that has been said? 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN 8S. BROWN 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, only to say this. We cannot express 
to you in words the appreciation on the sort of project like this. We 
have worked and strived for so many years. All I can tell you is 
this, that when we testified before your committee last year, as we have 
been doing for you know, many years, we told you that the start of 
this project in our best judgment, based upon all the factors then 
known to us, would unquestionably precipitate the greatest industrial 
development and development of maritime harbors, you know, 
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within this area, that our community had ever known and yet, we 
are one of the fastest growing communities in the United States. 

As proof of that and as pointed out by Congressman Cramer, in 
the past 14 months there has been over $70 million worth of industrial 
construction that has actually started or been definitely committed 
that will use the new deep-water facilities, in addition to this there 
has been actually started or definitely committed, over $10 million 
in new port facilities that will, you know, take care of that. 

I refer you, for example, as fast as—every time we get our statistics 
up they are really out of date before we can get them compiled. As 
recently as 1949, for example, the Army engineers, and we are all 
cuilty of the same thing, stated that it was not economically feasible 
io extend a channel from this point here [indicating on the map] to 
what is known as Black Point. At the present time private interests 
have built that channel. At the same time there is now actually 
underway the building of a channel to the project, wide and deep, 
by private interests, with money from the Port Tampa Channel at 
this point to a point here [indicating on map]. In other words, our 
area is growing so great that we can only say to you that the com- 
pletion of this project, you know, at the earliest practical and economi- 
cal time is really essential if the growth of our whole area is not going 
to be impaired. We feel confident that the committee is aware of that 
problem and, yet, it means so much to us that we want to leave no 
stone unturned to impress that fact upon you, sir. 

Mr. Rasavut. What is this piece across the mouth here that is 
sort of a pinkish color? 

Mr. Brown. That is the Sunshine Skyway. 

Mr. Rasavut. And that has an opening in it? 

Mr. Cramer. No, it is high enough to accommodate any ships 
how in existence or any in the future. 

Mr. Brown. It has a height of approximately 158 feet. 

Mr. Evins. That is a wonderful bridge, I might add. I have been 
across it. 

Mr. Cramer. It is one of the most scenic bridges there is in the 
South, I believe. 

Mr. Rasavut. How far back in there do you go before you hit land 
that you really cannot use? 

Mr. Cramer. Well, you have to get down South. 

Mr. Rasaut. South of this? 

Mr. Cramer. A good deal south, around Lake Okeechobee and 
some of those Everglades swamp areas. This entire area is citrus, 
phosphate, cattle, residential, and industrial. 

Mr. Rasaut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman, in just closing I want to impress on 
you again the figures that I quoted with regards to new imporved 
port facilities that have come into being since this project was started. 

Five and one-half million in 1955, 4 million additional the 3 months 
of 1956 in new port facilities, in excess of $70 million in new industrial 
expansion. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the oppor- 
tunity of being with you. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, I would like, sir, to file for the record 
these statements to the committee from Mr. Ellsworth Simmons, 
the chairman of the County Board of Commissioners of Hillsborough 
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County, who testified before your committee last year; Curtis Hixon, 
the mayor of the city of Tampa, who testified before your committee 
last year; and Col. Byron Bushnell, who is chariman of the port 
development committee of our chamber of commerce and who also 
testified before your committee last year; and we would also like to 
file with this record these brochures that set out 

Mr. Cramer. This explains all in detail this previous testimony, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, for your courtesy. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you. Without objection, the documents 
referred to by Mr. Brown will be inserted in the record of the hearings 
at this point. 

(The above-mentioned documents are as follows:) 


Svrare OF FLoripa, 
County or HILusporouGH, COMMISSIONERS OFFICE, 
Tampa 1, Fla., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. Frep MarsuHati, M. C., 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee No. 1, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CyHarrRMAN: I am writing you as chairman of the Board of 
County Commissioners of Hillsborough County, and have asked the Hillsborough 
County Port Authority to ask you to file this letter in the records of vour hearings 
on appropriations for the Tampa Harbor project for the coming fiseal vear. 

I personnally appeared before your committee last year urging funds for the 
start of this project. The funds which your committee recommended be appro- 
priated and which were appropriated, led to the start of this project. For this 
the people served by the port are deeply grateful. 

The start of this project has “triggered off’’ intense interest and development 
of industrial and deepwater facilities. The port authority has submitted detailed 
information on this to you. However, I wish to stress that since that information 
was compiled and submitted to you there have been several millions of dollars of 
other port facilities which have been commenced or committed. 

I know that vou appreciate the problem and we urge that you give every con- 
sideration to the appropriation of sufficient funds that will enable this project 
to be continued to a rapid completion. The courtesies and consideration which 
you have heretofore extended this project are appreciated by us. 

I thank you for your courtesy in permitting me to file this statement in the 
records of these hearings. 

Sincerely, 
E. G. Simmons, Chairman, 


Crry or Tampa, Executive OFrices, 
March 23, 19656. 
ion. FrEp Marsuat.u, M. C., 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee No. 1, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CuarrMANn: I regret that Iam unable to personally appear before 
your committee, as I did last year, to request the appropriation of funds for the 
continuance toward completion of the Tampa Harbor project. I have requested 
the Hillsborough County Port Authority to represent me before your committee 
this year and file this statement on my behalf as mayor of the city of Tampa. 

I cannot express to you in words the appreciation of this community for the 
consideration given it last year which led to the appropriation of funds actually 
starting the Tampa Harbor project. I testified before you last year, and I again 
wish to emphasize, that I consider the completion of this Tampa Harbor project 
the most vital issue relating to the welfare of our community. Tampa is a port 
city and it is a port city serving one of the most rapidly expanding areas in the 
United States. The rapidly increasing use of our port facilities require that this 
project be completed at the earliest practical date, bearing in mind, of course, 
engineering and overall economic costs. 


teat A 





Unfortunately, the city of Tampa, with its existing channels, has been relegated 
to a position of a second-rate port. I know that you appreciate the dilemma 
which confronts our community from that viewpoint. You, — the gentlemen 
of your committee have given us great hope from the fact that your action last 

ear gave recognition to the fact that the port of Tampa oa be accorded the 
same treatment that has been granted to our neighboring port cities on the Gulf 
ff Mexico and south Atlantie. 

I know that your committee will give earnest consideration to the appropriation 
of funds which will continue this project and permit it to be completed upon a 
5-year basis. 

I do hope that you will give attention to the fact that appropriation of funds, 
which will lead to the possible completion of one usable segment of this channel 
up to the city of Tampa proper by the summer of 1958, is an urgent matter 
Direct annual economic benefits of over $1 million will be realized from the com- 
pletion of this segment alone. That is, by the summer of 1958, traflic over this 
portion will have inereased in such volume that these benefits will be realized 

I appreciate this courtesy in permitting me to file this expression of views on 
behalf of the city of Tampa. 

Most sincerely, 
CURTIS HLIxXoON, Mayor 


BUSHNELL INDUSTRIES, 
Tampa, Fla., March 23, 1956 
Hon. Frep MARSHALL, M. C., 
Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee No. 1, 
House Appropriations Commitlee, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuairmMan: The Greater Tampa Chamber of Commerce and the 
port development committee of the chamber have for many years worked toward 
obtaining the start and the completion of the Tampa Harbor project. 

| wish to express to you on behalf of the Greater Tampa Chamber of Commerce 
and its port development committee the great appreciation which we have for the 
recommendation of your committee which led to appropriations by the House, 
resulting in the actual start of the Tampa Harbor project, this year. I believe 
your committee will be interested to know, and as I testified before your com- 
mittee last year, that the start of this project has unquestionably been one of the 
primary and motivating factors which has led to the commitment or commence- 
ment of new port facilities in Tampa Harbor, which now approximate $10 million. 

The chamber feels strongly that completion of this project will produce untold 
economic benefits to this Tampa area, which are over and beyond the estimates 
of direct annual savings which have been submitted to you by the United States 
lingineers and by the Hillsborough County Port Authority. The continued growth 
and expansion of this harbor is almost unbelievable. During the month of Febru- 
ary over 1 million tons of waterborne traffic passed through Tampa Harbor. 
With the known new deepwater industries that are now underway in this area, it 
is perfectly reasonable to anticipate that 15 million tons of waterborne commerce 
will annually pass through Tampa Harbor within the next 3 or 4 years. We ap- 
preciate the consideration and recognition which your committee has given to 
this project in the past year. We know that you appreciate the dilemma of the 
community of Tampa with its presently recognized inadequate channels. 

Knowing this, we can only urge upon you that you give earnest consideration 
to the inelusion in the budget of the coming fiscal year of not less than the $2!» 
inillion recommended by the President for continuation of this project, so that the 
project may be completed on a 5-year basis and without any break in the con- 
tinuity of the work on the project. I will not attempt to burden you with statistics 
and details as I know that information will be fully presented to you by the Corps 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, and by the Hillsborough County Port 
\uthority. I do want to emphasize that the business community of Tampa 
considers the rapid completion of this project a must if the growth of this tre- 
inendously expanding area is not to be directly impeded by the present inadequat 
channels. 

I thank you for the courtesy extended to us in permitting us to file this statement 
with your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
Byron KE. BusHNELL, 
Chairman, Port Development Committee, 
Greater Tampa Chamber of Commerce. 
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Marcu 27, 1956. 


OvertTon-Rep River WatreRwAy AND QOvacuiTaA, BLACK, AND 
ARKANSAS RIVERS 


WITNESSES 


ROSSITER McCRONE, VICKSBURG, MISS. 

COL. DOSWELL GULLATT, U. S. ARMY RETIRED, ASSOCIATION OF 
AMERICAN RAILROADS 

C. J. BINDNER, COAL TRAFFIC MANAGER, MISSOURI PACIFIC 
RAILROAD, ST. LOUIS, MO. 


Mr. Rasaut. Mr. Rossiter McCrone, of Vicksburg. 
Mr. MecCrone, we will be pleased to hear you at this time. 
STATEMENT OF ROSSITER M’CRONE 

Mr. McCronr. My name is Rossiter McCrone, consulting engineer 
residing in Vicksburg, Miss., a registered civil engineer in the State 
of Louisiana. I am a member of the American Society of Civil 
Engineers and the Permanent International Association of Naviga- 
tion Congresses. 1 was employed by the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, from 1928 to 1951, when I retired. 

In 1945, when the basic report for the Overton-Red River project 
was prepared, I was chief of the report division charged with prepara- 
tion and analyses of such reports of waterway projects. 

I appear here in opposition to the Overton-Red River Waterway 
project, having been employed by a group of railroads serving the 
area affected, to make a current evaluation of the economic aspects 
of the proposed waterway. 

[ attach hereto, marked “Exhibit A,’’ my report dated January 
1956 and ask that this report be made a part of my testimony and a 
part of this record. 

As this report shows, for reasons cited therein, I find the benefit 
cost ratio, as of this time, to be 0.114 to 1. Therefore, I conclude that 
the Overton-Red River project does not justify the appropriation of 
public funds. 

You will note on page 11 that I have used official studies of prospec- 
tive traffic for the proposed waterway, as made in 1939, 1945, and 
1949; and then made my own study as of this time, 1955; and on that 
page show the comparisons, with reference to appropriate notes giving 
my reasons for the 1955 estimates. 

You will note on page 22 that in my study I| used the cost of the 
project as made by the Army engineers in 1955, that is, $85 million. 

The attached report represents my personal analysis and judgment 
of the proposed undertaking, based on many years of experience in 
the preparation of such reports, and was in no way influenced by the 
nature of the employment. 

In view of my finding of a benefit cost ratio of but 0.114 to 1, 
whereas, a benefit cost ratio considerably greater than 1 to 1 is re- 
quired for economic justification of waterway projects, I feel that the 
appropriation of public funds for planning or constructing the Overton- 
Red River Waterway project should be disapproved by this committee 
and by the Congress. 

Mr. Rasaut. What is the report that you have there? You have 
something you said you wanted to attach to your statement, do you 
want it for the record? 
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Mr. McCrone. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Rasavut. We can put everything in the record except the maps. 
(The report follows:) 


Rep River, La., Ark., OKLA., AND Tex.: Rep River BeLtow Fvuuron, ARkK.; 
AND OVERTON-RED RiveR WateRway, La. 


A current evaluation of the economic aspect of the proposed Overton-Red River 
Waterway—January 1956 


By Rossiter M. McCrone, Consulting Engineer, Vicksburg, Miss. 
) ’ ’ £; 
THE OVERTON-RED RIVER WATERWAY, LA. 


1. Purpose of report.—This report presents a current analysis of the economic 
aspects of the proposed Overton-Red River Waterway. Previous estimates of 
prospective waterborne traffic, the methods and rate differentials used in esti- 
mating savings, and the resulting benefit-cost ratio set forth in the project docu- 
ment are reexamined; and a current estimate of prospective waterborne traffic is 
presented which provides a more realistic benefit-cost ratio to clarify the economic 
status of the proposed waterway. 

2. Description.—Red River, formed by the confluence of headwater streams on 

the Oklahoma-Texas border, flows easterly along the Oklahoma-Texas and Arkan- 
sas-Texas boundaries into Arkansas to Fulton, and thence south and southeast 
through Arkansas and Louisiana to a bifurcation, whence Old River extends 7 
miles eastward to the Mississippi River at mile 301, and the Atchafalaya River 
extends 140 miles southward to Atchafalaya Bay, an arm of the Gulf of Mexico. 
Upstream from the reservoir of Denison Dam (Lake Texoma), the river channel 
is ill-defined, and the low water slope varies from 30 feet per mile in the headwaters 
to 1.6 feet per mile in the reach above the reservoir. Below Denison Dam, the 
low water elevation falls from 510 feet at the dam to 132 feet at Shreveport (mile 
310), and to 45 feet at Alexandria (mile 121). Between Denison Dam and Alex- 
andria, the channel width varies from 700 to 2,500 feet between unstable banks 
from 25 to 40 feet high. Below Alexandria, the channel, 800 to 900 feet wide 
between banks 35 to 60 feet high, is in the flood plain of the Mississippi River. 
With Denison Dam operating, controlling channel depths from January to July 
are: 6 feet to Alexandria; 5 feet to Shreveport; and 4 feet to Fulton. In other 
months, controlling depths are: 6% feet to the mouth of the Ouachita-Black 
tiver; 4 feet to Alexandria; and less than 2 feet to Shreveport. The range of 
stage between high and low water, ordinarily 30 to 45 feet, may be increased as 
much as 10 feet by unusual floods. Right bank tributaries below Denison Dam 
include: Sulphur River (mile 379), Cypress Creek (Bayou) (mile 311), Bayou 
Pierre (mile 210), Cane River (mile 161), and Bayou Rapides (mile 122). Left 
Bank tributaries below Shreveport are: Loggy Bayou (mile 268), Coushatta 
Bayou (mile 243), Saline Bayou (mile 191), Bayou Rigolette (mile 125), and the 
Quachita-Black River (mile 35). Reference is made to the accompanying repro- 
duction of the division map published by the Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, in 1955; on which has been surcharged the approximate alinement of the 
proposed Overton-Red River Waterway, excerpted from the project document 
map; and alinements of three petroleum products pipelines which cross the pro- 
posed waterway and the Ouachita-Black River. hese pipeline alinements are 
excerpted from a map published by the Oil and Gas Journal in October 1955. 

3. The Red River Basin comprises about 28,000 square miles below Denison 
Dam and above the limit of Mississippi River backwater; and about 25,000 
square miles tributary to the Ouachita-Black River. Agriculture and the raising 
of livestock are important occupations. Principal farm crops include grains, 
alfalfa, cotton, potatoes, pecans, and fruits. The basin is rich in natural resources, 
including timber, petroleum, natural gas, clay, silica, limestone. sand and gravel. 
Important industries, according to products, are: petroleum, iron and steel, salt, 
sulfur, ceramics, glass, and fertilizers. From a monetary standpoint, the petroleum 
industry is dominant. There are ample communication and transportation 
facilities. Main and branch railroads, improved highways, airlines, pipelines, 
radio networks, and electric power and communication lines serve the entire 
area. Waterborne commerce is provided for by the canalized Ouachita-Black 
River on which a channel 6% feet deep at low water extends from the Mississippi 
River at mile 301 to Camden, Ark., a distance of 351 miles. Shallow draft naviga- 
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tion is provided for on Red River up to Fulton, Ark., a distance of 463 miles; 
and on several tributary streams for relatively short distances. 

4. Federal improvements and projects—Improvement of Red River for naviga- 
tion was undertaken by the Federal Government in 1828 when $25,000 was appro- 
priated for the purpose. Then, and for many years thereafter, the river channel 
was completely closed to navigation, and was practically closed for stream flow, by 
a very extensive deposit of tangled forest products, including entire trees, trunks, 
branches, logs, stumps, root masses, etc., which were rendered almost or entirely 
impermeable by deposits of silt and sand. This tremendous barrier, termed the 
“Red River raft,’ obstructed the channel for scores of miles upstream and down- 
stream from the site of the present city of Shreveport. Operations to remove 
the raft were initiated in 1833, but it was not until 1852 that a navigable channel 
through the raft was made available. Thereafter, continuing open river opera- 
tions were required to keep the channel open for traffic. Eventually, in 1892, 
the existing navigation project for Red River below Fulton, Ark., was adopted 
providing for ‘“‘clearing, snagging, dredging shoals, building levees (with or with- 
out cooperation of riparian States), closing outlets, revetting caving banks, and 
preventing injurious cutoffs.’’ No channel dimensions were prescribed. 

5. Modification of the project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
July 24, 1946, as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
No. 320, 80th Congress, Ist session, to provide a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet 
wide, extending from the Mississippi River through Old River and Red River, 
thence by a lateral canal leaving Red River through its right bank, at or near mile 
31, and extending through land cuts and existing waterways, across the Mississippi- 
Red River backwater area and along the south bank Red River flood plain to 
Shreveport, by the construction of 9 locks, a pumping plant, and related works, 
at an estimated cost for construction of $42 million to the Federal Government, 
and $2 million to local interests. This authorized modification of the existing 
project has been termed ‘‘the Overton-Red River Waterway” in official reports 
of recent years. 

6. The Federal navigation project for Cypress Bayou and Waterway between 
Jefferson, Tex., and Shreveport, La., adopted in 1872 and modified in 1910, pro- 
vides for open channel work and for construction of a dam without a lock at the 
foot of Caddo Lake. There are four other inactive Federal navigation projects on 
tributaries of Red River. 

7. The Federal navigation project for Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark., and La., 
adopted in 1902, provides for a navigation channel 614 feet deep at low water stage 
from the Mississippi River through Old River, Red River, Black River, and 
Ouachita River for 351 miles to Camden, Ark., by construction of 6 locks and dams, 
and by dredging. Construction of the locks, 55 feet wide, was completed in 1924. 

8. Federal projects for flood control and other purposes in the Red River basin 
(exclusive of those in the Ouachita Basin) are: 

(a) Denison Dam (Lake Texoma): Construction of the project with an initial 
power unit installed was essentially completed in 1944. Installation of a second 
unit was reported to be almost complete in 1954. The 2 units afford a capacity 
of 70,000 kilowatts whereas the planned ultimate capacity is 175,000 kilowatts. 
Estimated cost, with 2 units installed, is $61,595,000. 

(b) Red River below Denison Dam: This project provides for construction of 
nine flood-control reservoirs on tributaries of Red River; for levee improvements, 
and for bank stabilization, at an estimated cost to the Federal Government of 
$149,950,000, as reported in 1954. 

9. Waterborne Commerce.—Red River has been used for commercial transporta- 
tion since 1852 when a navigable channel was opened through the raft, but the 
volume of traffic has been subject to wide fluctuations. The annual report of the 
Chief of Engineers for 1900 recorded that traffic on Red River for 11 years (1890— 
1900) ranged from 66,176 to 228,630, and averaged 104,397 tons per year; and that 
for the same period the traffic on the Ouachita-Black River averaged 155,523 tons 
per year. Later annual reports reveal that for 20 years (1915-34), waterborne 
traffic on Red River varied between 4,000 and 179;000, and averaged 32,700 tons 
per year, and that traffic on the Ouachita-Black River varied between 111,000 and 
430,000, and averaged 215,200 tons per year. Since 1934, commercial use of these 
rivers has continued to decline; and the annual reports reveal that in the years 
1935-54, traffic on Red River ranged from 3,000 to 30,000, and averaged 16,650 
tons per year; while that on the Ouachita-Black River ranged from 47,000 to 
247,000, and averaged 130,650 tons per year. 
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10. The annual reports of the Chief of Engineers furnish convincing evidence 
that waterborne traffic on the Red and Ouachita Rivers has continued to decline 
for more than 60 years; and no tendency for significant expansion of waterborne 
commerce on these streams is indicated by the latest reports. The status of 
waterborne traffic on these streams, by commodities, for 1944, the latest year 
available when the project document was prepared, and for 1954, the latest year 
for which waterborne traffic have been published are tabulated as follows: 


Traffic in thousands of tons 


On Ouachita- Black 








» ive ¢ 
On Red River, 1944 River, 1944 
aca mm aa can - > a a 
No | 
No. . ‘ Intra- 
vo Up- Down-| Up- | Down-!| 2 
Commodity bound | bound bound | bound ot 
| Animals and products ; 0.5 0.3 0.1 
| Wood and paper--.- ‘ ; 21; 323 56. 3 
| Miscellaneous. - ‘ se ea on 
| Totals for 1944. ............--- fcc 5 22} 326] 56.5 
' . 
: On Ouachita- Black 
» TQ Os 
On Red River, 1954 River, 1954 
Code |—— Se ee atin ane - - 
~ Commodit Up- | Down-| Up- | Down- Leniwok 
™ tad bound | bound bound bound ae, 
040 | Fish, ete___-. a i ‘ ; 0.5 
400 | Logs ; : ; . 10.9 a 3.7 45. 6 
Ge Tee I oc ok Seen ccesccenen ‘ cites .6 
604 | Steel products a ; 0.4 
722 | Construction manufacturers ad ‘ 1.6 8 1.1 1.1 9 
829 | Industrial chemicals ae eet ee SI tide Ulsxs 10.8 72.8 
970 | Waterway materials _-- ; i } 1 a 3 6 
Totals for 1954_______- . 1.8 11.8 12.4 77.9 48. 2 


11. Prospective waterborne traffic.—In the project document, it was stated 
that commercial traffic data submitted at public hearings, and that obtained by 
correspondence and by field surveys of division and district personnel of the 
Corps of Engineers, together with results of studies made by the Louisiana 
Department of Public Works in conjunction with the Red River Valley Improve- 
ment Association, were transmitted to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, to whom the results of the Waybill Study of 1939 were also available. 
This study supplied data concerning railway shipments from and receipts into 
Louisiana; and railway traffic data involving Texas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas 
points served by lines connecting to points on the proposed waterway. 

12. The Board of Engineers defined the trade area that would be served by the 
proposed waterway as the area roughly bounded by the watershed of Red River 
in Louisiana, and the commercial region tributary to Shreveport, La., in north- 
eastern Texas, southeastern Oklahoma, and southwestern Arkansas. The Board 
stated that its analysis of transportation savings consisted essentially of a com- 
parison of costs to shippers at 1945 rail rates of the estimated volume of traffic 
available with the probable water-carrier charges on the same traffic. The 
Board assumed that tows, three barges and a towboat, would be adapted for use 
on the proposed waterway at an average speed of 3.6 miles per hour; that barge 
loading would be comparable to that on the Warrior River; and that barge-lot 
rates would prevail for loads of 300 tons or more. 

13. In a brief titled the Red River project, 1939, the Louisiana Flood Control 
and Water Conservation Commission presented an estimate of prospective water- 
borne traffic and indicated appropriate allocations of tonnage for both the Red 
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and the Ouachita-Black Rivers. In contrast, the Board of Engineers, in 1945, 
defined the trade area for the proposed waterway without apparent consideration 
of the fact that almost half of the Red River Basin below Denison Dam is tribu- 
tary to the Ouachita-Black River, a canalized waterway on which some 89,000 
tons of waterborne traffic were moved in 1944 as compared to less than 3,000 
tons on Red River. 

14. All of the traffic data were correlated with the results of the Waybill Study, 
adjusted for 1945 conditions and rail rates, analyzed, and evaluated by the staff 
of the Board of Engineers. On the basis of this analysis, the Board estimated 
that prospective traffic for the proposed waterway would be 1,119,000 tons, with 
annual savings of $3,200,000. Later, in 1949, the Board revised its estimate of 
prospective traffic, but did not alter the total tonnage nor the estimated annual 
savings. 

15. The 1939, 1945, and 1949 estimates of prospective traffic were developed 
from various traffic surveys the results of which were adjusted by reference to 
railway freight movements such as those revealed by the 1939 Waybill Study. 
A more realistic adjustment is obtained by reference to actual movements of 
waterborne traffic on the Mississippi River system of inland waterways of which 
Red River, including the proposed/waterway, and the canalized Ouachita-Black 
River constitute a minor right bank extension. 

16. Accordingly, the estimates referred to above have been excerpted in com- 
parable terms together with a similar estimate for 1955 conditions, and have been 
tabulated in parallel columns by commodities conforming to the Federal com- 
modity classification for shipping statistics. Such tabulation facilitates reference 
to actual movements of waterborne traffic which are recorded in the Federal 
publication titled ‘Waterborne Commerce of the United States.’’ Part 2 covers 
waterways and harbors of the Gulf coast, the Mississippi River system and the 
Antilles. The latest issue is that for 1954. References are made to this Federal 
record in paragraph 17 below; and specific references are cited in the accompany- 
ing appendix. These estimates of prospective traffic for the proposed waterway 
are tabulated as follows: 


Comparative estimates of prospective waterborne traffic for proposed Overton-Red 
River Waterway 


{In thousands of tons} 








Code | 

















ah Commodity | 1939 | 1945 | 1949 | 1955 | Note 
—_ ; | - | ole 
100-109 | Grains......---..--- ga on fcebstbanbtacutess nists | 26; ill) 201} 50 | (1) 
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300 | Cotton ‘ee : : Bonne CE went 60 | 31 Be axacetes (2) 
400-421 | Logs, lumber, etc ae 91 Oe tee ceas 30 | (3) 
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553 | Salt __. ‘ a! ones Pi Te esas Sléchiece (5) 
554 | Sand and gravel ; ESEINIGL S90 SAGTEy Magn) ar aL CE) Ba dee (3) 
600-605 | Iron, steel, ete. __- at: 2 5 AY EES 2s rot 154 Dh eee 80) (6) 
Oe TART I oon deine ack b oncdadendesstiope op lib uapcecs leneeceee 96 470 | v0-55 | (7) 
nn a had vain et -| 167 189 380 40 | (8) 
DOR h cic eRe. ease eee | 949} 1,119] 1,119} 220 
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17. Notes pertinent to comparative estimates tabulated above are as follows: 

(1) The 1945 estimate, about 100,000 tons of grains, is considered to be a 
reasonable provision to cover shipments required to offset unpredictable vari- 
ations in crop yields over the trade area. It is believed that 50 percent of the 
total properly may be allocated to the proposed waterway ( see par. 13). As 
estimates of prospective traffic in flour and grain preparations (consolidated with 
grains in the tabulation) included in the 1945 and 1949 estimates, are far greater 
than the total tonnage of such traffic in 1954 on the entire Mississippi River sys- 
tem, they are excluded from the 1955 estimate. (See Appendix, pt. I, par. (1).) 
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(2) Formerly, sugar was moved upstream and cotton downstream by a barge 
line operated for the owner’s account, between New Orleans and Ouachita River 
terminals, but this traffic was discontinued more than 10 years ago. For scores 
of years, the traffic in cotton was of dominant importance on the lower Mississippi 
River, and on its navigable tributaries; but this traffie has practically ceased 
and in 1954, only 1,253 tons of cotton were moved on the entire Mississippi River 
system. Hence, cotton may not be included in an estimate of prospective traffic 
for the proposed waterway. Similarly, other commodities listed in the com- 
parative estimates and referred to note (2) should be exeluded because such traffic 
movements, like that of cotton, contravene the Federal record. (See Appendix, 
pt. I, 2.) 

(3) Logs, sand, and gravel may be moved on the proposed waterway, or on the 
Ouachita-Black River as items of intrawaterway traffic; but such traffie can have 
little if any effect on the economic aspects of the proposed waterway. In this con- 
nection it is noted that the Federal record shows that in 1954 only 126 tons of 
lumber and 6 tons of wood were moved on the Mississippi River between the 
Ohio River and New Orleans. (See Appendix, pt. I, 3.) 

(4) The Federal record reveals that 1,420,958 tons of petroleum products 
were shipped on the Mississippi River in 1954 from Helena, Ark., and that none 
was received by water. However, the project 5 pipeline extends from El Dorado, 
Ark., to Helena; and connecting lines extend from El Dorado to Shreveport and 
elsewhere. The Triangle pipeline leads from El Dorado to Arkansas City on the 
Mississippi River; and the Texas Eastern pipeline extends from tidewater term- 
inals on the Sabine-Neches Waterway to El Dorado and north and northeast to 
terminals north of the Ohio River. With such pipelines operating, practically all 
petroleum products as well as crude oil produced in the trade area are moved and 
will be moved by pipeline and none may be included in an estimate of prospective 
waterborne traffic for the proposed waterway. In the Board of Engineers analysis 
of transportation of 1945, it is anticipated that all crude oil produced in the area 
would be moved by pipelines. (See Appendix, pt. I, 4.) 

(5) Glass is produced and processed in Shreveport. Salt is mined near Winn- 
field, La. Only 1,480 tons of glass products were moved on the Mississippi River 
in 1954; and there has been no traffic in salt reported for the Ouachita or the Red 
River. Hence, these commodities may not be included in an estimate of pros- 
pective traffic for the proposed waterway as they are not likely to move by water. 
(See Appendix. pt. I, 5.) 

(6) Since 1945, development of iron ore deposits of east Texas has progressed 
rapidly. The Lone Star Steel Co. is in operation near Daingerfield, Tex., about 
80 miles northwest of Shreveport. A large steel center and producing mills are 
located in Houston, Tex. There has been a great increase in the demand for 
steel products in the area but there has been no corresponding increase in the 
movement of steel products on the Red and Ouachita-Black Rivers as much of 
this increased demand has been supplied by the above installations. The 1945 
estimate for steel products is considered adequate under 1955 conditions; but it 
should be prorated between the proposed waterway and the Ouachita-Black 
River in a ratio not to exceed 80 to 20 respectively. 

(7) The 1945 and 1949 estimates of prospective traffic for the proposed water- 
way included substantial tonnages of phosphate fertilizer materials; the tonnage of 
this commodity included in the 1949 estimate was greatly in excess of the total 
tonnage moved on the entire Mississippi River system in 1954. The situation 
has changed materially recently with respect to phosphate fertilizer materials. 
In 1955, a plant was erected in the Lake Charles port area for processing this com- 
modity which may be shipped from Lake Charles to Shreveport by rail at such 
low cost that this traffic may not be included in an estimate of prospective traffic 
for the proposed waterway. [See appendix I.] 

(8) The Federal record for 1954 listed less than one tenth of one percent of 
the tonnage of waterborne commerce for the entire Mississippi River system as 
commodities, nec.—that is—Unclassified. It is considered that an allowance of 
25 percent is fully ample to cover inadvertent omissions in the 1955 estimate of 
prospective waterborne traffic for the proposed waterway. 

18. Findings as to prospective traffic—The drastic difference between the 
1955 estimate and previous estimates of prospective traffic for the proposed 
waterway resulted from findings outlined above. In summary: 
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(a) The trade area defined in the project document includes the area already 
served by the canalized Ouachita-Black River, which for 60 years or more has 
carried much more traffic than that moved on Red River. Hence, about 50 
percent of estimated traffic pertinent to the trade area should be allocated to the 
Quachita-Black. This is in approximation to the respective tributary areas. 

(b) Previous estimates of prospective traffic were adjusted by reference to 
railway freight movements; whereas the 1955 estimate was adjusted by refer- 
ences to recent rail patterns and to actual movements of waterborne commerce 
reported in the Federal record. These references are cited specifically in the 
accompanying appendix. 

(c) Petroleum products, which amounted to about 50 percent of the total of 
the 1945 estimate, are moved and will continue to be moved through pipelines 
and so should not be included in an estimate of prospective waterborne traffic 
for the proposed waterway. 

(d) Cotton, formerly a very important factor in river traffic, is now moved 
overland by motor trucks or by rail and there is no appreciable river traffic in 
this commodity so it should not be included in an estimate of prospective water- 
borne traffic for the proposed waterway. This finding applies also to grain 
preparations, canned foods, and beverages. 

(e) Iron and steel products are increasingly distributed over the trade area 
from the steel center in Houson, Tex., and the mill at Daingerfield, so that no 
significant increase in prospective traffic for the proposed waterway may be 
expected. 

(f) Phosphate fertilizer materials are supplied to the Shreveport area from 
Lake Charles, La., now that a plant for processing such materials in in operation 
in the Lake Charles area. Fertilizer materials required in the Shreveport area 
are shipped by direct rail line from Lake Charles at a current freight rate which 
is less than the probable rate by water from New Orleans, so this commodity 
will not be available for diversion to the proposed waterway. 

19. Transportation benefits —In 1945, the Board of Engineers declared that: 
“Because the Red River is not now improved for modern barge operations, the 
proposed project must be considered as an entirely new artery of commerce, and 
most of the transportation benefits must necessarily arise from traffic that does 
not use any waterway.’ However, the proposed waterway was recommended 
and was authorized as a modification of the existing project for ‘‘Red River below 
Fulton, Ark.” to provide a channel extending from the Mississippi River through 
Old River and Red River, thence by a lateral canal leaving Old River through its 
right bank * * * ete. Hence the proposed waterway actually would be a minor 
lateral extension of the developed Mississippi River system of inland waterways; 
and the applicable directive of the Corps of Engineers with respect to transporta- 
tion benefits is: ‘“* * * only the savings which result from the extension of the 
movements should be included as a benefit for the new improvement.” Obvi- 
ously, compliance with this directive precludes inclusion of transportation savings 
attainable by use of the Mississippi and the Ohio Rivers as transportation benefits 
for the proposed waterway. 

20. In 1945, the Board of Engineers also stated that its analysis of transporta- 
tion savings attainable from the proposed waterway consisted essentially of a 
comparison of costs to shippers at 1945 rail rates of the estimated volume of 
traffic available with the probable water-carrier charges on the same traffic. Such 
comparison was accepted and approved at that time as a measure of the economic 
justification of proposed waterway improvements. Now, alternative means of 
transportation are of greater importance, particularly the expanding use of heavy 
duty trucks and trailers operating on the improved highways, and the network of 
pipelines which convey crude petroleum to refineries and petroleum products to 
consuming centers. 

21. It is pertinent to note that the lowest established tariff in the Southeastern 
United States is that for moving petroleum from Gulf coast ports to the Atlantic 
seaboard by tanker. As listed on a map published by the Oil and Gas Journal 
in October 1955, the tanker rate is 37 cents per barrel, which is approximately 
1 mill per ton-mile. The same authority shows that pipeline tariffs for petroleum 
products are 12 cents per barrel between Houston and Baton Rouge, and 20 cents 
per barrel between Baton Rouge and Birmingham; these rates reduce to 3 mills 
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ver tou-mile. A like rate should apply for pipelines extending from the El 
Jorado-Shreveport area to terminals on the Mississippi River at Helena and 
Arkansas City; and to the Texas Eastern products line extending from tidewater 
terminals on the Sabine-Neches Waterway to and beyond El Dorado to terminals 
north of the Ohio River. Comparable low freight costs are attained by operators 
of the tremendous tows of barges which ply the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers with 
pay loads of 15,000 tons or more. In the late fall of 1955, the traffic manager of 
one of the large companies moving petroleum products up the Mississippi River 
advised that current freight charges for these great tows are a little more than 3 
mills per ton-mile. It was pointed out that such low costs are not possible for 
tows on more restricted channels such as the Red-Black-Ouachita, where towing 
speeds are necessarily lower and pay loads are much smaller. For such re- 
stricted streams, barge rates per ton-mile were about 6 mills in 1929 and 7 mills in 
1939. Because of the continuing increase in the cost of labor and materials, 
barge rates for channels such as that prescribed for the proposed waterway are 
probably not less than 8 mills per ton-mile under 1955 conditions. 

22. With respect to railway freight rates, the Louisiana Flood Control and 
Water Conservation Commission found in 1939 that a rate of 12% mills per ton- 
mile was a reasonable competitive rail rate for bulk commodities which might be 
diverted to waterways. The Federal Commission on Organization of the Execu- 
tive Branch of the Government found in 1955 that railway freights would be up- 
ward of $17.50 per 1,000 ton-miles. Hence it would be reasonable to assume a 
rail rate of 20 mills per ton-mile for comparison of rail and water charges under 
1955 conditions; however, actual rail rates now in effect are available. 

23. The analysis of ‘transportation savings attainable from the proposed 
waterway,’ made by the Board of Engineers in 1945, included no reference to 
origin or destination of traffic movements, presumably because the proposed 
waterway terminates at a junction with the Mississippi River where there is no 
terminal. Obviously, any traffic moving to or from a terminal on the proposed 
waterway would also use a terminal on the developed Mississippi River system of 
inland waterways, and a realistic comparison of rail and water charges involves 
reduction to comparable terms. Such reduction is made and a realistic comparison 
of rail and waterway charges is set forth in the accompanying appendix. Re- 
sulting transportation savings applicable to estimated prospective traffic for the 
proposed waterway under 1955 conditions are: 

(a) Grains: As derived in accompanying appendix, transportation savings on 
the 1955 estimate of 50,000 tons are $60,000. 

(b) Sugar, molasses: As derived in the accompanying appendix, transportation 
savings on the 1955 estimate of 10,000 tons are $17,500. 

(c) Soap: As derived in the accompanying appendix, transportation savings 
on the 1955 estimate of 10,000 tons are $17,500. 

(d) Logs: This commodity is moved on the Red and the Ouachita-Black Rivers 
as intra-waterway traffic, diversion of this traffic from either river to the proposesd 
waterway would engender no significant savings in transportation charges. 

(e) Petroleum products: As pointed out above, petroleum products in the trade 
area are moved and will be moved by pipelines and properly may not be included 
as prospective traffic for the proposed waterway. It is pertinent to note that the 
pipeline charge for petroleum products from the Shreveport area to Helena on the 
Mississippi River would be less than 75 cents per ton, whereas, the waterway 
charge to the same destination via the proposed waterway and the Mississippi 
River would involve more than three times the distance and would not be less 
than $3 per ton. Obviously, no transportation savings would be available for 
the waterway from traffic in petroleum products. 

(f) Iron and Steel Products: As derived in the accompanying appendix, trans- 
portation savings on the 1955 estimate of 80,000 tons of iron and steel products 
are $168,000. 

(g) Phosphate Fertilizer Materials: For reasons set forth in the accompanying 
appendix, no transportation savings are attainable from traffic in phosphate 
fertilizer materials on the proposed waterway. 

(h) Commodities-Unclassified: As derived in accompanying appendix, trans- 
portation savings on the 1955 estimate of 40,000 tons of commodities, unclassified 
are $70,000. 
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(7) Summary: Total transportation savings, or benefits, expected to result 
from the proposed waterway under 1955 conditions are $333,000 annually. 

24. Drainage benefits.—In 1945, it was pointed out that construction of the 
proposed waterway involved modification of drainage facilities for lowlands 
traversed by the proposed lateral canal, with resulting benefits estimated at 
$300,000 annually. Any additional cost incurred in construction of the navigation 
project in order to create additional reclaimed lands should be charged against 
these estimated incidental benefits before they are credited to the navigation 
project. The estimated annual charges for the proposed waterway will therefore 
then be a realistic presentation of the economic aspect of the navigation project 
on its own merits. 

25. Estimated costs; annual charges; and annual benhfits—In 1945, the cost 
of construction of the proposed waterway was estimated at $42 million to the 
United States, and $2 million to local interests; annual charges were estimated 
at $2,620,000 for the United States, and $120,000 for local interests. Total 
annual transportation savings were estimated at $3,200,000; and drainage benefits 
were estimated at $300,000 annually. Since 1945, the estimated cost of construc- 
tion to the United States has been increased several times,—to $53 million in 
1949; to $77 million in 1952; and to $85 million in 1955. Such increases in the 
estimated cost to the United States involve commensurate increases in the esti- 
mated cost to local interests; and in the estimate of resulting annual charges. 
Accordingly, annual charges for the proposed waterway should be increased 
proportionately to $5,550,000. 

26. Benefit-cost ratios.—In 1945, total benefits expected to result from con- 
struction and operation of the proposed waterway, $3,500,000, were compared 
with total estimated annual charges, $2,740,000; and the Board of Engineers 
reported a resulting benefit-cost ratio of 1.28 to 1. In contrast, total benefits 
expected to result from construction and operation of the waterway, under 1955 
conditions, are estimated to be $633,000 annually; and estimated annual charges 
a proposed waterway are $5,550,000. The resulting benefit-cost ratio is 
0.114 to 1. 

27. Discussion.—The wide disparity between the benefit-cost ratio presented 
in the project document in 1945 and that developed in this report in 1955, is 
not strictly a development of the intervening decade. In 1945, the division 
engineer conditioned his favorable recommendation with the proviso that, 
“* * * by the date of completion of the improvement, at least 1 million tons 
will be available to carriers on the waterway * * *.”’ In contrast, the 1955 
estimate of prospective traffic for the proposed waterway is less than 250,000 
tons. The current estimate of traffic, the total of which is less than 20 percent 
of that of the 1945 and 1949 estimates, was adjusted by reference to actual 
experience, and published movements of waterborne commerce on the Mississippi 
River system of inland waterways and it was found that petroleum products, 
cotton, and other commodities included in previous estimates of prospective 
traffic are not now carried by water carriers and therefore cannot be included in 
a realistic estimate of waterborne traffic which may be expected to be moved on 
the proposed waterway. It also was found that phosphate fertilizer materials 
can be and are now moved more expeditiously by rail from Gulf ports processing 
plants to the Red River trade area at costs less than by the proposed waterway. 
In addition, it was developed that any extensive expansion in waterborne traffic 
of iron and steel products is precluded because the market is being absorbed by 
the Houston steel production and the production at Daingerfield, neither of 
which will provide any traffic for the proposed waterway. 

28. Conclusion.—This analysis indicates a benefit-cost ratio of 0.114 to 1. 
Hence, construction of the Overton-Red River Waterway is not economically 
justified at this time and there is no reason to expect that the present lack of 
justification will be altered significantly in the foreseeable future. In order to 
preclude further futile expenditure of Federal and private funds on this con- 
troversial project, it should be relegated to the group of projetts presented to 
Congress for deauthorization as recommended in appendix J of the “task force 
report on water resources and power,’ dated June 1955, whereon it may be ex- 
pected that further appropriation for design or construction will be withheld 
by Congress. 

Rossiter M. McCrone, 
Registered Civil Engineer (Louisiana). 
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APPENDIX 
PART I 


Prospective traffic adjustment.—The proposed waterway would be a lateral exten- 
sion of the Mississippi River system of inland waterways; so prospective traffic for 
the waterway, other than intra-waterway items, necessarily would be separated 
from or merged into the waterborne commerce of the entire system, of which 
traffic on the proposed waterway would constitute a very minor part. According- 
ly, the 1955 estimate of prospective traffic was adjusted by reference to actual 
movements of waterborne traffic on the Mississippi River system in 1954 as set 
forth in part 2 of the Federal record titled ‘‘Waterborne Commerce of the United 
States.”’ References to this adjustment are made in paragraph 17 of this report; 
specific references are cited as follows: 

(1) The 1945 estimate of prospective traffic included over 16,000 tons, and the 
1949 estimate included over 90,000 tons of flour and grain preparations (included 
as grains in the comparative estimates). The Federal estimate shows (p. 238, 
code Nos. 107 and 109) that only 5,798 tons of flour and grain preparations were 
moved in 1954 on the entire system. Hence, this traffic is insignificant and is 
excluded from the 1955 estimate of prospective traffic for the proposed waterway. 

(2) The 1945 estimate included 31,000 tons, and the 1949 estimate included 
68,000 tons of cotton; the Federal record shows (p. 238) that only 1,253 tons of 
cotton, unmanufactured, were moved in 1954 on the entire system. The 1945 
estimate included 9,000 tons of beverages; the Federal record shows (p. 238) that 
only 1,950 tons of beverages were moved in 1954 on the entire system. Similarly, 
the 1945 estimate included 6,000 tons of canned foods, the Federal record shows 
(pp. 201, 207) that 6,000 tons of canned foods were moved down the Mississippi 
River from the Ohio River to New Orleans. Hence the volume of these com- 
modities included in the 1945 estimate are not in accord with the overall move- 
ment of commodities of like nature so they are excluded from the 1955 estimate, 

(3) Logs and sand and gravel are moved on the Red and Ouachita-Black Rivers 
as intra-waterway traffic. The 1945 estimate included 19,000 tons of lumber; the 
Federal record shows (p. 202) that only 5 tons of lumber were moved in 1954 on 
the Mississippi River between the Ohio River and Baton Rouge. Obviously, 
lumber is not moved significantly on the Mississippi River. 

(4) The 1945 estimate included 487,000 tons of petroleum products. The 
Federal record shows (pp. 225, 226) that 1,420,958 tons of petroleum products 
were shipped on the Mississippi River from Helena, but that none was received 
there by water. This commodity is moved by pipelines from the Red River area 
and is excluded from the 1955 estimate of prospective traffic for the proposed 
waterway. 

(5) The 1945 estimate included 7,000 tons of glass products, inbound. Glass 
is processed at Shreveport; moreover, the Federal record shows (p. 187) that only 
1,480 tons of glass products were moved on the Mississippi River. The 1945 
estimate included 10,000 tons of salt, inbound. Salt is mined in the basin near 
Winnfield, between the Red and the Ouachita Rivers not too distant from Shreve- 
port and Alexandria. Railroads’ rates are such that once the salt is loaded it 
will be carried to final market without resorting to river traffic. These com- 
modities are excluded from the 1955 estimate. 

(6) The 1945 estimate included 189,000 tons, and the 1949 estimate included 
380,000 tons of commodities, unclassified. The Federal record lists (p. 2359) 
107,290 tons under this classification for the entire Mississippi River system. 
The 1955 estimate includes 40,000 tons under this classification, to cover errors 
and omissions. 

PART II 


Transportation cost differentials—Comparison of costs to shippers by rail and 
by the proposed waterway under 1955 conditions may be effected realistically by 
reducing current railway freight rates to equivalent costs per ton-mile for mileages 
measured on the waterways. Such procedure permits direct comparison of rail 
and waterway charges and derivation of rate differentials for the proposed water- 
way without complications due to railway distances and connecting waterways. 
For such derivation, it is essential that origins and destinations of traffic move- 
ments are those which reasonably may be expected to handle traffic movements 
involved either by rail or by water. Derivation of transportation cost differen- 
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tials, with resulting potential transportation savings, by commodities, for the 
proposed waterway under 1955 conditions is as follows: 

(1) Grains.—The 1955 estimate includes 50,000 tons of grains, which covers 
inbound traffic to supply requirements when harvests are deficient. When 
harvests are bountiful surplus grains probably will be stored locally as protection 
against crop losses, or will be processed into grain preparations which are not 
moved in bulk on the Mississippi River system of inland waterways. (Reference— 
Appendix, pt. I (1)). For prospective inbound traffic in grains, derivation of 
transportation cost differentials is as follows: 

Grains brought into the Shreveport area over the proposed waterway could 
be brought from terminals at Memphis, Tenn. The current rail freight rate 
(December 1955) from Memphis to Shreveport is 43% cents per hundredweight, 
or $8.70 per ton. The distance invol ed by water is 430 miles on the Mississippi 
River, and 206 miles on the proposed waterway. The equivalent charge for 
railway freight, reduced to waterway mileage, is 13.7 mills per ton-mile which 
compares directly with the probable charge for waterway transportation of 8 
mills per ton-mile. The resulting cost differential is 5.7 mills per ton-mile; and 
the poten tial saving applicable to the proposed waterway is $1,17, or say $1.20 
per ton. 

(2) Iron and steel products.—-These products may be brought into the Shreve- 
port area from Memphis, Tenn., from which the current (December 1955) rail 
freight rate to Shreveport is 57 cents per hundredweight, or $11.40 per ton. 
The distance involved by water is 430 miles on the Mississippi River, and 206 
miles on the proposed waterway. The equivalent charge for railway freight, 
reduced to waterway mileage is 18 mills per ton-mile. The resulting cost differ- 
ential is 10 mills per ton-mile: and the potential saving applicable to the proposed 
waterway is $2.06, or say $2.10 per ton. 

(3) Phosphate fertilizer materials —These materials may be brought into the 
Shreveport area by rail from New Orleans or from Lake Charles. The current rail 
freight rate from New Orleans to Shreveport is 16 cents per hundredweight, 
or $3.20 per ton. The distance involved by water is 204 miles on the Mississippi 
River and 206 miles on the proposed waterway. The equivalent charge for rail- 
way freight, reduced to waterway mileage, is 8 mills per ton-mile. The resulting 
transportation cost differential is zero. Alternately, these materials may be 
brought into the Shreveport area by rail from Lake Charles. The current rail 
freight rate from Lake Charles to Shreveport is 10 cents per hundredweight, or $2.00 
per ton. This movement by rail properly may be compared with a like movement 
by water from New Orleans. Hence, for comparison, the distance involved by 
water is 204 miles on the Mississippi River and 206 miles on the proposed water- 
way. The equivalent charge for railway freight, reduced to waterway mileage, 
is 5 mills per ton-mile. The resulting transportation cost differential is 3 mills per 
ton-mile, transport by railway being less costly. Since no potential saving would 
result from diversion to water transportation, phosphate fertilizer materials are 
excluded from the 1955 estimate of propsective traffic for the proposed waterway. 

(4) Iron and steel products. (supplementary data).—These products may be sup- 
plied to the Shreveport area from the plant at Daingerfield, Tex., but such receipts 
would not involve the proposed waterway. They also may be furnished from 
producing mills at Houston, Tex., from which the current rail freight rate to Shreveport 
is 38 to 54 cents per hundredweight, or $9.20 per ton. The distance involved by 
water is 431 miles onthe Intracoastal Waterway and the Atchafalaya River and 206 
miles on the proposed waterway. The equivalent charge for railway freight, re- 
duced to waterway mileage is 14.5 mills per ton-mile. The resulting cost differ- 
ential, applicable to the proposed waterway is 6.5 mills per ton-mile and resulting 
potential saving is $1.34 per ton. 

Transportation savings on estimated prospective traffic in iron and steel prod- 
ucts, included in estimated transportation benefits (par. 23, supra), were based on 
prospective movement from Memphis to Shreveport for which the indicated po- 
tential unit saving is $2.10 per ton (Appendix, pt. II, (2)). If all or part of the 
requirements for steel products is supplied from Houston mills, transportation 
costs will be lowered and potential savings resulting from diversion to water car- 
riage will be reduced considerably. Such reduction in potential savings obviously 
would reduce the estimated benefit-cost ratio shown in paragraph 28, supra. 
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Mr. McCrone. Now, then, I have another statement to make on the 
Quachita. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is this on 4 

Mr. McCrone. Ouachita River, Ouachita- Black. 

My name is Rossiter M. McC rone, consulting engineer residing in 
Vicksburg, Miss. <A registered civil engineer in the State of Louisiana, 
[ am a member of the American Soc iety of Civil Engineers and the 
Permanent International Association of Navigation “Congresses. I 
was employed by the Corps of Engineers, U nited States Army, from 
1928 to 1951, when I retired. Prior to my transfer to research in 1946, 
I was char wed with the preparation of reports and analyses for water- 
way projects, including that for the Ouachita-Black River. 

I appear here in opposition to proposed reconstruction of locks and 
dams on Quachita River, having been employed by a group of rail- 
roads serving the basin area to make a current evaluation of the 
economic aspects of the canalized river. 

I attach hereto, marked “Exhibit A,” my preliminary report, dated 
March 1956, and ask that this report be made a part of my testimony 
and a part of this record. I also ask permission to submit my final 
report on or before April 15 to replace the preliminary report attached 
hereto. 

As my report shows, for reasons cited therein I find that transporta- 
tion benefits expec ted to result from reconstruction of existing locks 
are already attainable; so the undertaking is practically devoid of 
economic justification. However, I find that revision of procedure to 
provide for open river navigation without recourse to lockages is 
amply justified. Such revision will facilitate navigation with result- 
ing time savings, will involve no costs for additional construction, 
and will per mit significant reduction in cost of maintenance of Fed- 
eral structures. 

The attached report represents my personal analysis and judgment 
of the economic aspect of the pending undertaking based on many 
years of experience in the preparation of such reports, and was in no 
way influenced by the nature of the employment. 

In view of my finding that the pending lock reconstruction is prac- 
tically devoid of economic justification, I feel that any appropriation 
of public funds for planning or reconstruction of the Ouachita River 
a should be disapproved by this committee and by the Congress. 


Mr. Rapavur. Without objection, we will put that report in the 
record. 
(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


OUACHITA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, ARKANSAS AND LOUISIANA 


A current analysis of the economic status of the Federal navigation project for 
the canalized Ouachita-Black River, and an evaluation of the economic aspect 
of recommended modifications authorized by Congress in 1950 (March 1956) 


OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVER, ARK. AND LA. 


1. Purpose of report.—This report presents an analysis of the Federal navi- 
gation project for the Ouachita and Black River under 1956 conditions, with 
special reference to modifications of the project which were recommended in 
Senate Document No. 117, 81st Congress, 1st session. Canalization of the stream 
was authorized by Congress in 1902, and construction of the uppermost lock and 
dam was completed in 1926. The variations in the volume of waterborne com- 
merce served and the cost of maintaining and operating the canalized waterway, 
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shown by excerpts from the official annual reports of the Chief of Engineers for 
the period 1930-54, indicate the changing economic status of the project through 
a quarter of a century. Estimates of prospective waterborne commerce, basic to 
the recommendations contained in the project document, are reexamined, and 
a realistic estimate of prospective waterborne commerce under 1956 conditions 
is presented to clarify the economic aspect of the authorized modifications of the 
project before construction thereof has been initiated. In addition, remedial 
procedure is presented to facilitate continued operation of the project with 
substantial public and private benefits. 

2. Description —Red River, the lowermost right bank tributary of the Mis- 
sissippi River, is formed on the border of west Texas and Oklahoma, and flows 
easterly along the north boundary of Texas into Arkansas, and thence south- 
easterly through Arkansas and Louisiana to a bifurcation whence Old River 
extends 7 miles eastward to the Mississippi River at mile 301 (above Head of 
Passes) ; and the Atchafalaya River extends 140 miles southward to Atchafa- 
laya Bay, an arm of the Gulf of Mexico. The Ouachita River, called Black 
River below mile 57, is the lowermost left bank tributary of Red River. About 
610 miles long, the Ouachita River rises in the Ouachita Mountains of western 
Arkansas and flows easterly for 160 miles to the vicinity of Malvern, Ark., 
thence southwesterly for 24 miles and southeasterly for 70 miles to the vicinity 
of Camden, Ark., thence the canalized river extends generally southerly for 356 
miles to enter Red River about 35 miles upstream from the Mississippi River. 

3. Between miles 538 and 486, the Ouachita River Channel is submerged in 
the Blakely Mountain Reservoir ; thence to mile 456, the flood plain is overflowed 
by the Carpenter and Remmel Reservoirs (Lakes Hamilton and Catherine) of 
the Arkansas Power & Light Co. From mile 456 to Smackover Creek (mile 315), 
the channel is 300 to 1,000 feet wide with banks 15 to 25 feet high; thence to 
Alabama Landing (mile 224) the stream, with banks less than 20 feet high, 
traverses low bottoms where extreme flows are damped by some 300,000 acre- 
feet of natural valley storage. Downstream from mile 224, the channel is from 
600 to 1,000 feet wide with banks 25 to 65 feet high. 

4. Below Camden (mile 351), a minimum depth of 6% feet is maintained and 
depths exceed 9 feet seasonally. The range of stage between high and low 
water, ordinarily 25 to 45 feet, may be increased by 10 feet in lower reaches by 
Mississippi River floods, backwater from which affects channel capacity upstream 
to Monroe, La. (mile 183) where bank-full capacity is reported to be 67,000 
second-feet. Above Camden, depths of less than a foot may be expected except 
from January to June when depths of 7 feet or more may obtain intermittently 
up to Arkadelphia, Ark. (mile 421). 

5. Data concerning low-water slopes of the Ouachita-Black River are pub- 
lished in an official pamphlet titled “Stages and Discharges of the Mississippi 
River and Its Outlets and Tributaries.” The latest issue by the Mississippi 
River Commission is that for 1954. Here it is revealed that low-water slopes of 
the Ouachita River, excessively high in headwater reaches, reduce to 3 feet per 
mile in the reach from Blakely Mountain Dam to Arkadelphia, and to 1.6 feet 
per mile from Arkadelphia to Camden. Thence the record elevation of extreme 
low water falls from 73 feet (mean sea level) at Camden (mile 354), to 30 feet 
at Monroe (mile 184), to 6 feet at Harrisonburg, La. (mile 74), and to 4 feet at 
Acme, La. (mile 0). Resulting slopes are: Camden-Monroe, 3 inches per mile; 
Monroe-Harrisonburg, 2.6 inches per mile; and Harrisonburg-Acme, 0.3. inch 
per mile. From Acme to Red River Landing on the Mississippi River, the low- 
water slope is also 0.5 inch per mile. It is of interest to note that such slopes 
on the Mississippi River are: Memphis, Tenn. (mile 733), to Greenville, Miss. 
(mile 529), 5.8 inches per mile; Greenville-Vicksburg (mile 431), 5.38 inches per 
mile; and Vicksburg-Red River Landing (mile 301), 3.4 inches per mile. These 
are are significant in evaluating the navigation project for the Ouachita-Black 

iver. 

6. Principal tributaries of the Ouachita-Black River are summarized below, 
it being noted that reservoir operations on tributaries may augment regulation 
of streamflow effected by operation of the Blakely Mountain Reservoir and so 
affect the regimen of the river. Tributaries which enter the Ouachita at mile- 
ages noted on the right bank include: Caddo River (mile 426) on which the 
DeGray Reservoir is authorized: Little Missouri River (mile 381) on which the 
Narrows Reservoir is completed; Smackover Creek (mile 313): Bayou De 
I/Outre (mile 204) ; Bayou D’Arbonne (mile 190) ; and Little River (mile 57). 
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Similarly, left bank tributaries include: Moro Creek (mile 286); Saline River 
(mile 265) ; Bayou Bartholomew (mile 210) ; Bouef River (mile 81) ; and Tensas 
River (mile 57). Reference is made to accompanying reproduction of the 
Division Map published by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in 1955, 
on which the alinement of the Ouachita-Black River has been accentuated ; and 
alinements of three petroleum products pipelines which cross the Ouachita River 
Basin have been surcharged. These pipeline alinements were excerpted from a 
map published by the Oil and Gas Journal in October 1955. 

7. The Ouachita River Basin, about 25,000 square miles, extends westward 
from the south bank Arkansas and the west bank Mississippi River levees to 
divides of Red River tributaries to the west. About 80 percent of the basin 
lands are covered with cutover timber which is harvested in accord with ap- 
proved forestation practice to provide a perennial yield. Cotton is the money 
crop on farms, as corn and other forage crops are marketed as _ livestock. 
Agriculture and lumbering are principal occupations. Important industries, 
according to products, are: petroleum, paper, and industrial chemicals. Main 
and branch railroads, improved highways, pipelines, radio networks, and electric 
power and communication lines serve the area. Waterborne commerce is pro- 
vided for by the canalized Ouachita-Black River which connects by way of the 
lower Red River te the Mississippi River system of inland waterways. 

8. Federal improvements and projects.—The Federal navigation project for 
Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La., as adopted in 1871 and modified in 
1872, 1878, and 1884, provided for open-channel operations. The project was 
modified drastically in 1902 to provide for a navigation channel 614 feet deep 
at low water from the Mississippi River through Old River, Red River, Black 
River, and the Ouachita River to Camden, Ark., by the construction of locks and 
dams, and by dredging. Construction of the locks and dams, Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
and 8, generally reported to have been completed in 1924, was actually completed 
in 1926 (p. 46, S. Doe. 117, SIst Cong., Ist sess.). The project was further 
modified by an act approved May 17, 1950, which adopted the recommendations 
contained in Senate Document No. 117, 81st Congress, Ist session, “to provide 
a channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide from the authorized 9-foot navigation 
project at mile 31 on the Red River to the mouth of Black River at mile 35.5, 
thence from the mouth of Black River to Camden, Ark., mile 351 on the Ouachita 
River, to be obtained by lengthening and deepening the 6 existing locks, channel 
realinement, cutoffs where necessary, rehabilitation of the dams, dredging, and 
contraction works, generally in accordance with the plan developed by the Board 
and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers 
may be advisable, at an estimated cost to the United States of $13,900,000 for 
construction and $500,000 ($231,000 in addition to $269,000 now required) annu- 
ally for maintenance, * * * “subject to stated conditions of local cooperation. 
The latest (1955) approved estimate of cost for new work is $20,100,000; and for 
annual maintenance, $500,000, of which $200,000 is for operation and care of 
locks and dams. 

9. The Federal flood-control project for Ouachita River and tributaries, Ark. 
and La., approved by the River and Harbor Act, approved May 17, 1950, provides 
for construction of 1 multiple-purpose and 1 flood-control reservoir; protection 
works for 8 localities and channel improvement at several locations; also for 
incorporation into the project of the separate existing flood-control projects 
along the Ouachita River and tributaries. Such separate projects include those 
for multiple-purpose reservoirs at Blakely Mountain on the Ouachita, and at 
Narrows on Little Missouri River. Operation of these reservoir projects affects 
the regimen of the canalized Ouachita River significantly. The total Federal 
cost of the comprehensive flood-control project, as reported in the annual report 
of the Chief of Engineers for 1955, is $50,195,985. 

10. Waterborne commerce.—The Ouachita-Black River was utilized for shal- 
low-draft commercial traffic before and after the Federal navigation project 
was adopted in 1871. The annual report of the Chief of Engineers for 1900 
included the statement that for 11 years (1890-1900) commercial traffic on the 
Ouachita River averaged 155,523 tons per year. Later annual reports reveal 
that between 1930 and 1954 waterborne commerce on the canalized waterway 
(excluding local movements of sand and gravel on the uncanalized reach above 
Camden) ranged from 47,628 (1945) to 258,188 (1940), and averaged 131,800 
tons per year. Waterborne commerce which used the canalized river during 
these 25 years is listed in thousands of tons by commodities for successive 5-year 
periods in the following table: 
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Waterborne commerce on Quachita-Black River listed for 5-year periods, 1930-54 


{Traffic in thousands of tons] 























| | 

oo Commodity 1930-34 | 1935-39 | 1940-44 | 1945-49 | 1950-54 | Total 

No. 
dacasheh bcc ahh tl Li all lhe | Si Shite lint a 
Of a OR Lone Ib raehaalt 86 | 78 | eee feet 221 
Bee sravmenees os. tL. Ati al 103 | 120 ets .b ieee 249 
OO lil 42551.- dexaiaminadid--aneel-a0 283 | 328 212 377 360 | 1,569 
ORIN eS a Oe 45 28 De cana 88 
520 | Petroleum products_- eae ea tae Q 68 he eee ee 2 288 
Ook | GrOr Bae Weed. sock iki. 2s. Ue 7 44 Oe hota kt 2 92 
745 | Machinery and parts-.-...........-...- SD Bsc weet apie tie 1 ” 12 
I a 67 68 10 = ae kee $ 145 
860 | Industrial chemicals. -..............-.].-.--- ras rice 3 224 227 
900 | Miscellaneous, not elsewhere classified - 160 125 98 1 20 404 
iS ESSE gh Theses rare 762 859 666 382 626 3, 295 











Total traffic movements of the commerce listed 
above in millions of ton-miles, were... .__. ..--- 113 141 108 27 67 456 
Federal costs for maintenance and operation of 
the canalized river for the periods listed above, 
in thousands of dollars, were__.._....--- cuthbie be 1, 082 1, 404 300 312 2, 085 5,183 








11. The annual reports of the Chief of Engineers show that Federal costs for 
maintenance and operation of the canalized river, during the 25-year-period 
1930-54, varied from $1,779 in 1941 (about $0.01 per ton) to $525,871 in 1951 
(about $3.45 per ton) and averaged $207,319 per year (about $1.57 per ton) for 
the quarter century. Applied to the traffic movements involved, these Federal 
costs ranged from 0.04 mill per ton-mile (1941 to 4.4 mills per ton-miles (1951) 
and averaged about 11.4 mills per ton-mile for the entire period. During this 
quarter century, commercial traffic moved on the canalized river for an average 
distance of 138 miles. About 47.6 percent of the traffic consisted of logs, and this 
commodity constituted more than 98 percent of the traffic reported for the 5-year- 
period 1945-49. Sugar, cotton, paper, petroleum product, iron and steel, and 
earbon black, which moved on the river in considerable volume for a number of 
years, are unreported in tabulations of traffic in annual reports since 1942. 

12. Prospective waterborne commerce.—In the project document (S. Doc. No. 
117, S8ist Cong., Ist sess.), it was stated that basic information concerning water- 
borne commerce included that presented at public hearings or in correspondence, 
and that obtained by field surveys of Government personnel; together with 
results of surveys submitted by the Ouachita Valley Improvement Association ; 
and the results of the 1939 waybill study which provided data on railway-freight 
movements. These data were screened and the remaining traffic was analyzed. 
In the analysis prospective transportation charges via the Ouachita River were 
compared with charges “available by rail, by rail and river via Vicksburg, Miss., 
or by pipeline,” under stated “general assumptions.” Based on this analysis, 
estimates of prospective annual waterborne commerce and savings were presented 
(1948) for the improvement alternately extending upstream to Monroe, to 
Camden, and to Malvern. In the project document, the district engineer stated 
(par. 38 (b), p. 26) that improvement above Camden was “definitely uneconomic” ; 
and expressed the view that “reconsideration of the merits of these expenditures 
should be reviewed at a future date after observing the effects on the growth of 
navigation by the release of flow during low-water periods from the multiple- 
purpose reservoirs * * *.”” Now that such reservoirs are in operation at Blakely 
Mountain and at Narrows, it is time to reexamine the merits of the navigation 
project. 

13. In a brief titled the “Red River Project,” 1939, the Louisiana Flood Control 
and Water Conservation Commission presented an estimate of prospective water- 
borne traffic and indicated appropriate allocations of tonnage for Red River and 
for the Ouachita-Black River. The 1939-48 estimates -were developed from 
various traffic surveys, the results of which were adjusted by reference to railway- 
freight movements such as those contained in the 1939 “waybill study.” A more 
realistic adjustment results from reference of estimates to actual movements of 
waterborne traffic on the Mississippi River system of inland waterways, of 
which the canalized Ouachita-Black River is a minor right-bank extension. 

14. Accordingly, the 1939-48 estimates have been excerpted in comparable 
terms together with a similar estimate for 1956 conditions; and have been 
tabulated in parallel columns by commodities conforming to the Federal classi- 
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fication for shipping statistics. Such tabulation facilities reference to actual 
movements of waterborne traffic on the Mississippi River system which are 
recorded in part 2 of the Federal publication, Waterborne Commerce of the United 
States. .The latest issue is that for 1954. References are made to this official 
record in paragraph 15 below; and specific references are cited in the accom- 
panying appendix which also presents pertinent references to actual movements 
of commerce on the canalized Ouachita-Black River during the period 1930—54. 
These comparative estimates of prospective traffic are: 


Comparative estimates of prospective waterborne traffic for Ouachita-Black River 


{In thousands of tons) 











Code No. Commodity 1939 1948 1956 Note No. 
100, 109 | Grains___. reed adedacee cape tant kee avebeeanna tas win cba cre ion Panel eae nedese 
TER AES Fe aa Ae iI oes sbi Sse aus kek adeies Oeg 2A SSRI. Sean 
OD TS, 11 NG, DOIIIIOE ss 6 655 cosgitgrh ony snide pa yocgndas | 14 Silede «endtc (1) 

i dc. <<. vun ease eiehons dcdickpearknseunaeess ae idkacen ae (1) 
Or | sen ee nck ah Ata coseenss, poeta eae teal Bed each tas (1) 
Be a NN Sis hens bs ee 56). Sat descttcasdcha 25 i... ; (1) 
SIE 8 EOIN, NO onc bbb seein dd one th < casas ong ywdynan 72 150 100 (2) 
oR Rp eS ae See emer! (eee TO tesa (1) 
on tah AE Sip oe cate, od eck ee ere ee Peer 216 76 |-- ae (3) 
550 | Sulfur- . plepiedes bdo ciddc ss Alacbdee sce ae bes Li d6E ap deeadeted 50 | (4) 
553 | Salt_._- 5 de cil aie hllbdidhiiss oebatiecncasned 8 6 20 | (4) 
ne cea ena aann died aMina wa wane PE tes aecane bevaiatreaaaed (2) 
600-605 | Iron, steel _ - codstdthd Acdeluctenes iti crate 66 | 16 20 | - 
S90, | Andusteial chemicals... i600. 2265. ssennc scien etn 443 43 100 (4) 
859 | Fertilizer, etc. _- sia adapter ca Wacialba tii attaea Niece pana snl Pee octane all (4) 
900 | Miscellaneous - - a Sandia's ara ee lec wniatd te ate tra amended 83 24 10 
| ROMS visa nk Sl dda ess 756 430 300 








15. Notes referred to in above tabulation are as follows: 

(1) For some years, sugar was moved upstream and cotton downstream by a 
barge line operated for the owner’s account between New Orleans and Ouachita 
River terminals but this traffic was discontinued in 1942 and has not been resumed. 
Traflic in cotton was of significant importance on the lower Mississippi River for 
many years; but this traffic has been diverted from the river and in 1954 only 
1,253 tons of cotton were moved on the entire Mississippi River system. Other 
commodities included in one or both of the previous estimates and excluded from 
the 1956 estimate are so excluded because they may not be expected to move on 
the canalized river under 1956 conditions. (See appendix, pt. I.) 

2) The annual reports show that sand and gravel are moved locally in con- 
siderable volume in the uncanalized reach of the river above Camden. This 
traffic does not depend on operations of the navigation project and has been 
reported separately for some 20 years. As pointed out in paragraph 11 supra, 
traffic in logs is most significant on the Ouachita, although it is essentially an 
intrawaterway movement which will not be affected materially by proposed fur- 
ther improvements of the channel. It is noted that lumber is no longer moved 
on the lower Mississippi River in significant volume so this commodity may 
not be included in a current estimate of prospective traffic for the Quachita-Black 
River. (See appendix, pt. I.) 

(3) The 1939 and 1948 estimates of prospective traffic included large volumes 
of petroleum products; the 1956 estimate includes none. This drastic difference 
is explained by a quotation from an oil company magazine of February, 1956: 
“* * * petroleum products are pipelined from the El Dorado Refinery to the 
Mississippi at a point near Helena, Ark.” (See appendix, pt. 1.) 

(4) Formerly, annual reports recorded significant waterborne traffic in carbon 
black; but no movement of this commodity has been recorded since 1942. Since 
1950, annual reports have recorded waterborne traffic in industrial chemicals, 
including methanol, anhydrous ammonia, ete. In recent months, traffic in salt 
from Weeks Island, La., for chemical use at Camden has been evident. In 
January 1956, the initial bargeload (1,000 tons) of fluid sulfur from Port Sulfur, 
La., was received near Calion, Ark. (Champagnolle Landing). More recently, an 
initial bargeload (1,000 tons) of anhydrous ammonia was cleared at Sterlington, 
La., for Memphis, Tenn. (See appendix, pt. I.) 

16. Status of river traffic—Annual reports of the Chief of Engineers, 1930-54, 
show that waterborne traflic on the river in commodities other than logs was 
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discontinuous. Cotton, sugar, paper, lumber, carbon black, and petroleum prod- 
ucts, formerly significant items of traffic, have not been included in tabulations 
of waterborne commerce on the river since 1942. Since 1950, barge traffic in 
industrial chemicals has become significant and this movement has included ship- 
ments of salt, sulfur, and anhydrous ammonia. Petroleum products, an essential 
feature of the basin economy, has been moved by pipeline for more than a dozen 
years and there is no prospect that such traffic will be diverted to the river: 
Similarly, cotton, which was an impressive feature of river traffic on the lower 
Mississippi River and its navigable tributaries, is now moved overland by rail 
or by truck and may not be expected to be attracted to the inland waterways. 

17. Transportation savings.—Transportation savings, reasonably to be ex- 
pected from use of the canalized Ouachita-Black River for prospective waterborne 
commerce under 1956 conditions, are indicated by comparison of probable water- 
carrier charges with charges to shippers at 1956 rail rates, provided such charges 
are reduced to comparable terms. Such reduction is made and a comparison 
of railway and waterway charges is set forth in the accompanying appendix. 
It is found in general that resulting transportation savings on prospective water- 
borne traffic are already attainable on the existing canalized river; but that 
provision for continuous open river navigation would permit significant savings 
in navigation time which may be evaluated for the several commodities which 
are moved or which may be moved on the Ouachita-Black River, as follows: 

(a) Logs.—As pointed out herein, traffic in logs is dominant on the Ouachita- 
Black River. This traffic is intrawaterway in character and transportation 
thereof is not effected in direct competition with railway and highway trans- 
portation. This traffic will not be affected materially by the proposed recon- 
struction of the existing locks; but provision for continuous open river naviga- 
tion will permit savings of time, evaluated at $4,000. (See attached appendix. ) 

(b) Sulfur.—Since January 1956, sulfur has been moved in special insulated 
barges from Port Sulphur, La., to Champagnolle Landing on the Ouachita River 
and thence trucked for 12 miles to El Dorado, Ark. Transportation savings 
thereon are already available; but provision for continuous open river naviga- 
tion will permit time savings evaluated at $10,000. (See attached appendix.) 

(c) Salt.—In recent months, salt has been moved by barge from Weeks Island, 
La., on the Intracoastal Waterway, to Camden. Any transportation savings 
thereon are already available: but provision for continuous open river navi- 
gation will permit time savings evaluated at $4,000. (See attached appendix. ) 

(ad) Industrial chemicals.—Under this commodity classification, anhydrous 
ammonia is barged from Sterlington, La., to Memphis, Tenn., and methanol is 
barged to New Orleans, La. Transportation savings thereon are already avail- 
able; but provision for continuous open river navigation will permit time savings 
evaluated at $10,000. (See attached appendix. ) 

(e) Iron and steel, and misecllaneous.—Transportation savings on prospec- 
tive traffic under these commodity classifications are already available; pro- 
visions for continuous open river navigation will permit time savings evaluated 
at $2,000. (See attached appendix.) 

(f) Summary.—Any transportation savings which reasonably may be ex- 
pected to result from the proposed reconstruction of the existing locks ‘on 
Ouachita River were already available in 1948 when it was clearly stated in 
the project document (S. Doc. 117, 81st Cong., 1st sess., pp. 26 and 27) that com- 
merce below Camden already uses 9-foot open river navigation for about 40 
percent of the time and 6%4-foot navigation through manually operated locks 
for the remaining 60 percent of the time. Since then, the Blakely Mountain 
and Narrows multiple-purpose reservoirs have been placed in operation so regu- 
lation of the low-water flow is essential for power production. Under normal 
operating conditions, such regulation of low flow makes it possible for com- 
merce to use open river navigation practically all of the time, although depths 
available in navigable passes through the dams may be somewhat less than 
9 feet at times. 

18. Transportation benefits.—Pipeline charges are less than charges which 
prevail for the great tows which ply the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers, so crude 
oil and petroleum products are not moved and will not be moved on the Ouachita- 
Black River so no benefits may be adduced from such traffic. Transportation 
benefits which may be adduced for traffic in bulk commodities, such as indus- 
trial chemicals, sulfur, and salt, are available on the canalized river as it is. 
Similarly, intrawaterway traffic, in logs, which constituted more than 47 per- 
cent of the commerce on the canalized river in the period 1930-54, will not be 
materially affected by reconstruction of the existing locks. 
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19. As developed in paragraph 5 supra, the Ouachita-Black River below 
Camden, together with the lower 35 miles of Red and Old Rivers, to Red River 
Landing on the Mississippi River, has a slope of but 2 inches per mile at ex- 
treme low water; whereas the extreme low water slope of the Mississippi River 
from Memphis, Tenn., to Red River Landing (Angola, La.) is 5 inches per mile. 
Hence, it is obvious that locks and dams were installed on the Ouachita River 
only because low water flow of the river was inadequate for navigation. Now 
that multiple-purpose dams at Blakely Mountain and Narrows are installed 
and operated, water released for production of power will suffice to permit open 
river navigation on the Ouachita continuously; provided the movable dams are 
appropriately operated to provide optimum widths for the navigable passes 
through the dams. Such revision of operational procedure will permit plac- 
ing the existing locks in reserve to be operated in case the multiple-purpose dams 
should fail to function as planned. 

20. Estimated costs; annual charges; and annual benefits.—In the project 
document (1948), the district engineer recommended alteration of existing 
structures at an estimated cost of $400,000; the division engineer estimated 
the cost at $500,000. The Board of Engineers recommended the modification 
of the project which was adopted in 1950, at an estimated cost of $13,900,000 for 
construction and $500,000 annually for maintenance. At that time, the Board 
of Engineers estimated the annual carrying charge for the modification at $1,- 
165,000, including $2,000 for non-Federal interests. In 1955, the estimated cost 
of new work was reported to be $20,100,000. Resulting annual charges are 
necessarily more than $1,600,000. As developed in this report, practically all 
transportation benefits reasonably to be exepected for waterborne commerce 
using the Ouachita-Black River are already attainable, and it is not reasonable 
to expect that lengthening and deepening the locks will increase the volume of 
traffic or create savings which are not already available for waterborne com- 
merce which may be moved on the canalized river. 

21. However, revision of operational procedure to provide for continuous 
open river navigation will permit savings of time which are conservatively 
evaluated at $30,000 per year for prospective waterborne traffic on the waterway 
under 1956 conditions ; and placing the existing locks in reserve status will per- 
mit elimination of operation costs with a saving to the Federal Government 
of $200,000 per year; and such revision of procedure involves no additional 
expenditure of Government funds for construction or maintenance. The drastic 
difference in the economic aspect is impressive. 

22. Conclusion.—This analysis shows unmistakably that modification of the 
Federal project for the Ouachita and Black Rivers to provide for deepening and 
lengthening the existing locks is not economically justified under 1956 condi- 
tions; but that modification of operational procedure to provide for continuous 
use of open river navigation is amply justified since such procedure will facilitate 
navigation and permit significant savings of time without additional Federal 
expenditures for construction; and will reduce the annual cost of maintenance 
and care of existing Federal structures. Appropriately, authorization for modi- 
fication of the existing navigation project should be revised to provide for con- 
tinuous use of open river navigation without necessitating recourse to locks. 


Rossiter M. McCrRone, 
Registered Civil Engineer (Louisiana). 


APPENDIX 


Correlation of prospective waterborne trafic.—The canalized Ouachita-Black 
River, together with the lower 35 miles of Red River (including Old River, 7 
miles), joins the Mississippi River at mile 301 above Head of Passes, to form 
a minor lateral extension of the Mississippi River system of inland waterways. 
Accordingly, the 1956 estimate of prospective waterborne traffic was screened by 
reference to actual movements of waterborne commerce on the Mississippi River 
system in 1954 as set forth in part 2 of the Federal record titled “Waterborne 
Commerce of the United States.” References to this record are made in para- 
graph 17 of this report, and specific references are cited below : 

(1) Sand gravel and !ogs.—These commodities are moved on the Ouachita- 
Black River as intrawaterway traffic. The Federal records show that commer- 
cial traffic in sand and gravel on the Ouachita pertains to the reach upstream 
from Camden, the terminus of the existing Federal navigation project. Logs, 
which constitute nearly 50 percent of the river traffic, are moved and will continue 
to he moved seemingly unaffected by competing means of transport. Transporta- 
tion charges thereon are not directly comparable with rail rates. 

75562—56- -pt. 2——_52 
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(2) Petroleum products.—Formerly a significant item of traffic on the Oua- 
chita-Black River, such products have been unreported since 1942. The Federal 
record for 1954 shows (pp. 225, 226) that 1,420,958 tons of petroleum products 
were shipped on the Mississippi River in 1954 from Helena, Ark., but that none 
was received there by river. -‘Such products are moved from Ouachita Basin 
refineries by pipelines and none may reasonably be expected to move on the 
Ouachita-Black River. 

(3) Sulfur.—Since January 1956, fluid sulfur has been barged from Port 
Sulphur, La. (mile 40, Mississippi River), to Champagnolle Landing (mile 304, 
Ouachita River), and then trucked for 12 miles to El Dorado, Ark. The water 
distance involved is 565 miles. The 1956 rail-freight rate is $11.95 per ton for 
the fluid sulfur or $7.65 per ton for bulk dry sulfur. The movement is made by 
owner’s barge and water-carrier charge is not reported. Any savings attained 
are available under present conditions and may not be adduced as a benefit to 
result from reconstruction of existing locks. 

(4) Salt.—At the present time (March 1956), salt is being barged from Weeks 
Island, La. (mile 137, Intracoastal Waterway), to Camden (mile 351, Ouachita 
River. The waterway distance involved is 726 miles. The rail-freight rate is 
$5.35 per ton. Undoubtedly the salt may be obtained with less cost for transporta- 
tion if procured from Winnfield, La., which is but 135 miles from Camden by rail; 
but the movement is made by owner’s equipment or by contract carrier since there 
are no common carrier lines operating on the Ouachita-Black at this time. Any 
savings attained by this traffic are available under existing conditions and may 
not be adduced as a benefit to result from reconstruction of existing locks. 

(5) Industrial chemicals.—Carbon black, formerly a_ significant commodity 
of Ouachita River commerce, has been unreported since 1942. In 1956, barge 
shipments of anhydrous ammonia were initiated from Sterlington, La. (mile 206, 
Ouachita River), to Memphis, Tenn. (mile 730, Mississippi River) ; waterway 
distance involved is 660 miles. Also, methanol is barged from Sterlington to 
New Orleans (mile 98, Mississippi River) ; waterway distance involved is 444 
miles. These shipments are made by contract carrier. Savings attained thereby 
are available under existing conditions and may not be adduced as a benefit to 
result from reconstruction of existing locks. 

(6) Iron and steel, miscellancous.-—Potential traffic in these commodities, if 
activated, may involve transportation savings under existing conditions, but 
such savings may not be adduced as a benefit to result from reconstruction of 
existing locks. 

Mr. Razaur. Do you have a substantiating statement to go with 
that ? 

Mr. McCrone. Yes, sir; and I ask for permission to make my final 
report on the Ouachita by the 15th of April in my statement. This 
is a preliminary report because we did not have time to get it done. 

Mr. Rasaut. You mean for the record ? 

Mr. McCrone. Yes. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rapavr. Back on the record. 


STATEMENT OF DOSWELL GULLATT 


Mr. Gutiatr. With your permission, my name is Doswell Gullatt. 
Mr. McCrone has prepared a preliminary report to file with this com- 
mittee. Due to the advance in the date of this hearing, the report is 
not quite finished. It has not been printed and gotten out in final 
form. 

Mr. Rapsavr. We are very glad to consider the report but we can- 
not put it in the hearings. 

Mr. Gutiarr. What would be the latest date it could be submitted 
and still go in the record ? 

Mr. Ranaut. We should have it by Monday or Tuesday at the latest. 
Next Tuesday would really be late. That would only be if you wanted 
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to put it in the hearings, but if you want to file it with the committee 
we will take it at a later date. 

Mr. Guiuatr. I understand, sir. 

Mr. Rapavr. It will be valuable to the committee any time up to 
the time that we write the bill. 

All right, thank you very much. 

Is Mr. Bindner here? 

Mr. Brnpner. Yes. 

Mr. Razaur. What are you testifying to, Mr. Bindner, and identify 
yourself for the record. 


STATEMENT OF C. J, BINDNER 


Mr. Brinpner. I am C. J. Bindner, coal traffic manager, Missouri 
Pacific Railroad; residence, St. Louis, Mo. 

As my statement will show, my interest and for whom I am testify- 
ing I will not state that at this time. 

I have had over 30 years’ experience in transportation matters em- 
bracing, among other things, the making of special surveys incident 
thereto, formulating rate adjustments and preparation for and ap- 
pearances in proceeding before the interstate and State commissions. 

In behalf of railroads serving the Arkansas River and the tributary 
area, whose interests would be adversely affected by the proposed 
Arkansas River Waterway, I appear in opposition to this project. 

With the assistance of a committee of experienced traffic men of 
these railroads, I have prepared a study which evaluates the economic 
aspect of the project under current conditions with due allowance for 
future growth in commerce. My analysis treats only with the naviga- 


tion aspect of the multipurpose ge 


In preparing our study we had hoped to set up our analysis in rela- 
tion to the latest study made by the Corps of Engineers but our request 
to examine this study was denied. Our study appraises the current 
situation against the background of the 1945 study of the project by the 
Corp of Engineers, with the result that there now appears to be much 
less justification for the project than was presented in the 1945 study. 

From exhibit 20 of our study it will be noted that it is estimated 
that the maximum transportation savings based on present exist- 
ing and probably expanded traffic would be $2,622,094. The cost to 
benefit ratio of 1 to 0.053 is based on our estimated savings in trans- 
portation costs and the estimated annual charge for the project of 
$49,939,000. 

I attach to my statement, marked “Exhibit A,” my report, dated 
March 24, 1956, and ask that this report be made a part of my testi- 
mony and a part of this record. 

Mr. Rapwaur. All right. Without objection that will be done. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows.) 


ARKANSAS RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
A current evaluation of the economic aspect of the proposed navigation 
improvement 
March 1956 
By C. J. Bindner, coal traffic manager, Missouri Pacific Railroad Co., St. Louis, Mo. 
On behalf of— 


Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. 
Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railroad Co. 
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Kansas City Southern Lines 

Midland Valley Railroad Co. 
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. 
Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. 

St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co. 
St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. 


I. PurPosE AND Scope or Stupy 


This study evaluates in the light of current conditions the factors pertinent to 
a Showing of the need for a navigable Arkansas River waterway, the rate struc- 
tures of the various transportation agencies, the tonnage potential and trans- 
portation benefits which reasonably may be allocated to the proposed waterway, 
and the effect of diversion of much-needed traffic from existing carriers. 

This study treats only with the navigation aspects of the multiple-purpose plan 
evolved for the Arkansas River Waterway. The opposition noted herein in no 
way pertains to the other aspects of the plan, such as flood control, bank stabili- 
zation, ete., to which the rail carriers are not opposed. 


II. SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A. CONCLUSIONS 
1. Economic justification 


The initial project submitted to Congress in 1935, contained in House Docu- 
ment 308, 74th Congress, Ist session, included a navigation channel estimated 
to cost $233,941,450, with annual charges estimated at $17,048,588. The esti- 
mated annual benefits of $10,222,240, representing savings in trarsportation 
eharges on 7,500,000 tons of commerce compared with costs, provided a cost to 
benefit ratio of 1 to 0.60. The conclusions of the district engineer, contained in 
the report and generally concurred in by the division engineer, Board of Engi- 
neers of Rivers and Harbors, and the Chief of Engineers were that a commerce of 
7,500,000 tons was not reasonably to be anticipated and, in view of the unreason- 
able cost of improving the river for navigation, such improvement was not 
economically justified. 

Responsive to House and Senate authorization, a special survey board -pre- 
pared a report on the multiple-purpose plan, including navigation. The naviga- 
tion project, based on prices prevailing in 1941, was estimated to cost $345 
million with annual maintenance chargeable to navigation of $19,545,000, and 
annual benefits of $19,606,000, the latter representing savings in transportation 
costs on 9 million tons reflecting cost-to-benefit ratio of 1 to 1.01. The report 
was submitted to Chief of Enginers with favorable recommendation of district 
and division engineers. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, appar- 
ently not being convinced of the advisability of the Federal Government under- 
taking all of the work recommended by the reporting authorities, held public 
hearings in May 1945 to obtain views and additional data from interested parties. 
The railroads submitted a study limited to about half the number of commodities 
covered in the engineers’ study due to lack of time in which to make a com- 
plete study. The railroads showed that on that segment of the estimated ton- 
nage along which they had an opportunity to study in the limited time at their 
command, the revenue savings were grossly overstated, at least to the extent 
of $12,752,000. 

In submitting the report on the Arkansas River multipurpose plan to the 
Chief of Engineers, September 11, 1945, the Board of Engineers made the fol- 
lowing recommendations: 

“The need for flood-control measures in the basin is not questioned. It is be- 
lieved that the flood-control features of the plan are justified and should be 
authorized for construction, to supplement the existing and presently authorized 
works. However, the Board is not convinced that the benefits to be derived from 
the navigation project warrants its construction at this time. 

“Accordingly the Board recommends that the multipurpose plan of improve- 
ments should be adopted as a basis for development of the Arkansas Valley, and 
the part involving the flood-control features should be constructed to supplement 
existing projects. It is further recommended that the construction of the navi- 
gation features should be deferred until such time as there is more definite assur- 
ance that the benefits will justify the expenditures.” 

Despite the Board of Engineers unfavorable report on the navigation fea- 
tures, the Chief of Engineers in his report to the Secretary of War, dated Sep- 
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tember 20, 1945, recommended the entire multiple-purpose plan of improvements. 
There has been progressive increases in the costs, annual charges, etc., as re- 
flected in various congressional acts and annual reports of Chief of Engineers. 
These are as follows: 


| | 
Estimated ini- Estimated | Estimated Estimated Ratio cost to 
tial project cost | annual charges | traffic in tons | annual benefits benefits 


————— |—— — — 


| 
$223, 941,450 | $17, 048, 588 | $7, 500, 000 $10, 222, 240 
345, 000, 000 | 19, 545, 000 9,000, 000 19, 606, 000 
435, 000, 000 10, 545, 000 | 9, 015, 000 19, 740, 000 

36, 500, 000 | 9,015,000 | 1 28, 400, 000 


' Increase in benefits is based on 45 percent increase in iieaisd freight rates, 1941 to 1949, 


Also the following initial project costs and annual charges from annual reports 
of Chief of Engineers are tabulated: 


| Initial project | 


Annual charg¢s 
costs Annual 


| 


1950 ee Oth haa ca 5 j i $686, 370, 000 $38, 390, O10 
1951 ae sé eardidad Qeeskecewets nl | 798. 253, O00 | 45, 132, 000 
1952 4s ; Secs Paes 821, 951, 000 46, 052, 0.0 
1953 oe te oe coe at se eae ne P &7Y_ 909, 900 ! 49, 439 COO 


| Estimate. 


The Corps of Engineers has estimated that 15 years will be required for 
completion of the project. It is a reasonable assumption that with the sus- 
tained economic growth of the Nation, costs in the next 15 years will continue 
to increase proportionately in the degree they have increased during the past 
10 years. 

General Pick has previously expressed the opinion that the outlay for making 
the Arkansas River navigable would comprise about 75 percent of the total 
money outlay required for the multiple-purpose plan. As we expect to show in 
this report the navigation aspect of the plan is the one least needed and least 
justified. From its inception and all through the consideration over a span 
of 20 years, it appears that grave doubts were present as to the economic 
feasibility of proceeding with the waterway improvement for navigation pur- 
poses. During that period construction costs have progressively increased, 
major changes have been effected in the freight rate structures and in business 
practices which should increase those doubts. 

The Nation is saddled with a public debt of unbelievable magnitude and its 
citizens are burdened with perhaps the greatest tax load in our history. The 
situation is too grave to permit extravagence. Money should be appropriated 
only for needed things. The vast sums required to make the Arkansas River 
navigable should not be allocated unless there is unequivocal proof of need for 
the project. It is respectfully submitted that proof of need is not sustained by 
data and arguments advanced by the proponents of the navigation project. 

Sound business practices would prevent any private institution from even 
considering such a venture and sound Government fiscal policy demands that 
the Government do likewise. It was with this firm conviction that the President 
of the United States, in his budget message for 1957, stated: 

“Funds were added by the Congress to the 1956 budget to begin construction 
of Eufaula Reservoir and Dardanelle lock and dam. This would, in effect, com- 
iit the Federal Government to a cost of over $1 billion for the development of 
the Arkansas River for navigation, since the major benefits from these two 
structures would not be realized until the entire navigation development is 
completed. JI regard the development of the Arkansas River for navigation as 
not being of sufficiently high priority at this time to justify this large financial 
commitment. Therefore, I am not requesting funds for continuation of work 
on these two structures.” [Italics ours. ] 


Adequacy of present transportation facilities 


Arkansas and Oklahoma, in which the waterway is located, have more than 
adequate coverage by transportation arteries. There are in Arkansas 30 rail- 
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roads aggregating 4,030 miles, and in Oklahoma 18 railroads aggregating 5,976 
miles. There are numerous truck operations in the various categories, common, 
contract, and private carriers, regularly using the 4,055 miles of high type 
surfaced roads in Arkansas and 6,044 miles of that type of road in Oklahoma. 
Additionally, Arkansas has 24,876 miles and Oklahoma 24,350 miles of low 
type surfaced roads which could form the basis of an expanded system by up- 
grading to high type road. Arkansas, too, is well provided with navigable 
water by the stretch of 346 miles of the Mississippi River forming almost 
the entire eastern boundary of the State. Furthermore, the northwestern por- 
tion of Arkansas and the northern portion of Oklahoma as well as the State 
of Kansas have available to them the Missouri River which has been etxensively 
improved in recent years. Also there are many miles of pipelines over which 
petroleum products are transported in and through Arkansas and Oklahoma. 

The Arkansas waterway would traverse no territory not now amply provided 
with transportation facilities. Main-line railroad and good roads (with regular 
service of all kinds) parallel the entire course of the stream. 

The major portion of the prospective tonnage from and to the Arkansas 
River and tributary territory moves from northeast to southwest or from south- 
west to northeast. Railroads serving the area have direct routes in service 
which are in direction of prevailing movement. On the other hand, displace- 
ment of the rail route by the waterway or inclusion of the waterway to form 
routes would call for handling via circuitous routes at right angles to the 
direction of the traffic. As pointed out in the statement of Mr. Johanson, then 
vice chairman of the Southwestern Freight Bureau of May 1945, with appro- 
priate illustrations, in many instances because of the circuity and general 
direction the traffic would be as far, or farther, away from its destination than 
when at point of shipment when reaching the mouth of the Arkansas River. 


3. Discussion of existing rates 


The railroads have made substantial reductions in many of their rates in the 
past several years. In sections hereof dealing with specific commodities some 
of these reductions are noted. Among them are those which were made on coal, 
iron and steel articles, iron and steel pipe, automobiles, fertilizer, and petroleum 
products. Some of these reductions were made during the past 12 months. Some 
of the other reductions which have been made are those amounting to 15 percent 
on asphalt, effective December 21, 1955, from southwestern and midcontinent 
origins to destinations in Alabama, Kentucky, including north-bank Ohio River 
crossings, Missssippi, and Tennessee; aluminum billets, blooms, ingots, slabs, 
and pigs from Arkansas and Texas producing points to eastern territory, effec- 
tive December 21, 1955; lubricating oils and greases from eastern points to 
Southwestern Freight Bureau territory in amounts ranging from 15 to 20 percent 
from eastern producing points to southwestern territory, effective December 28, 
1954; and averaging reduction of 19.17 percent within southwestern territory 
and between southwestern and Southern Freight Association territory, effective 
January 15, 1954; reduction averaging 28.7 percent on liquid caustic soda within 
southwestern and between Southern Freight Association and southwestern terri- 
tory, effective January 15, 1954, and reduction on dry caustic soda for same terri- 
torial application, effective on same date. 

In 1951 the class rate scales wer erevised under decisions of the Commission’s 
in ICC Docket 28300, which had effect of applying a uniform level in the country. 
The revised scale, insofar as it affected southwestern territory, in which Arkansas 
and Oklahoma are located, called for substantial reductions. It is our estimate 
these reductions averaged about 25 percent. 

The greatest movement of grain and grain products is to official territory, 
which is that territory on and east of the Mississippi and on and north of the 
Ohio Rivers. Employment of the Arkansas River waterway in the handling of 
this grain would call for the movement via a most circuitous route. There is 
already available to Arkansas and Oklahoma grain shippers the improved Mis- 
souri River, which provides a more direct route and would obviate the necessity 
of providing unnecessary duplicate water services. 

A route embracing the Arkansas River waterway would be somewhat more 
direct to the southeastern territory than to official territory, and it is apparent 
that any savings which might be alleged for the waterway must come from traffic 
moving to the southeastern territory. Any estimate made on basis of the exist- 
ing rates might prove faulty, inasmuch as the rail rate structure on grain, grain 
products, and feeds from most major producing districts, including Arkansas, 
Oklahoma, and Kansas to the Southeast, is now being reviewed by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in formal procedeings covered by ICC Dockets 29777 





821 


31806, 31835, 31851, and 81874. Hearings in these proceedings have been held, 
and the Commission will determine if substantial reductions sought in these cases 
should be granted and the measure thereof. In addition to this, the southwestern 
and southern groups of railroads have under consideration under Southern 
Freight Association submittal A-24270 and companion Southwestern Freight 
Bureau proposal 75789 dealing with substantial reductions in rates on grain and 
grain products from producing points, including Oklahoma and Kansas, to the 
southeastern territory. 


}. Estimated tonnage and transportation savings 


In behalf of the railroads whose interests would be most directly affected, 
Mr. J. BE. Johanson submitted a statement to the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors under date of May 1, 1945, dealing with prospective tonnage 
and transportation cost savings. His statement clearly showed the tonnage 
and savings estimated were grossly overstated. This current study gives sup- 
port to the conclusions reached by Mr. Johanson and in view of the material 
changes since made in the rail-rate structure, it is our firm conviction that 
there is even less justification for proceeding with the work. Mr. Johanson 
had access to data prepared and assembled by the Corps of Engineers from 
which, to the extent the limited time available to him permitted, he was enabled 
to analyze and challenge many estimates as to specific tonnages and savings 
relied upon. It is our understanding the corps had made a study since that 
to which Mr. Johanson’s statement was addressed. We have requested permis- 
sion to examine and study this report and it has been denied us. We are 
handicapped thereby in submitting our views with respect to specific movements 
of tonnages and savings which now might be claimed for the waterway. We 
do have, however, a general understanding of the overall traffic situation and 
have called upon that knowledge in the preparation of this study. In the absence 
of knowledge of specific data covering individual commodities or groups of com- 
modities covered by a later report of the engineers, we have endeavored to 
appraise the present situation against the background of the data upon which 
the 1945 report was prepared. 

The results of our study of the individual commodities appear on the following 
pages under specific commodity headings. At the conclusion thereof those 
results are summarized. 

Automobiles.—The 1945 study, insofar as it embraced potential automobile 
traffic for the waterway, was premised on the supposition that in case the 
Arkansas River is improved for modern barge navigation it is expected that 
Tulsa, Okla., would assume a position of importance as a water and overland 
transport interchange port for the movement of automobiles. Any possibility 
or probability of use of the waterway for the transportation of automobiles 
must start with an understanding of the practices followed by the various auto- 
mobile companies in disposing of their product to the various territories.  Al- 
though Fords, Chevrolets, Buicks, Oldsmobiles, and Pontiacs are assembled in 
Michigan, Ford and General Motors also have assembling plants more strategi- 
cally located to the territory through which the Arkansas River flows. Fords 
and Chevrolets, Buicks, Oldsmobiles, and Pontiacs are assembled in the Kansas 
City, Missouri-Kansas district; Chevrolets and Mercurys in the St. Louis dis- 
trict; Fords at Memphis, Tenn., and Dallas, Tex.; and Buicks, Oldsmobiles, and 
Pontiacs at Arlington, Tex. Plymouth has an assembling plant at Evansville, 
Ind., in addition to that in Michigan. 

Other makes are assembled at points in one or more of following States— 
Michigan, Ohio, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Indiana. 

Under existing shipping practices, Oklahoma receives its Fords, Chevrolets, 
Buicks, Oldsmobiles, and Pontiacs from Kansas City. Highway transports are 
used for the movement. To Tulsa (as representative), the all-rail rates from 
Kansas City are $23.60 net ton on passenger cars, $14.80 net ton on trucks and 
mixtures of trucks and passenger cars. When established several years ago, 
these rates were designed to equalize transportation charges by rail with those 
of the highway transporter. Inasmuch as the movement is 100 percent by high- 
way, it must be assumed the charges via highway are no higher than via rail. 
Oklahoma receives its Mercurys by truck transport from the assembling plant 
in St. Louis County. No attempt was made to equalize the rail charges with 
those of the trucklines; inasmuch as Mercury Co. preferred to use highway trans- 
porters entirely. It must be assumed that the highway rates are comparable 
to those in effect to Arkansas and Oklahoma. 
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Arkansas receives its Chevrolets from St. Louis, Buicks, Oldsmobiles, and 
Pontiacs from Kansas City. The movement is entirely by highway, although 
rail rates were established to equalize the charges via highway carriers. 

The rail rates to Little Rock (as representative) are from Kansas City $32.80 
per ton on passenger cars, $25.60 ton on trucks and mixtures of trucks and 
passenger cars; and from St. Louis $27.40 and $25.40, respectively. 

Arkansas receives its Fords from the Memphis, Tenn., assembling plant by 
highway. Extremely low rail rates from Memphis which were established to 
enable railroads to handle some of this traffic were cancelled because they were 
not used. Charge for movement to Little Rock as representative is $19.10 per 
vehicle of 3,500 pounds or less and $20.10 per vehicle weighing over 3,500 pounds. 

The water distances via Arkansas River would be as follows: 





From— 


| 
Kansas 


City St. Louis Memphis | Cincinnati | Evansville 


Catoosa, Okla__- aS eee a 1, 490 | 1, 098 759 | | 1,179 
Mae Meek. Ak. ....22............2 1, 130 738 | 399 | 819 
| 


The best criterion to use to estimate probable water charges on automobiles if 
the waterway could or would be used are the rates now applicable on tonnage 
moving on the inland waterways. 

The Commercial Barge Lines, Inc., specializes in transporting automobiles and 
handle most of the automobiles on the inland waterway. We have used rates 
taken out of their tariff 16—M, ICC—26, and shown them on exhibit No. 2. These 
comparisons support our contention that water charges which could be reasonably 
expected for service on the Arkansas River would be such that the river would 
not be used for handling of automobiles assembled at St. Louis, Kansas City, 
and Memphis. 

Below are shown the number of new automobiles of the various makes regis- 
tered in Oklahoma and Arkansas in 1954. These figures afford a representative 
showing of volume of various cars shipped : 





Oklahoma-Arkansas, 
total 


Oklahoma Arkansas 


Commer- Commer- 


cial 


Commer- 


Passenger | : 
Pa aa cial 


Passenger Passenger 


Chevrolet 22, 032 7, 320 11, 034 6, 246 33, 066 
Ford 21, 633 6, 289 11, 037 5, 776 32, 940 
Buick - _ - 6, 649 2, 586 : 9, 235 
Oldsmobile 5, 996 2, 336 , | 8, 332 
Pontiac 4, 684 ae ge oer 6, 854 
Mercury ‘ 4, 054 1, 572 | --- 5, 626 | 
Total from Kansas 
City, St. Louis, Mem- | 
phis 65, 048 13, 609 | 31, 005 12, 019 | 96, 053 | 
Plymouth 3, 930 2, 933 | 6, 863 | 
Other makes from Michigan, | 
Ohio, Indiana, Wisconsin, | 
ete.! 7, 430 5, 047 3, 652 4, 083 11, 081 


Grand total , 76, 408 18, 656 


37, 589 16, 102 113, 997 34, 758 


| See exhibit No. 3 for separation of these cars as to make. 


Eliminating from the 148,765 cars and trucks those assembled in Kansas City, 
St. Louis, and Memphis, there remain but 27,074 assembled at other points. 

Of these, 6,863 are Plymouths which are assembled at Evansville, Ind. Com- 
mercial Barge Lines, Inc., tariff 8-G, MF ICC 115, makes available rates of 
$26.40 to Little Rock and $34.40 to Tulsa for application via Commercial Barge 
Lines to Memphis, thence specified highway convoy companies beyond. 

Twelve thousand nine hundred and forty-five of them were assembled in 
Michigan. While we do not know how many of that number were handled on the 
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waterways, it is pertinent to point out that the consignees and shippers had 
available the favorable transportation charges published in Commercial Barge 
Lines, Inc., tariff 12-G, MF ICC 109. These rates are $55 per ton to Little 
Rock and $61.80 per ton to Tulsa for application via highway transporter to 
Cincinnati, and from Memphis with Commercial Barge Lines performing service 
from Cincinnati to Memphis. Those not handled under those rates were moved 
by truck with exception, perhaps, of the more costly Cadillacs and Chryslers 
which moved by rail. It is extremely doubtful that there could possibly be any 
savings by substituting water hauls of 759 to Catoosa and 399 miles to Little 
Rock from Memphis for the 125-mile highway haul to Little Rock and 427 miles 
to Tulsa, particularly in view of fact that all cars are not sold at those points 
but on many of them a subsequent haul to town of use is necessary. Many of 
these are more accessible to Memphis and other Mississippi River towns than to 
locations along the Arkansas River. 

What has been said applies with equal or greater force to the other cars 
shipped. Their origins were Springfield, Ohio; Fort Wayne, Ind.; New York 
City; Cleveland and Toledo, Ohio; Chicago, Ill; and Kenosha, Wis. Among 
the vehicles in this group are 3,109 International trucks, most of which are 
driven on own power from plant to destination. 

In view of the foregoing information relative to the assembly, distribution, 
and transportation charges of new automobiles, no reliance can be placed 
on any estimate of potential traffic of this character moving over the Arkansas 
River. 

It is clear that the area tributary to the Arkansas River is now being served 
by assembly plants located at Kansas City, St. Louis, Memphis, and Dallas in 
addition to others. Favorable barge rates are available to these assembly areas 
and equally favorable truck rates are available to consuming areas beyond. 
The truck routes from these assembly points to the major consuming points in 
the Arkansas River area enjoy a distinct advantage over the much more 
circuitous routings that would be available over an improved Arkansas River. 

Therefore, any prospective traffic in this commodity should be discounted 
entirely. 

Sugar.—The 1945 study considered sugar from standpoint of 164,527 tons set 
up as prospective tonnage with savings of $778,000, To the extent savings were 
computed on rail rates then existing, they are overstated in the light of present 
conditions, because of subsequent lowering of rail rates and diversion of a 
substantial tonnage from rail to truck. Much of the current truck movement is 
in private equipment and provides a return haul on trucks going southbound 
with other commodities, such as groceries, mineral water, etc., which equipment 
would otherwise return empty. 

Arkansas and Oklahoma must supply, necessarily, the preponderant portion 
of tonnage for the proposed waterway, if sugar is to move over it. Certainly, 
the 164,527 tons forecast has no justification under current conditions. That 
figure would exceed by almost 30,000 tons the total consumption in Arkansas 
and Oklahoma in 1954, which was 135,865 tons—61,351 for Arkansas, 74,514 for 
Oklahoma. 

A recently completed study of the sugar movement to Arkansas shows that 
most of the sugar is for wholesale grocers and bottling companies. Whereas 
much of the tonnage moving by highway (mostly in private trucks) moves from 
the refinery, a considerable volume moves from rail terminals at such points 
as Ruston, Monroe, Shreveport, La., Texarkana, Ark., and Greenville, Miss., to 
which points tonnage is moved at very low rail or truck charges. To Shreve- 
port, La., the freight charge assessed is 21.2 cents; to Texarkana, 26.5 cents; 
Monroe, La., 20 cents; Ruston, 25 cents; and Minden, La., 20 cents per hundred- 
weight. 

Result of the study is shown in exhibit No. 4, which covers about five-sixths 
of the total tonnage moving into Arkansas and is representative of the situa- 
tion in that State. To the territory covered by group A, sugar is now handled 
by truck to Greenville, where several large refineries maintain warehouses. It 
is trucked therefrom to destination in private trucks. The total trucking charges 
range from 40.3 to 45 cents per hundredweight. The nearest Arkansas River port 
would be Pine Bluff. If there was any disposition to barge sugar to these points, 
the Arkansas River would not be the logical stream to use, because the Mis- 
sissippi would afford a shorter river haul by 164 miles (to Greenville, Miss.), 
and a shorter truck haul from that port than from Pine Bluff. 

To the group B territory, sugar. is now handled by rail to Minden at a rate of 
20 cents, or to Ruston at 25 cents per hundredweight, thence by private truck 
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at charges ranging from 10 to 15 cents per hundredweight. Some sugar moves 
by private truck from refinery to destination at 46 cents. To most of this terri- 
tory Greenville, Miss., would be preferable from standpoint of ability to secure 
lower barge-truck rates as against Pine Bluff, the nearest port on the Arkansas. 
In all instances, it would be unreasonable to assume that a combination of rates 
of barge-truck rates over Pine Bluff would effect a savings under present rates 
which range from 35 to 46 cents for application in carload lots from refinery 
to destination. To Memphis, Tenn., the water rate applicable from New Orleans 
in 500-ton lots is 36.5 cents for deliveries in Memphis. Since the distances, Pine 
Bluff versus Memphis are comparable, certainly nothing less than the Memphis 
rate could be expected for application to Pine Bluff. On the traffic to Memphis, 
there is a loading charge at New Orleans of $1.40 per ton, or 7 cents per hundred- 
weight, which must, of course, be added to any rate to Pine Bluff. 

Shipments to points in group C move by truck from refinery or from Shreveport. 
In some instances the private truck charge to be added to the 21.2-cent rate to 
Shreveport was not ascertained, but in other instances the total transportation 
charges range from 33.2 to 50 cents per hundredweight. Origin of sugar is 
Louisiana and Sugarland, Tex. It is inconceivable that rates lower than these 
could be established for application to and from Little Rock, the nearest port. 

To Texarkana, shown in group D, sugar moves from Louisiana and Sugarland, 
Tex., and 26.5 cents per hundredweight is assessed for transportation. Here, too, 
it is inconceivable that a rate lower could be established for application through 
Pine Bluff, the nearest port, which is 150 miles from Texarkana. 

Shipments to points in group E which are located more favorably to the Mis- 
sissippi than the Arkansas River move via rail or truck from Louisiana refineries. 
Inasmuch as the more favorably located port of Memphis was not used it is rea- 
sonable to assume that the less favorably located ports on the Arkansas River 
would not be used. 

Of the tonnage moving in group F territory, 2,600 tons were handled by private 
truck from Shreveport. The tonnage furnished a return load for trucks hauling 
other commodities to the Shreveport area. The other truck movements noted 
were also in private trucks. It is doubtful if anything less than the 36.5-cent rate 
applicable to Memphis, Tenn., plus 7-cent loading, could be expected if barge 
transportation were contemplated. That rate applies on lots of 500 tons. In our 
opinion, the savings would not be sufficient to justify change over to water trans- 
portation. Particularly in view of what we understand to be a change in mar- 
keting of volume lots of sugar. We refer to a recent decision on part of refiners 
which, in effect, nullifies price guaranties to the receivers. In the past the 
receivers of barge sugar at points such as Memphis were privileged to buy a 
month’s supply with payments of one-fourth of the invoice in 7, 17, and 24 days, 
respectively, and balance in 31 days, the shipper guaranteeing the market price 
during that period. Under the new decision, where prices are not guaranteed, 
receiver suffers loss if market drops. This makes purchase of smaller lots more 
desirable and, of course, barge transportation less attractive even in those 
instances where some savings would result in lower transportation cost by water. 

Major portion of the tonnage moving to the group G points was in private 
trucks at charges of 40 to 45 cents per hundredweight. What has been said 
in connection with the group F points would apply with equal force to those in 
group C. 

The distance from New Orleans to Fort Smith, located in group H, is 858 
miles which is comparable to the distance of 886 miles to Cairo. The rate on 
sugar in 500 ton lots free on board barge origin and destination is 31.7 cents 
per hundredweight. It is our understanding loading of barges at New Orleans 
costs 7 cents and the same figure would cover unloading on dock at destination. 
In these circumstances it is our estimate that the minimum barge charge that 
could be expected to Fort Smith would be about 46 cents, and we seriously doubt 
that a charge that low could be obtained. In view of the present low truck and 
rail charges to Fort Smith, it is doubtful that any use of the waterway would 
take place. 

Under usual sales practice, Sugarland, Tex., being nearest seaboard refinery 
to Oklahoma, sets the price to the State and supplies a considerable portion 
of its sugar. The waterways would not provide a usable route to supplant 
existing agencies, i. e., rail and truck. In addition to that from Sugarland, 
beet and eane is shipped all-rail from California, beet from intermountain by 
rail and truck, and cane from Louisiana by rail and truck. Beet sugar usually 
sells at 15 to 20 cents per hundredweight under care. 1954, almost 22,000 
tons of Oklahoma’s receipts of 74,500 tons was western beet sugar. It is a 
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reasonable assumption that even though a reduction in transportation could 
be effected to some destinations if the Arkansas River were made navigable, the 
western shippers would stay in the market and to the extent they do their tonnage 
must be eliminated as potential for the Arkansas. Just what that would be is 
difficult to estimate, but based on general knowledge of the situation it would be 
about 45 percent, in our opinion. 

Even under the most optimistic view of the Arkansas as an agency for moving 
sugar, much of the State would still be able to secure more favorable charges 
by rail or truck via routes not embracing the Arkansas, particularly the southern 
and western portions of the State. 

The water distances from New Orleans are 951 miles to Muskogee and 1,024 
to Catoosa. The rate from New Orleans to Cairo of 635 cents applies free on 
board on barge at origin and destination, with earnings of 7.2 mills ton-mile. 
Using this as a test, it may be assumed the best rate that could be obtained to 
Muskogee would be 685 cents per ton, and to Catoosa 738 cents per ton which would 
result in rates of 925 and 978, respectively, with addition of 140 cents per ton 
each for loading and unloading barge. 

In the following tabulation are shown lowest rail rates to representative des- 
tinations and the highway distance from nearest port: 


Rail rate Distance from nearest 





(cents per pore 

eects 

weight) Miles | Port 

| 

Coalgate__ bat per y 7 bod 65.5 130 | Muskogee 
Ohigrushé. . 0.65.5 gat ; g Sa oo 75 196 Do 
oe a : bs a 81 139 | Do. 
Pauls Valley-.--__- y ‘ 71.5 162 | Do. 
Clinton. bh was : 81 231 Do 
McAlester_. Si ast 60 | 271 Do 
Durant ani : a 60 | 147 | Do 
Oklahoma City~_- : y veal 71.5 | 145 Do. 
Dunean--._- 3 71. 8 122 Do. 
Ada +6 : 65 5 | 132 | Do. 
Tulsa. oe 71.5 15 | Catoosa. 
Woodward __-- 4 fi ; . oa 81 295 Do. 


With rates of 47 and 48 cents per hundredweight for the water haul to Musko- 
gee and Catoosa, respectively, to which must be added charge for hauling to 
destination, and because of other factors outlined, it is difficult to see how any 
savings could be claimed for sugar, except in a few instances where the destina- 
tion is located close to the port, and in those instances the savings would be 
nominal. 

The low measure of existing transportation charges and the prevailing meth- 
ods of handling traffic under those charges preclude a diversion of any substan- 
tial amount of sugar from the trucks and rails to the waterway. Under the most 
generous forecast it might be possible to assign some of the tonnage to Pine Bluff, 
Little Rock, and Fort Smith as prospective traffic for the Arkansas. Our study 
shows the movement to those towns to be about 21,000 tons. Our study indicates 
that amount of sugar from the trucks and rails to the waterway. Under the most 
savings would be less than $2 per ton. Although we think it somewhat excessive, 
we are using those figures to arrive at an estimate on sugar of $42,000. 

Coal.—There are no towns or industries located on the proposed waterway, or 
nearby, which use coal in sufficient quantities to utilize barge service. 

Prospect of using the waterway must be determined on ability of mines in 
Oklahoma and Arkansas to ship to towns and industries on an reasonably near 
the Mississippi, Missouri Rivers, their tributaries, and along the intracoastal 
‘anal in sufficient quantities and at delivered prices competitive with coals from 
mines in other fields, many of which have more favorable water routes to market. 

At one time the domestic market provided a sizable outlet. Arkansas coals, 
particularly, are adapted to domestic use. Substitution of natural gas and oil 
for coal has considerably reduced the domestic market to a point where it is no 
longer of consequence. 

Some years ago St. Louis was an especially good market for Arkansas-Okla- 
homa coals. In 1945 approximately 350,000 tons moved into that area. In 1954 
the movement shrunk to about 50,000 tons, and it is estimated that the movement 
in 1955 will not exceed 35,000 tons. Indicative of what can be expected in the 
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future in the domestic market is the fact that there are on file with the Laclede 
Gas Co. in St. Louis about 35,500 applications for conversions from coal to nat- 
ural gas. What is happening in St. Louis is true at other places where Arkansas- 
Oklahoma domestic coal moved in quantity in the past, such as at Twin Cities. 

All but a negligible portion. of coal moving to points on the Mississippi River 
and tributaries is fine coal for industry originating at mines able to supply large 
quantities at low delivered cost. Industrial coal moves in quantities to this 
territory, particularly to electric generating plants. 

To the Minneapolis area, which is representative of the upper Mississippi 
River, the greater portion of the utility requirements are supplied from the 
Belleville-DuQuoin district in Illinois. This tonnage moves via rail to barge- 
loading facility on the Mississippi River at Ford, Ill., at 70 cents per ton plus 
1 cent dumping charge unabsorbed by water carrier, plus $2.32 barge haul, or 
a total of $3.03 per ton. The barge rate is equivalent to 3.5 mills per ton- 
mile for the 648 miles from Ford. Inasmuch as the movement from Arkansas- 
Oklahoma mines over the proposed waterway would involve a downstream 
move to reach the Mississippi River, comparison is made with rate from Owens- 
boro to Twin Cities involving 225 miles down the Ohio and 853 miles up the 
Mississippi River. Rate covering that movement is $3.45, equivalent to 3.2 
mills per ton-mile. Because of increased cost barge operators are proposing 
increases in rates from the ports serving Illinois and west Kentucky mines 
to upper Mississippi River points of approximately 20 cents per ton. It appears 
that 3 mills per ton-mile would be a very minimum on which to compute a river 
rate from Fort Smith, but for the sake of evaluating a probable rate from 
Arkansas-Oklahoma it will be seen that even using so low a figure for computa- 
tion, a river rate of $4.81 per ton would result. No mines in Arkansas and 
Oklahoma could load directly on barge. <A prior truck or rail haul would be 
required for which a very conservative estimate would be 50 cents per ton, 
making a prospective total transportation charge of $5.31. Additionally because 
of their favorable location, the Illinois mines provide a much more expeditious 
service than could be maintained from Arkansas-Oklahoma. The present rail 
rate from Arkansas-Oklahoma mines, established to induce a movement in com- 
petition with Illinois, is $4.63 per ton. This rate has deveioped a negligible 
movement and that from a mine in Oklahoma whose operation costwise is 
more favorable than that of most of the Arkansas-Oklahoma operations and as 
such is enabled to make an unduly low price for coal from this area. 

There is a large tonnage of fine coal consumed at Missouri River, Kansas City, 
Mo., to Sioux City, Iowa. The coal comes principally from Missouri and Kansas 
mines. The current rail rates to Omaha and Council Bluffs are $2.50 per ton 
from Missouri, $2.80 from Kansas, and $3.88 from Oklahoma, and to Sioux 
City $3.12 from Missouri, $3.34 Kansas, and $4.40 Oklahoma. The river dis- 
tances from Fort Smith and Catoosa, respectively, would be to Omaha 1,580 and 
1,746, to Sioux City 1,708 and 1,874 miles. At 3 mills per ton-mile the minimum 
water rates which could be expected would be $4.74 and $5.14 to Omaha, and 
$5.12 and $5.62 to Sioux City. It would be necessary to add cost of haul from 
mines to the waterway. 

Kansas City secures the preponderance of its coal requirements from Missouri 
and Kansas mines. About 75 percent of it moves on rate of $1.51, the balance 
at rates of $1.60 and $2.32 per ton. The water distances from Fort Smith are 
1,325 and from Catoosa 1,491 miles, for which rate of 3 mills per ton-mile 
would be $3.98 and $4.47, respectively, with no allowance for getting the product 
from mine to waterway. 

The St. Louis-East St. Louis-Alton area consumes large quantities of steam 
coal. There is a movement of 270,000 tons via water from the utility-owned 
west Kentucky mine and utility-owned barge equipment, which is captive ton- 
nage. There is, as well, a movement of about 400,000 tons via existing waterways, 
viz, Ohio and Mississippi Rivers from eastern mines to coke plant at Carondelet, 
Mo. Arkansas-Oklahoma coals were considered for this operation but eastern 
coals were found to be preferable to Arkansas-Oklahoma coals. Except for 
these the preponderance of the tonnage comes from nearby Illinois mines, chiefly 
by truck. The truck rates range from 60 cents to $1.25 per ton. The limited 
portion which moves by rail moves at rates ranging from 70 cents to $1.73 per 
ton. At 3 mills per ton-mile, water rate to St. Louis, with no allowance for 
service from the mine to Arkansas River, would be $2.80 from Fort Smith, 
$3.30 from Catoosa. 

Memphis, Tenn., is favorably located to mines in Illinois and west Kentucky 
which are able to utilize existing waterways to move its coals from mines 
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which generally have lower production costs than those in Arkansas and 
Oklahoma. Whereas the river distances to Memphis from Fort Smith would 
be 1,522 miles and Catoosa 1,688 miles, and any coal moving therefrom would 
require a prior haul to the river, there are large, modern mines in Kentucky 
located directly on the navigable stream requiring no prior transportation to 
the river and having under construction modern barge-loading- facilities such 
as the mines at DeKoven, Ky.; Uniontown, Ky.; Paradise and Rockport, Ky.; 
located 350, 379, 537, and 532 water miles, respectively, from Memphis. There 
are also barge-loading facilities at Grand River located 302 water miles from 
Memphis and having $1 rate from west Kentucky mines to the facility and 
Joppa, Ill, located 261 miles having a rate of 85 cents to the facility. 

New Orleans is no longer a heavy consumer of coal principally on account 
of substitution of gas and oil. That port is not used extensively for shipment 
of export or bunkerage coal. On that type of coal the preferred ports for 
Arkansas-Oklahoma are Texas gulf ports to which favorable rail rates are 
available. 

There is a regular movement of coal from Oklahoma mines to Houston 
for which the all-rail rate is $3.27 per ton. The water distance, Fort Smith 
to Houston, would be from Fort Smith 1,264 and from Catoosa 1,430 miles. 
At 3 mills ton-mile the water rates would be 379 and 429. cents, respectively, 
without the imposition of a charge for getting the coal from the mine to the 
river. 

Perhaps the largest portion of tonnage out of the Arkansas-Oklahoma fields 
is Shipped to coke ovens in Colorado, Utah, and California, and to smelter points 
at Blackwell, Bartlesville, and Henryetta, Okla., to which special rail rates 
have been established. The Arkansas River would not afford a reasonable 
route to employ in connection with movement of coal from Arkansas-Oklahoma 
to the Colorado, Utah, and California points nor to the smelter points in 
Oklahoma, 

No savings can be assigned to coal because there could be no reasonable 
expectancy of a movement over the proposed Arkansas River waterway. 

Cotton.—The 1945 study ascribed to cotton a prospective annual tonnage 
of 107,836 tons with estimated savings of $250,013. Savings are based on an 
assumed movement from Arkansas River ports in bargelots of 500 tons. Ap- 
parently proper consideration was not given to concentration and other privileges 
included in present transportation charges. 

It is extremely doubtful there will be any movement at all in bargelots. 
Cotton is generally purchased by the mills in lots of 100 bales, or 50,000 pounds. 
There are very few mills which could receive and store as much as 2,000 bales, 
or 500-ton bargelots; further cotton originating at interior gin points would 
be subject to additional charges for expenses incidental to accumulation of 2,000 
bales of specified grades for bargelot movement from the ports. 

United States Engineers’ publication Waterborne Commerce of the United 
States, 1954, shows that cotton tonnage handled on the entire Mississippi River 
amounted to only 1,253 tons for 1954. Out of this total only 351 tons moved 
from Memphis, Tenn. 

The small amount of barge tonnage moved from Memphis is significant as 
this point is located on the Mississippi River in the heart of the cotton-producing 
area and is in position to draw traffic from interior points in the Southern 
States as well as various Southwestern States. Also, Memphis is perhaps the 
best located interior point for marketing of cotton in large lots such as required 
for bargelot traffic. 

The rail rates and transit privileges applicable in connection therewith have 
been adjusted to meet the needs of producers and shippers of cotton and it is 
our belief that the movement in bargelots would be inconsequential and that 
there is no basis for an estimated savings on this traffic. 

Canned goods.—136,554 tons of canned goods, including canned meats, were 
assigned as prospective tonnage for the Arkansas River project. The engineers’ 
appendix No. III “Navigation—To Accompany Survey Report on Arkansas River 
and Tributaries, Arkansas and Oklahoma,” December 31, 19438, states that 71,857 
tons (over half of the total) “would be canned fish, fruit, and vegetables that 
originate on the west coast,” which “are ordinarily shipped by ocean to New 
Orleans and transferred radially from that port to distributing points.” 

For the year ending December 31, 1953, according to ICC Statement No. 552, 
class A and B water carriers operating in the intercoastal area handled no 
canned goods. From this it is assumed that little or no canned goods is being 
shipped currently from the west coast via water carrier service to New Orleans 
proper or to any other port. It appears that the method of transporting canned 
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goods from the west coast to the area involved in the Arkansas River study has 
changed since the engineers’ report. 

Exhibit No. 5 is a comparison of rates and revenues, all-rail versus ocean-barge, 
applying on canned goods from the Pacific coast to 4 representative waterway 
ports; also to the 5 principal ports on the Arkansas River project. Estimated 
‘ates and revenues to the latter ports were computed using the average of the 
actual ocean-barge ton-mile revenue to the former, the 4 representative ports, 
of 5.48 mills which, in our opinion, is the minimum which can be considered. 

It will be noted from this exhibit that the maximum savings per ton indicated 
for the Arkansas River project is only 92 cents compared with the engineers’ 
estimate of $3.53 per ton, which is overestimated by at least $2.61. Actually, the 
overestimate would be larger and savings smaller, since the destinations covered 
by this exhibit are only the ports proper, which are the maximum savings points. 
At inland points in the Arkansas River tributary area, the savings would be 
shrunk because of the addition of handling charges and local inland rates to the 
barge rates, whereas the all-rail rates would be about the same to those points 
as they are to the ports. 

Exhibit No. 6 shows the actual tonnage of canned meat and other canned goods 
originating or terminating on six navigable waterways during 1948 and also dur- 
ing 1954. This exhibit also shows the average number of tons of these commodi- 
ties which were generated by these waterways per mile. These figures were 
taken from the annual report of the Chief of Engineers’ “Waterborne Commerce 
of the United States,” part II. 

All of these waterways are located in more populous areas which certainly 
should originate and terminate relatively more canned goods traffic than could 
be developed for the Arkansas project. Lines 7, 8, and 9 of exhibit No. 6 show 
that in 1948 the average number of tons generated per waterway mile for all 
of these waterways was only one-tenth of a ton for canned meats. Using per- 
formance of other waterways as a guide to compute prospective canned-meat 
tonnage on the Arkansas River project, we arrive at a 1943 maximum tonnage 
of 53 tons, compared with the engineers’ estimate of 38,065 tons. We have not 
undertaken this comparison based on 1954 figures, since only 148 tons of canned 
goods moved on all the waterways shown. 

In 1948 the average number of tons generated per waterway mile for all of 
these waterways was only 14.6 tons of canned goods other than canned meat. 
Using this average to compute the Arkansas River project tonnage of other 
canned goods, we arrive at a maximum 1943 tonnage estimate of 7,709 tons, 
compared with the engineers’ estimate of 98,489 tons. Again using 1954 figures 
(the latest available), the maximum estimate for the Arkansas River project 
would be only 950 tons. 

Exhibit No. 7 graphically illustrates the degree in engineers’ estimate of 
prospective canned goods tonnage (not including canned meat) is overstated 
by comparing their estimated tonnage generated per mile with the 1954 actual 
tonnage generated per mile on the six waterways previously shown in exhibit 
No. 6. A canned meat chart was not prepared since all waterways shown indi- 
cated no measurable amount of canned meat tonnage originating or terminating 
in 1954. 

Exhibit No. 6 indicates that the maximum prospective tonnage based on the 
latest figures available on all kinds of canned goods would be only 950 tons. 

If any canned goods would move on the proposed waterway, the volume would 
be so negligible that canned goods should be eliminated from consideration as 
prospective tonnage. 

Scrap iron and scrap steel.—The engineers’ study, table 35, reported in 1948 
prospective tonnage of 220,899 tons of scrap iron and scrap steel with trans- 
portation savings of $231,142 for the Arkansas River project. 

Exhibit No. 8 shows the actual tonnage of scrap iron and scrap steel originating 
or terminating on six navigable waterways during 1948 and also during 1954. 
This exhibit also shows the average number of tons of scrap iron and steel 
generated by these waterways per mile. These figures were compiled from the 
annual reports of the Chief of Engineers, Waterborne Commerce of the United 
States, Part IT. 

All of these waterways are located in more populous and more highly indus- 
trialized areas than the Arkansas River project territory and, in addition, at 
least one of them, the Ohio River division, is located on or near several large 
steelmaking centers. Certainly it is reasonable to assume all of these water- 
ways, and the Ohio River division in particular should originate and terminate 
much more scrap iron and steel tonnage, both in total tonnage and in tonnage 
per mile, than would the Arkansas River project. 
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By referring to lines 7, 8, and 9 of exhibit No. 8, we find that in 1943 the average 
number of tons generated per waterway mile for all of these waterways was only 
157.7 tons of scrap iron and scrap steel. Using this average (even though, as 
pointed out above, it is probably much too high), and computing the Arkansas 
River prospective tonnage from it, we arrive at a 1943 maximum tonnage of 
83,266 tons compared with the engineers’ estimate of 220,899 tons. Using 1954 
figures (the latest year available) the maximum estimate for the Arkansas River 
project would be only 52,483 tons. 

Exhibit No. 9 graphically compares the engineers’ estimated tonnage generated 
per Arkansas River project mile with the 1954 actual tonnage generated per mile 
figures for the six waterway projects previously shown in exhibit No. 8. It is 
apparent from this chart that the engineers have estimated that the Arkansas 
River project will originate and terminate more tonnage per mile than even the 
Ohio River division, the tributary area of which contains a greater population, 
is inuch more highly industrialized, and includes some of the country’s most 
important steel making regions. 

As indicated above the engineers’ estimate of tonnage for the Arkansas River 
Waterway produced a figure greatly out of proportion in relation to tonnage 
generated on the Ohio River which accommodates the largest quantity of these 
commodities. Placing proposed Arkansas River tonnage in proper perspective 
with that on other waterways results in a tonnage of 52,500 tons. We believe 
that to be much too liberal. For the purpose of our estimate we have used that 
figure. 

The engineers computed savings on basis of $1.05 per ton. We have not under- 
taken to make a detailed survey of the rate situation on iron and steel scrap 
because of the small tonnage expectancy. We believe that a fairly accurate esti- 
mate under current conditions would be $1.87 per ton. This is arrived at by 
applying to the $1.05 the general percentage increases in the rail rates. This 
would produce a maximum savings of $93,000 which appears to be most generous 
under the circumstances related. 

Iron and steel drums.—A prospective tonnage of 8,494 tons of iron and steel 
drums for the Arkansas River project with an estimated total savings of approxi- 
mately $51,000 to about $6 per ton or 30 cents per 100 pounds was indicated by 
the engineers. 

Inasinuch as this commodity is not separately classified in tonnage reports 01 
the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Chief of Engineers, we have beep 
unable to compare the estimate with any other actual movements. From a 
sampling survey we learn that the principal points from which these drums are 
moving into the Arkansas River project territory at present are Kansas City, 
Mo., and Houston, Tex. From those two points it is inconceivable that iron and 
steel drums would move via barge into this territory, thence via truck or rail to 
final destination, because of the extreme circuity of the water route. 

On February 10, 1955, a reduced scale of rail rates became applicable to iron 
and steel drums in carloads. 

Exhibit No. 10 compares the prior rail rates with the reduced rates. It will 
be noted that for the longer hauls, which are the principal ones susceptible to 
barge handling, the amount of the rail reduction is substantial. 

As shown at the bottom of this exhibit the average reduction in the Southwest 
was 35 cents per 100 pounds and if we factor this average rate back through the 
increase tariffs so as to remove the effect of all increases in rail rates subsequent 
to 1943, we arrive at a reduction of 19 cents per 100 pounds versus 1943 basis. 
Reducing the engineers’ estimated savings of about 30 cents per 100 pounds by 
this 19 cents per 100 pounds average reduction, a maximum estimated savings of 
11 cents per 100 pounds per ton on iron and steel drums is computed. 

In the absence of a complete movement survey we are accepting the engineer’s 
estimate of 8,500 tons for purpose of our estimate, although for reasons noted 
above we believe it to be much too high. Under the level of rates now prevailing 
the very maximum savings which could be assigned to these commodities would 
be $18,700. 

Iron and steel articles and pipe.—Under the previous consideration a large 
portion of the tonnage and revenue indicated by the engineers as potential for 
the proposed waterway was allocated to iron and steel articles and pipe; 
1,166,952 tons with savings of $5,169,597 were considered by them to be potential 
for the Arkansas River. Exhibit No. 12 (a) shows the components making up 
these totals. The great preponderance of the tonnage was for Oklahoma destina- 
tions and savings were computed generally against the rail charges in arriving 
at the forecas There has been a very marked decline in rail handling of these 
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commodities since 1945. Exhibit No. 12 (6b) shows that the total handling of all 
of these commodities was 618,900 tons—318,200 tons of which were pipe and 
300,700 tons of iron and steel articles. 

Marked changes have occurred in the rate situation which, in our opinion, 
materially change the relative position rail rates versus those of other trans- 
portation agencies. To the extent these conditions were not considered or full 
force was not accorded them in the appraisal, any estimate made is subject to 
adjustment. Some of these changes are of such recent date that it is fair to 
assume they have not entered into the engineers’ study. Of pertinence are the 
substantial reductions made in the rail rates on iron and steel articles effective 
on September 14, 1955, from most producing points to the southwestern territory, 
including Kansas. Exhibit No. 11 compares those rates with rates in effect 
prior thereto to representative Arkansas and Oklahoma destinations from the 
origin territories from which most of the products are shipped. Also shown on 
the exhibit are the barge-truck and barge-rail rates currently applicable. This 
will be referred to at appropriate times in this presentation. 

Exhibit No. 12 sets forth the movement of iron and steel to. Arkansas points 
during 1954 developed by a recent survey. Embracing a considerable portion of 
the State’s requirements, the exhibit in our opinion fairly represents the overall 
situation and provides a reasonably accurate guide for estimating the extent to 
which there is a possibility that tonnage might be diverted to the proposed water 
route from the rails and highways. Also, where such diversion might be con- 
sidered as a possibility the degree of savings in reduced transportation charges 
which could be anticipated. 

Of the total of 79,018 tons, 24,407 tons moved by rail. This tonnage so moved 
in spite of the fact that lower transportation charges via barge-truck routes were 
available to the shippers and receivers. Among the factors contributing to the 
choice of rail service were necessity of expeditious service, the advantages of 
fabricating in transit privileges incident to rail rates, the origin of the tonnage 
not favorably located to waterways, such as Detroit, Mich., Atlanta, Ga., Sterling, 
Ill., Waukegan, Ill., Shreveport, La., or Kansas City Mo., because of circuity of 
water haul, and the desire of shippers to utilize rails for deliveries to plants 
operating on property leased from railroads. Inasmuch as rail service was used 
in 1954 on this particular tonnage despite more favorable charges via routes 
embracing water hauls no assigninent of this type of tonnage can be made to the 
proposed waterway now that the spread in comparative rates had been materiailly 
narrowed by the September 1955 reduction in all-rail rates. 

Fifty-four thousand six hundred and eleven tons shown in Exhibit No. 12, in 
column headed “Truck” consists preponderantly of tonnage hauled from Mis- 
sissippi River ports, principally Memphis, Tenn., having a prior water haul from 
Pittsburgh, Pa., Chicago, Il., and St. Louis, Mo., districts or a prior rail haul from 
Birmingham, Ala., to Memphis. In addition to this some of the tonnage was 
trucked from producing points to destination. To the towns for which A’ is 
indicated in column headed “Note” 12,140 tons were received by truck. Most of 
these towns are located more favorably to the Mississippi River, and as to the 
few that are not, the advantage in highway mileage from the Arkansas River port 
is not sufficient to even consider that a substitution of an Arkansas River port 
for a Mississippi River port would occur. What is true of these specified desti- 
nations is true of the general territory in eastern Arkansas. 

Except for a small portion the 5,000 tons trucked to Texarkana covered by 
note B in exhibit No. 12, originated in the Birmingham, Ala., district and moved 
on combination of lower water-compelled rate to Memphis and private or contract 
truck beyond. The rail rate from Birmingham district to Memphis is less than 
that which the bargelines found possible to establish. As a general proposition 
the water rates from the Birmingham district to points on the Mississippi are 
constructed on basis of combinations made over New Orleans, La. 

The highway distance from Arkansas River port to Texarkana is only 47 miles 
less than that from the nearest Mississippi River port, and it is extremely 
doubtful that there would be any diversion of this tonnage to the water route. 
On the contrary, it is our opinion that there will be an increased all-rail move- 
ment in the future from Birmingham district now that the all-rail rates have 
been reduced 18 cents per 100 pounds in September 1955. 

Of the towns in Arkansas those prefixed with note C on exhibit No. 12 are 
most favorably located to take advantage of any savings offered by navigable 
Arkansas River. Our survey disclosed that 30,983 tons were trucked to these 
towns in 1954. About one-third of this tonnage originated in the Birmingham, 
Ala., district and moved on the low rail rate to Memphis, thence in private or 
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contract truck beyond. Most of the balance of the tonnage moved by barge to 
Memphis from Pittsburgh, Chicago, and St. Louis districts thence via contract 
or private truck to destination. The remainder moved in truck service from 
origin of the product, principally, Kansas City, Mo. The Birmingham tonnage 
moved from that source in spite of lower barge-truck charges from competing 
origins. To our knowledge single factor barge rates from Birmingham district 
to points west of the Mississippi River are not existent. Rates reflect combi- 
nation over New Orleans. It is doubtful water service would be employed from 
birmingham or that the failure to provide that service will change the present 
practice of securing tonnage from the Birmingham district, particularly in the 
face of the reductions which have been made in the all-rail rates from Birming- 
ham in September 1955. 

Perhaps the greatest portion of the tonnage from other origins moving via 
burge to Memphis originates in the Pittsburgh district. The water distance 
from Pittsburgh to Little Rock is 1,538 miles. It is questionable that a rate 
lower than that applicable to Kansas City could be realized for all-water service 
to Little Rock because the distances are comparable. The Kansas City rate is 
35 cents per 100 pounds. The present barge-truck rate to Little Rock is 45 
cents so that a maximum saving on basis of this comparison would be $2 per 
ton. Volume of movement is an important factor in fixation of rates and, in 
view of the lower tonnage expectancy for the Arkansas waterway we seriously 
question the ability of water carriers to make rates as low as that to Kansas 
City. In those circumstances $2 we believe would be an inflated figure to repre- 
sent savings to Little Rock; however, since use of compurison of rail-barge rate 
with a prospective water rate to Fort Smith could show a greater spread in the 
charges than at Little Rock, it is our opinion, taking all factors into considera- 
tion, $2 can be regarded as a liberal estimate of savings on the tonnage which 
might originate at Pittsburgh, Chicago, and St. Louis, destined Little Rock, 
Pine Bluff, and Fort Smith. Portions of the tonnage truck from Memphis afford 
a return load for equipment which moved the finished product from the plant. 
It is doubtful that this practice would be changed by any improvement of the 
Arkansas River. However, giving the river the benefit of the 21,000 tons origi- 
nating at points other than Birmingham and applying a savings of $2 per ton, 
a savings of $42,000 results. 

To the destinations prefixed with D in exhibit No. 12, the survey developed 
that 6488 tons moved via truck in 1954. Most of this tonnage was trucked 
from Memphis after having a barge haul from Pittsburgh, Chicago, and St. Louis 
districts or a rail haul from Birmingham district. Although the truck distances 
from the nearest Arkansas River port are less than from ports on the Mississippi 
there is an offset by greater water haul. To Little Rock, for example, 326 miles 
over that to Memphis would be necessary. In this and the other circumstances 
cited it is evident that little or no diversion of this tonnage to the Arkansas 
waterway would take place. 

Unfortunately, time did not permit of making a survey of the Oklahoma move- 
ment along the lines of that made to Arkansas. Privilege of fabricating in 
transit incident to the rail rates is indulged in to a very much greater extent 
than to Arkansas and a larger portion of tonnage moving into that State is rail 
tonnage for that reason. Additionally, Oklahoma draws iron and steel from 
Kansas City, Sand Springs, Okla., Minnequa, Colo., and Lone Star, Tex., to a 
considerably greater degree than does Arkansas. This steel may be eliminated 
as a potential tonnage for the Arkansas River. Shippers and receivers are the 
recipients of sizable reductions in the all-rail rates from the origins noted as 
well as from the other major producing districts in September 1955 as set forth 
in exhibit 11, and it is the expectation of the railroads from their experience with 
the new rates that there will be some restoration to the rails of tonnage lost to 
other forms of transportation. 

Of the 300,700 tons of iron and steel articles which moved to Oklahoma the 
tonnage from New York, Maryland, Delaware, Colorado, Alabama, and at least 
half of that from Missouri (because of its Kansas City origin) should be elimi- 
nated because it is reasonable to assume that traffic is not potential for the 
\rkansas River. Eliminating this tonnage and tonnage on which diversion 
from the rails could not be anticipated because of the valuable transit privileges 
which complement the rail rates it is our estimate that not more than 200,000 
tons can be regarded as potential for the Arkansas River. The major portion 
of the Oklahoma tonnage would move from Pittsburgh, Chicago, and St. Louis 
districts. Using Oklahoma City as a representative destination it will be noted 
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per net ton to be as reproduced in the following tabulation. In the table are 
shown also the mileages via water, a barge rate constructed on 5 mills per ton- 
mile (which we believe to be conservative for these commodities on the Arkansas 
River), the rail rate from Catoosa and combined proposed barge and rail charges. 


| | 

Present | 

lowest Water-miles | 

charge, to Catoosa 
cents per ton 


Barge rate, Rail rate Combined | 


Difference, 


5 mills ron barge rai 
at 5 mills from arge rail cents per ton 


| per ton-mile | Catoosa rate 
| 


| | 
Pittsburgh...._-- 1, 660 | 1, 899 950 5 1, 530 
Chicago_.--- 1, 580 | 1, 463 | 732 1, 312 
St. Louis-- 1, 098 | 549 


From the estimated average savings of $1.90 per ton a charge covering transfer 
from barge to car or truck would be entailed. We estimate such charge to be 
not less than 75 cents per ton, therefore the net savings under our estimate 
would average not to exceed $1.15 net ton. In view of what has been shown 
the total savings on iron and steel articles to Oklahoma should not exceed 
$230,000. 

Most pipe to the Southwest moves to oilfields and originates principally in 
Pittsburgh and eastern territory. To the Arkansas oilfields in the Eldorado 
district it is our information that the pipe moves by water to Memphis district 
or Vicksburg, where storage yards are maintained, and thence beyond by rail 
or truck. Via Memphis the total transportation charges to Eldorado, Ark., as 
representative aggregate 79.9 cents per 100 pounds, and via Vicksburg, Miss., 
76 cents per hundredweight. On December 17, 1955, the all-rail rate was reduced 
to 76 cents per hundredweight. In our opinion use of the Arkansas River would 
afford no savings on pipe to Arkansas. 

It is conceivable that some savings can be effected on pipe to some of the 
Oklahoma oilfield territory. Without having the benefit of a study of the Okla- 
homa pipe consumption and movement, we are handicapped in setting forth the 
extent to which we think the waterway might be used, and the extent to which 
savings could be expected in transportation charges. Under the previous con- 
sideration the volume of tonnage and the unduly large per ton saving was predi- 
cated on several factors among which were that Catoosa would be a more favor- 
able gateway than Kansas City because the project depth for the Arkansas was 
to be 9 feet as against 6 feet on the Missouri and that a water rate considerably 
lower to Catoosa than to Kansas City was used in computing savings. 

As to the first the situation has materially changed. The Missouri River has 
been improved and pipe has moved in volume to Kansas City. There are a 
number of pipe-storage yards established involving considerable expenditure of 
money. From these yards pipe is trucked to Kansas and Oklahoma consuming 
points. To Kansas and to some of the northern and western Oklahoma territory 
the Kansas City gateway would be more advantageous than any located on the 
Arkansas River. 

As to the second point relied on, the contention that a lower water rate could 
be established to Catoosa than to Kansas City is subject to challenge. The water 
distance to Catoosa would be 346 miles greater than that to Kansas City and, 
eertainly, the barge lines must and would expect additional revenue com- 
mensurate with additional service performed. To other Oklahoma pipe-con- 
suming territory, the highway distances are less than those from Kansas City. 
A saving in truck costs from the Arkansas River port would be natural but in 
view of the substantially greater river distance and greater river charge, an 
offset must be considered, the degree dependent upon the differences in the 
truck hauls. 

Another recent change which has occurred was the opening of plants at Lone 
Star, Tex., in midyear 1953 and at Minnequa, Colo., in October 1953 with 
aggregate capacity over half a million tons annually. These plants are much 
more favorably located to the Oklahoma consuming territory than the eastern 
suppliers. The tonnage which they will ship to Oklahoma must be eliminated 
entirely from any estimate for the waterway since the waterway would not be 
used to displace present method of hauling which we understood is by truck. 

Wherever rail rates were used by the engineers in their latest study in esti- 
mating savings, such estimates are subject to review and possible adjustment 
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if they were based on rates prior to September 14, 1955, when the rail rates on 
iron and steel, including pipe, were substantially reduced. On August 31, 1955, 
the rates on pipe were reduced from major producing points to reflect the lowest 
barge-truck rates to Kansas and most Oklahoma points, and on December 17, 
1955, to Louisiana and points in the southern portion of Oklahoma. In the degree 
that shippers and receivers prefer all-rail movement in preference to water- 
truck under these reduced all-rail rates, the tonnage expectancy for the proposed 
Arkansas waterway must, likewise, be revised. 

As indicated by exhibit 12 (a), 318,200 tous of pipe moved by rail to Okla- 
homa from all origins from which there is a possibility that the Arkansas River 
could be used. The 136,100 tons from Wisconsin, Ohio, Michigan, Maryland, 
and Alabama should be eliminated from consideration inasmuch as it is reason- 
able to assume the Arkansas River would not be considered for movement of 
this traflic in view of the more favorable rates via rail. The remainder of 182,000 
tons has been considered by us to determine what, if any, savings might be 
effected by substitution of barge service for rail service. 

On exhibit 12 (b) we have reviewed rates in effect on inland waterways. 
It is noted that they average 4.5 mills per ton-mile for service on the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers. We believe 4.5 mills to be a rather low figure for computing 
rates for application to the Arkansas River. However, for the purpose of this 
study we are using that figure to estimate probable savings even though it is too 
liberal in our opinion. 

Employing the 4.5 mills ton-mile earnings for the water distances from Pitts- 
burgh, Chicago, and St. Louis to Catoosa, Okla., to arrive at an estimated water 
rate and adding thereto truck charges to cover movement from Catoosa to con- 
suming point and making allowance of $1 per ton to cover transfer from barge 
to truck, the maximum savings which could be estimated for pipe would be $1.19 
per ton. For the 182,000 tons estimated by us as the maximum tonnage for the 
waterway the total savings would not exceed $216,580 on pipe. 

lor the reasons outlined, the total savings on iron and steel articles and pipe 
could not under the most optimistic claims for the proposed waterway exceed 
$490,000. 

Fertilizer—Table 14 of the prior report of the engineers included as prospec- 
tive commerce 59,637 tons of fertilizer and savings thereon of $177,785. 

During 1945, the period covered by the prior survey, the rates on superphos- 
phate were based on column 16 of ICC docket 13525, 21st supplemental order, 
which represented 16 percent of the basic first-class rates generally applicable 
within the southwestern territory. On September 30, 1955, the rates were re- 
duced to the scale applicable in the Southeastern States. This represented a 
reduction of approximately 11144 percent below the rates in effect at the time 
the engineers’ study was made. Mixed fertilizer, as a general thing, moves 
only for short distances, because of the large number of mixing plants located 
in the various States. Much of the tonnage moves by truck and a major portion 
of that in equipment of private ownership. 

It is our opinion the tonnage which would be most susceptible to water move- 
ment on the Arkansas River would be phosphate rock. The principal producing 
and shipping territory is Florida. 

The rail rates on phosphate rock from Florida producing points are $9.36 
per gross ton to Little Rock, Ark., and $10.48 per gross ton to Tulsa, Okla. It 
is our information that the joint rail-water rate to New Orlcans is $4.80 per 
gross ton made up of $1.52 mine to Tampa, Fla., 35 cents wharfage and 34 cents 
loading and trimming at that point, plus $1.79 water rate to New Orleans. The 
transfer charge from boat to barge at New Orleans is 80 cents. There is a rate 
of $7.86 gross ton published for the 1,383 miles from New Orleans to Joliet, Il. 
This reflects 5.8 mills per ton-mile. Applying this measure to the distances in- 
volved, barge rates from New Orleans would be $3.51 to Little Rock and $5.43 to 
Catoosa which when added to the $4.80 rate to New Orleans would make total 
rates of $8.31 to Little Rock and $10.28 to Catoosa. That to Little Rock would be 
$1.05 gross ton less than via all-rail. To Catoosa 25 cents gross ton less than 
all-rail to Tulsa. Since it would cost more than 25 cents per ton to move the 
tonnage from Catoosa to destination no savings can be assigned the Arkansas 
River on traffic to Oklahoma. 

The 1 percent waybill study 1954 supports estimate of 53,300 tons moving from 
Florida to Arkansas by rail. For the purpose of this estimate we have used that 
tonnage in connection with the savings of $1.05 gross ton or 94 cents per net 
ton to arrive at our estimate of $50,102. 
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Bauvite ore and alumina.—A realistic forecast of probable savings for the 
proposed waterway must exclude therefrom any credit for these commodities. 
It is highly improbable water service on the Arkansas would be employed. 

Tonnage of sufficient volume to regard the Arkansas River as preferable to 
the routes via which it now moves, must be derived from the following move- 
ments. From Arkansas to East St. Louis, Ill., and points accessible to other 
waterways, from gulf ports to Arkansas plants; from Arkansas plants to Texas. 
Use of the Arkansas River on these would be most improbable for the follow- 
ing reasons. There is a regular movement in volume to East St. Louis. Corps of 
Engineers Waterborne Commerce of the United States, part 2, indicates 189,816 
tons moved on the Mississippi from New Orleans to East St. Louis. This was 
the total tonnage moving on that stretch of the Mississippi with the exception of 
2,127 tons, 1,006 of which were to ports on the Illinois waterway. In addition 
to the water tonnage there was a large volume to East St. Louis moved via 
rail on low trainload rate from Mobile, Ala. The import product supplied 
these movements. Prior to the completion of refining plant in Arkansas, ore 
from that State moved to East St. Louis. The water rate from New Orleans 
is $3.60 net ton per item 3210 of Federal Barge Lines Tariff 229-G, ICC 34. 
The rail rate from New Orleans and Mobile is $4.03 net ton, minimum 1,800 
tons per item 1805-B, Southern Ports Foreign Freight Tariff 1021-G, ICC 126. 
Transit privileges are available in connection with the rail rate which are valu- 
able inducements to use of rail rate. Taking into consideration the necessary 
cost of getting ore from the mine to the Arkansas River, and the fact that the 
plant operation is geared to the import product, it is difficult to see how savings 
could be effected sufficient in amount to justify a change in present practices. 

There is a movement of import ore from Mobile, Ala. to Arkansas under 
multiple-car rate named in item 725-K, S. W. L. Tariff 276, ICC 3781. After 
processing it is moved to west coast territory, under transit privileges granted, 
at the balance of through multiple-car rate of $10.55 net ton named in item No. 
1605 of Trans-Continental Tariff No. 1-D, ICC 1564. the rate from Arkansas 
refining plant to destination is the same as that from the port of import. It is 
difficult to see how the Arkansas River would fit into this movement. 

To Texas plants accessible to water, import ore is used and water carriers 
on the intracoastal canal furnish the transportation. To unload Texas plant 
to which the Arkansas product is shipped, a rail rate of $5.69 net ton (per 
item 640-A of S. W. L. Tariff 1-B, ICC 4090) is applicable. Requiring a trans- 
portation service on either end of a haul on the Arkansas, Mississippi and inter- 
coastal waterways, it is inconceivable that any rate could be established for the 
water service which, when added to the rail or truck charges necessary to get 
the ore or alumina to and from the waterway, would come close to the charges 
now available for all-rail application. 

Any prospective traffic on this commodity should be eliminated entirely. It is 
apparent from what is shown above that rates covering barge service could not 
be provided which would make the waterway sufficiently attractive to induce a 
change in present pattern of moving the bauxite ore.and alumina. 

Grain and grain products.—In his 1945 statement Mr. Johanson showed that 
no savings could be assigned to wheat, the principal grain produced in Oklahoma. 
This was in rebuttal to claim of engineers that 488,026 tons could be assigned 
to that commodity. The 488,026 tons was comprised of the following component 
movements to river points in the States named: 


[Tons] 


| From From— 


——- -— - - -= + To 


| 
Oklahoma Kansas Oklahoma Kansas 


‘Tennessee \ 66, 574 Arkansas. | 19, 000 |_- 

Alabama ; 26, 315 | M ississippi_ 4, 000 | 

Indiana 11, 807 Louisiana: | 

Kentucky -. 35, 000 Domestic 57, 941 ‘ 

Ohio 39, 261 Export. -- ; 100, 728 | 123, 747 
Missouri : 2, 168 


Using the Carload Waybill Statistics, 1954 (ICC Bureau of Transport Eco- 
nomics and Statistics), and adjusting the data to reflect a year’s movement, it 
is found the total 1954 movement via rail to the States named was— 
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[In tons} 


To— 
From— raererairemtensennarnaneneeeecemnSsoneS eres 
Tennessee Kentucky Missouri Louisiana 


Oklahoma. --- oe eon J 26, 500 29, 500 40, 400 
Kansas_..-. ok cites aepiabaie Rb ata ote 30, 000 





This is not tonnage to river points alone but to all points in the States named. 

Inasmuch as the tonnage claimed would have to be diverted from the railroads, 
it is evident from a knowledge of the rail movement gained from the handling 
statistics above cited that wheat tonnage is grossly inflated and should not enter 
into any calculations of potential savings. 

As to flour and animal feed the same conclusion must be reached. The statis- 
tics of the Corps of Engineers, in Waterborne Commerce of the United States, 
1954, clearly demonstrate that water transportation has no real attraction for 
those commodities. In the year 1954 the total of the tonnages moved on the 
Mississippi River system were as follows: 

{In tons] 


Flour Animal feed 


ME RINNE TRIWOE. 8 ihc cine scnceneee 

Illinois Waterway _. 

Ohie River...........- 

Tennessee River..-......-. 

Cumberland River. -- - sa dl es ‘ ; 
Mississippi River (Minneapolis to but not including New Orleans) - 


Storage in transit privileges are a valuable adjunct to the rail rates and 
must be considered in comparing proposed costs by water with those by rail. 

We have omitted any showing herein as to representative comparison of rail 
rates which what might be considered reasonable rates for routes which embrace 
the Arkansas Waterway. 

As previously stated herein, any estimate made on basis of the existing rail 
rates might prove faulty inasmuch as the rail-rate structure on grain and 
products from most producing districts, including Arkansas, Oklahoma, and 
Kansas to the south, is now under review by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in formal proceedings covered by ICC Dockets 29777, 31806, 31835, 
31851, and 31874. Hearings in these proceedings have been held and the Com- 
mission will determine if the substantial reductions sought by complainants 
should be granted and the measure thereof. Additionally, the southwestern 
and southern groups of railroads have under consideration, under Southern 
Freight Association Submittal A—24720, and companion Southwestern Freight 
Bureau Proposal 75789, proposals suggesting substantial reductions in rates on 
srain and products from producing point, including Oklahoma and Kansas to 
southern territory. It was to destinations in southern territory that the engineers 
relied upon largely to support their estimates on these commodities. 

For the reasons outlined it is apparent that any tonnage which might be 
considered potential traffic for the Arkansas Waterway is exceedingly small 
in volume and there is the possibility when the consideration given the rates is 
resolved that if there is any advantage in water rates it will be nullified. It is 
a reasonable conclusion that no savings should be assigned to grain and grain 
products. 

Lumber.—The engineers’ 1945 study contemplated a prospective bargelot 
tonnage of 565,945 tons with savings of $731,152 on lumber. Inland water trans- 
portation has not proved attractive to lumber and kindred forest products. 

Transit and reconsigning privileges to which many forest product rates are 
subject provide a valuable consideration to use of rail handling. These provide 
definite deterrents to any substitution of water for rail service. 

The statistics of the Corps of Engineers set forth in Waterborne Commerce of 
the United States, 1954 (p. 238} show that for 1954 only 10,728 tons of lumber 
moved on the Mississippi River system (including the main channels and all 
tributaries of the Mississippi, Missouri, and Ohio Rivers, as well as the Illinois 
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Waterway. If the 13,606 tons of posts, poles, and piling and 4,707 tons of box, 
crate, cooperage materials and veneer are combined with the 10,728 tons of 
lumber it is seen that only 29,041 tons moved on those highly developed water- 
ways in 1954. 

Based on this appraisal it would be most unrealistic to assign any savings to 
the Arkansas River waterway on these commodities. 

Coffee.—The detailed information developed in 1948 from the district engi- 
neers’ office showed this traffic was bargelot traffic from New Orleans, La., and 
consisted of 25,001 tons for the Arkansas River project, to move at an estimated 
savings of $67,990. The engineers based their estimate of 25,001 tons on per 
eapita consumption of 15% pounds annually using 43 Arkansas counties, 41 Okla- 
homa counties and 16 Kansas counties. 

Since the engineers indicate this move is in bargelot quantities (500 tons), 
this coffee must be green coffee. Green coffee necessarily moves in volume only 
to points at which coffee roasters are located such as Little Rock, Tulsa, and 
Oklahoma City. 

Five hundred tons (the minimum indicated for bargelot movement) exceeds the 
annual movement to most of the points at which coffee roasters are located. It is 
not helieved that coffee roasters could afford to purchase and store a vear’s 
supply of coffee at one time because of competitive conditions, available grades, 
market conditions and price fluctuations. 

It is reasonable to assume that if green coffee is susceptible to bargelot move- 
ment it will rresently be moving from New Orleans, La., in heavy volume on the 
Mississippi River. Checking the Engineers’ Annual R>ports of Waterborne 
Commerce disproves this susceptibility by showing a comparatively small volume 
of movement upstream from New Orleans, La. For example, during 1954 it is 
shown that were only 18,708 tons of coffee transported from New Orleans, La., 
on the Mississippi River upstream, which would include tonnage for such large 
coffee roasting points as Memphis, Tenn., St. Louis, Mo., Kansas City, Mo., and 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. 

The tonnage estimated in 1945 to move from New Orleans, La., to the Arkansas 
River project of 25,001 tons constitutes approximately 134 percent of the total 
1954 movement of 18,708 tons via the Mississippi River from New Orleans, La. 

In view of the foregoing information relative to the location of large coffee 
roasting plants who could use bargelot quantities, the 1954 movement from New 
Orleans, La., vin the Mississippi River and considering the more densely popu- 
lated areas adjacent to the larger Mississippi River system compared with the 
Arkansas River project, no reliance can be placed on any estimate of potential 
coffee traffic over the Arkansas River. 

It is clear that very little coffee presently moves from New Orelans to large 
roasting points such as St. Louis, Memphis, Kansas City, and Minneanolis-St. 
Paul, which points presently have as much and more water service available to 
them than can be anticipated on the Arkansas River. 

Therefore, any prospective traffic on coffee should be discounted entirely. 

Zinc and lead concentrates.—In the prior study the engineers allocated 131,700 
tons to the Arkansas River waterway as potential traffic in zinc and lead con- 
ecentrates produced in the tri-State area of Missouri, Kansas, and Oklahoma. 
This was 29 percent of the total annual movement of 453,456 tons at that time 
(1943). Since that time the production has shown a marked decline as evidenced 
by the statistics taken from the Minerals Yearbooks, 1948 to 1952, inclusive, 
appearing on exhibit No. 16. It is our information that the production of zinc 
concentrates dropped to 112,971 tons in 1954 or 33 percent from the 1952 tonnage 
which would provide a fair basis for estimating the production of lead concen- 
trates. Applying to the estimated 1954 tonnage of 137,314 tons of both com- 
modities the 29 percent represented by the estimate of the engineers as traffic 
for the Arkansas River out of the total production it is seen that the 131,700 
tons would be reduced to about 40,000 tons under that formula. In our opinion 
that volume could not be considered as potential for the Arkansas River because 
it is not conceivable that there would move on the Arkansas River twice the 
amount of tonnage which was handled over the entire Mississippi River system 
including the main channels and all tributaries. During the year 1954 the total 
tonnage of these commodities moving over all of those waterways amounted to 
only 20,881 tons despite the fact that one of the most important sources of lead 
and zine concentrates is the foreign producer and some important smelter points 
are located at East St. Louis, LaSalle, Ill., and Donora. Pa., with the Mississippi 
River system available to them via New Orleans. Furthermore a large producer 
in Oklahoma in 1955 closed down a mine supplying ore which would further 
reduce the production of concentrates under the 1954 figure. 





To East St. Louis, Ill., for example, the rate on zinc or lead concentrates for 
rail application from Henryetta or Bartlesville, Okla., is $5.20 per net ton. The 
rate of the American Barge Line in their Tariff 5-C, ICC 145 is $2.48 per net ton 
for the 407 miles from Memphis, Tenn., to East St. Louis, Ill. reflecting mills 
per ton-mile earnings of 6.09. The distance from Muskogee, Okla., to East St. 
Louis, Ill., via Arkansas River would be 1,025 miles. At 6.09 mills per ton mile 
a rate of $6.24 per net ton would result. Estimating a rate of $2 per ton to get 
the traftic to Muskogee from the smelter and including a reasonable handling 
charge, it will be observed that the cost of rail handling will be very much less 
than handling via the Arkansas River. 

The only smelter located in a town on the Arkansas River is one at South 
Fort Smith, Ark., in the Fort Smith switching district. The smelter is about 
6 miles from the stream and is the only one to which it would not be necessary 
to transport the concentrates in roud haul from the river. It is the smelter most 
favorably located for the receipt of import concentrates through New Orleans, La. 
The import rail rate from New Orleans to the smelier is $5.80 net ton. If the 
Mississippi and Arkansas Rivers were employed in transporting the commodities 
it would entail a water haul of 858 miles. At 6 mills per ton mile a water rate 
of $5.15 per ton results. Upon arrival at Fort Smith unloading into rail cars 
and switching to the smelter from the barge site would be required and it is our 
estimate this would cost at the very least $1 per ton, sc that handling via water 
would cost approximately $6.15 versus the $5.80 per net ton by rail. 

Considering the various factors outlined it is evident that an improved 
Arkansas River waterway would not result in any savings on lead and zine 
concentrates. 

Soda ash.—Detailed information obtained in 1943 from the district engineers’ 
oflice indicated that of the total estimated prospective tonnage of 33,766 tons, 
7,365 tons was a port-to-port move and 26,401 tons was a joint barge-inland 
transportation move. This estimate was made solely on the basis of question- 
naire returns. 

Rail carriers have made a survey of present-day soda ash traffic (via all 
modes of transportation) and have developed that the three principal movements 
of this commodity which might be suspectible to transportation on the Arkansas 
ltiver are as listed below, in order of the volume of annual movement. 

From producing points (such as Corpus Christi, Tex., and Baton Rouge and 
Lake Charles, La.) to: 

1. Henryetta, Okla.; 

2. Bauxite, Ark. ; 

3. Fort Smith, Ark. 

Based on the above a rate study was prepared and is attached as exhibit No. 17. 
It will be noted from this study that no savings are indicated for the first two 
destinations above, which are both inland points requiring a joint barge-overland 
movement, and a maximum savings of only 87 cents per ton on the third destina- 
tion, a port, thus permitting port-to-port movement. 

It is clear from the foregoing that no savings will result on joint barge-overland 
movements on the Arkansas River of soda ash, which the engineers estimated 
at 26,401 tons. On the remaining 7,365 tons (port-to-port traffic), exhibit No. 17 
indicates a maximum savings of only 87 cents per net ton. 

Therefore, the maximum total annual savings on soda ash would approxi- 
mate $6,400 (7,365 tons at 87 cents per net ton). 

Rice.—The rice-producing area, for the potential movement over the Arkansas 
River, is drawn wholly from within the State of Arkansas. 

Craighead, Jackson, and Poinsett Counties, among others, are located geogra- 
phically adjacent to, and are now adequately served by facilities at Memphis, 
Tenn. These counties account for an appreciable percentage of the total state 
production. 

The balance of production is from counties south thereof and including 
Lionoke, Arkansas, Monroe, and Prairie. The largest milling center in this 
area, located in Arkansas County, is Stuttgart, Ark. As such, it is representa- 
tive, and is shown as the milling point in exhibit No. 19. Generally rough rice 
is moved from country points to such milling point for the purpose of cleaning, 
blending, packaging, sacking, etc. Gibson, Ark., is shown in exhibit No. 19 as 
a representative country point. 

Based on an excerpt from the Interstate Commerce Commission 1 Percent 
Waybill Study of 1954 (exhibit No. 18) the total production of Arkansas rice 
moved by rail amounted to 248,000 tons. The largest individual movement, 
shown thereon, was to Louisiana and aggregated 74,200 tons. 
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Regarding the Louisiana movement, there is presently published a through 
rail-barge rate of $7.70 per net ton from Gibson, Ark. (as representative country 
origin) to New Orleans, La., via Memphis, Tenn., as shown in column 7 of 
exhibit No. 2. This rate is lower than any rate which could be established via 
an Arkansas River port. Pine Bluff would be the logical port on the Arkansas 
River for transfer of rice to barge. There is a rate from Gibson to Pine Bluff 
of 61 cents per ton per columns (8) and (9) of exhibit No. 19. Assuming a 
handling charge at Pine Bluff of 50 cents per ton and a barge rate of 19.3 from 
Pine Bluff to New Orleans the total transportation charges via Pine Bluff and 
the Arkansas River would be 85.3 cents per ton or 88 cents per ton higher than 
the present charges via Memphis. Therefore, New Orleans should be eliminated 
as prospective tonnage. 

The proposed rate of $1.93 (col. 11, exhibit No. 19), Pine Bluff, Ark., to New 
Orleans, La., is premised on the same per-ton-mile basis reflected by the barge 
rate of $2.21 per net ton, from Memphis, Tenn., to New Orleans, La., applied to 
the distance from Pine Bluff, Ark., to New Orleans, La., of 602 miles. 

These low scale of barge-lot rates are restricted to minimum shipments of 
500 and 1,000 tons. It is evident, as reflected in exhibit No. 18 that the rice 
consumption, by States, is relatively small and therefore precludes the use of 
the high-volume rates. As examples, attention is directed to the movements 
to Alabama, Mississippi, 2nd Ohio, each of which is directly accessible by water. 

Further, the Interstate Commerce Commission figures (exhibit No. 18) 
indicate that the rice movement was negligible to the States of Illinois, Kentucky, 
Missouri, and Pennsylvania, the very same States in which are located the 
representative destinations used in the 1945 report of the United States engi- 
neers and repeated in exhibit No. 19. 

Considering the foregoing, no savings can be effected on the rice movement. 

Petroleum and products.—Mr. Johanson discounted in toto the savings forecast 
for gasoline and fuel oil under the 1945 analysis. His conclusion was a logical 
consequence of consideration based on factors which did not enter into the 
engineers’ study, as well as use of a more tenable level of water charges. Among 
these were—transfer of 386,000 tons from the category of port-to-port traffic 
to joint traffic made necessary when Tulsa was eliminated as a port and Catoosa 
substituted therefor; the reduction in pipeline rates and minimum tender 
requirements as a result of decision in ICC Docket 28106; use of lower combina- 
tion rates made up of rail charges to pipeline terminal thence the lower pipeline 
rates resulting from the 28106 decision; use of lower all-rail rates published 
under the ICC 28106 and 28760 decisions and the increase in tank-truck costs; 
use of a more realistic water charge than the 2 mills per ton-mile employed by 
the engineers in their calculations; and by citing examples of where use of the 
Missouri River and connecting streams would produce lower through charges 
if combinations were made by using pipeline rates to Kansas City and river 
service on Missouri River at the estimated low level of barge rates employed 
by the engineers in their study covering the Arkansas. 

The reasons advanced by Mr. Johanson in 1945, which raised grave doubts 
as to the alleged savings for the Arkansas project are as sound today as they 
were then. The producing companies would still require transportation to get 
the product to the waterway so that all tonnage claimed for it must be con- 
sidered joint, eliminating any consideration of savings for port-to-port traffic. 

Oklahoma has a very extensive coverage by petroleum and products pipelines. 
The following tabulation shows the coverage by pipelines in those States in 19438 
and 1954: 

[Miles] 


Oklahoma: 
Crude oil 
Refined oils 


Total 
Kansas: 
Crude oil_- : ; eae 2" 
Refined oils_ __ .- oe See ae 2, 357 


Total_. wae Ate 6, 327 
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Exhibit No. 13, shows the present pipeline charges on gasoline to important 
consuming towns. For comparison it shows, too, water rates computed at 3% 
mills per ton-mile. In our opinion 6 to 7 mills per ton-mile would be a more 
realistic yardstick to use in computing charges for the service on the Arkansas 
River waterway; 3% mills per ton-mile was used to show that even at that 
unreasonably low level, savings could not be imputed to diversion to the Arkan- 
sas River from existing transportation agencies. An additional transportation 
charge must be assessed to get the tonnage to the barge-loading site. Thus, it 
will be noted that the existing pipeline charges are considerably less than 
justifiably can be estimated for the water route. 

The improved Missouri River offers a more accessible water outlet for the 
Kansas producing fields than would the Arkansas River. It affords, as well, a 
reasonably accessible river outlet for the Oklahoma production to points reached 
by the Missouri, Mississippi River and tributaries thereof. To Kansas City 
there is a pipeline rate of $2.02 per net ton which could be used in conjunction 
with water rates beyond. It is apparent that on traffic falling within this cate- 
gory, setting up a navigable Arkansas River Waterway would call for needless 
duplication of water highways. Although higher than the combination of pipe- 
line and estimated barge charges beyond, charges computed by combination rail 
rates to the ports of Kansas City and Catoosa and barge rates beyond at the 
unreasonably low yardstick of 3.5 mills per ton-mile for comparative purposes 
would produce lower charges via Kansas City than via Catoosa. Exhibit No. 14 
has been prepared to show this situation on gasoline using, as representative, 
Enid, Okla., to Chicago, Minneapolis, and St. Louis. 

Exhibit No. 15 shows the movement in tons via rail of petroleum and products 
from Oklahoma to States in which are located some towns which are accessible 
to waterways. These data were extracted from the 1 percent waybill study 
(I. C. C. Bureau of Transport Keonomics and Statistics) for the year 1953 (the 
latest complete figures available) adjusted to reflect a year’s movement. We 
believe these data to be a fairly representative showing of current tonnage. 

The engineers’ 1945 survey estimated the tonnage of gasoline available for the 
Arkansas River at 1,138,109 tons. Exhibit No. 15 shows the entire rail move- 
ment in 1953 to States to which the Arkansas River serves and could provide a 
connecting waterway with other streams was only 200,300 tons. The 59,400 to 
Oklahoma can well be eliminated from that total since it is inconceivable that 
the Arkansas River Waterway would be used on that tonnage. The same is 
true of the 24,300 tons to Wisconsin. The remaining 116,600 tons moved to 
States having many consuming points which are not on navigable inland water- 
ways and the Arkansas River could not provide a route except by assesment of 
additional handling charge and transportation charges to get the product to and 
from the barge sites. This would be more costly than under all-rail service. ‘The 
important consuming points in the States named with the exception perhaps 
of Arkansas, have pipe service and the benefit of the more favorable pipeline 
rates and where not directly served by pipe could if desired get the benefit of 
lower charges by combining those of the pipeline service with charges via other 
transportation agencies. The tonnage, if any, which might go to the Arkansas 
River would be negligible and that commodity should be eliminated as a potential 
for the Arkansas River. 

The estimate of the engineers based on their prior survey allocated to the 
Arkansas River 601,203 tons of fuel oil with savings of $1,239,097. Included 
in that tonnage was 253,688 tons from Coffeyville, Kans., to various destinations 
with 202,146 of it for Minneapolis. If water transportation were to be used on 
this tonnage it is most illogical to believe it would move over the Arkansas 
River with the more favorably located Missouri River available. Exhibit No. 
15 (a) shows that on the preponderance of tonnage from Coffeyville, Kansas City, 
Mo., and the Missouri River would afford a lower cost gateway and river service 
than would Catoosa and the Arkansas River. Additionally even via Kansas City 
and the barge line operating over the Missouri River the probable transportation 
charge would exceed the all-rail charges. 

Exhibit No. 15 (b) shows the situation from Tulsa developed in the same 
manner as was Coffeyville, Kans., in exhibit No. 15 (a). It will be noted there- 
from that the possibility of savings from diversion to Arkansas River would not 
be promising. 

From exhibit No. 15 it is seen that the total tonnage from Oklahoma to the 
States on and east of the Mississippi River was 2,486,700 tons of petroleum 
products excluding gasoline. Of this total 522,300 tons moved to Oklahoma, 
Wisconsin, Alabama, Florida. There is no likelihood of the river being used 
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to Oklahoma destinations and the possibility of its use to the other three States 
is so remote that they should be eliminated from consideration. 

In the States to which the remaining 1,964,400 tons moved, there are many 
consuming points which are not on navigable inland waterways and the Arkansas 
River could not provide a route except by imposition of additional handling 
charge to get the preduct to and from barge site, which would make any savings 
for water handling extremely questionable. 

It is our estimate that about 75 percent of the tonnage would come within 
that category. The remaining 25 percent or about 490,000 tons might be re- 
garded as susceptible to water handling. Considering that a transportation 
charge would be required to get the conimodity to the barge side and using a 
realistic water charge, it is doubtful if any persuasive savings could be ex- 
pected. Without having the benefit of the latest study of the engineers as to 
movement patterns they are using for their recommendation it has been difficult 
to estimate an average per ton savings. 

Recent changes have been made by the railroads or have been approved for 
publication, These should be substituted for rates used if estimates were based 
on any other rates. These changes included a 15 percent reduction on asphalt 
effective December 21, 1955, from southwestern and midcontinent origins to 
Alabama, Kentucky including north bank Ohio River crossings, Mississippi and 
Jennessee; reductions in amounts ranging from 15 to 20 percent on lubricating 
oils and greases from eastern points to southwestern territory effective Decem- 
ber 2S, 1954: reduction of $2.50 per ton on liquified petroleum gases from south- 
western points to the Southeast published to become effective April 11, 1956; 
reductions ranging from 83.60 to $5.40 per ton on liquified petroleum gases from 
Oklahoma to points in Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan to be published shortly under 
a record recently approved by the rail carriers. 

in our oninion based on the information developed by exhibits 15 (b) and 
the other information shown, an estimate of any savings in excess of $2 per ton 
would not be warranted. We are using that figure in this study and as basis 
for our estimate that the total maximum savings would not exceed $980,000. 

Less barge lot and less than carload traffic—The engineers’ survey (1938- 
42) table 14 sets up an estimated annual movement of 1,424,097 tons of less than 
barge-lot tonnage with savings of $2,598,216 and 14,759 tons with savings of 
$65,243 on less than carlot treffic. The estimated savings were arrived at by 
computing difference in rail rates versus probable barge, rail-harge or rail-barge- 
rail rates constructed on the ex parte 96 formula. “Appendix III, Navigation, 
to accompany Survey Report on Arkansas River and Tributaries, Arkansas and 
Oklahoma, December 31, 1948” states that probable joint through barge-rail 
rates in the study were constructed by use of the ex parte 96 formula. This was 
a formula prescribed by the Interstate Commerce Commission in 1933 (193 
I. C. C. 173) for application on joint rail-barge traffic where inclusion of the 
water carrier did not set up a route whose mileage versus the all-rail route 
mileage was beyond the prescribed degree of circuity. 

We seriously question the likelihood that joint rail-barge rates would be made 
available for application on the Arkansas River. During the past decade there 
has been no real interest shown in having present coverage expanded. To the 
contrary the trend has been for water carriers to withdraw from participation, 
as will be demonstrated. There were no joint rail-barge rates in effect via 
Camden, Ark., or Kansas City, Mo., or other Ouachita or Missouri River ports 
on May 7, 1945 (the date Mr. Johanson presented his statement before the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors) and none have been established since. 
Generally speaking, barge lines with the possible exception of Federal Barge 
Lines do not want nor do they handle in regular service less than barge-lot 
traffic. On this point the report of the Interstate Commerce Commission in 
I. C. C. Docket 30118, New Orleans Traffic and Transportation Bureau v. Missis- 
sippi Valley Barge Line Company (280 I. C. C. 105) decided January 26, 1951, is 
revealing. On pages 106 and 107 the Commission asserts “Some 35 carriers now 
hold certificates or permits to operate on part or all of the Mississippi River 
system * * *, The Federal Barge Lines alone of the entire 35 carriers main- 
tains what might be considered general and more or less regular less-than-barge- 
load service. For all practical purposes the other water carriers may be con- 
sidered generally as barge-lot carriers.” 

The engineers’ appendix III previously mentioned also states it was considered 
that common carrier service similar to that on the Mississippi, Illinois, Ohio, 
Missouri, and Tennessee Rivers would be available on improved Arkansas River 
and that all less than barge-lot commodities susceptible of water movement 
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would be transported by this common carrier service. This assumption is 
rather broad in the light of present conditions. It is our understanding that 
tederal is the only barge operation maintaining regular less-bargeload service 
and that carrier does not operate on the Ohio and Tennessee Rivers. 

The motives of the water carriers generally for refraining from entering into 
less barge-lot business or getting out of it as a number of them had done were 
iwofold, paucity of traflic and perhaps for the more persuasive reason that the 
iratlic proved unprotitable. As to these factors the following excerpts from 280 
Interstate Commerce Commission 105 are quoted. 

Page 112: “The total (Mississippi Valley Barge Lines) less-than-bargeload 
terminal expenses at all terminals increased, per ton, from $1.87 in 1988 to $2.78 
in 1943, $3.95 in 1945, $5.04 in 1947, and $5.87 in 1948, 

Page 108: “On bargelouds, since 1942, the valley’s tonnage, cargo ton-miles, 
and freight revenue have increased rapidly, whereas on less than bargeloads the 
tonnage, ton-miles, and revenues have rapidly and steadily declined.” 

Page 108: “In 1947 the American (barge line) received 4,684 so-called carload 
ons or one-third of 1 percent of the total tons carried by it. In 1948 the cor- 
responding fizures were 7,471 tons and about one-half of 1 percent of the total 
handled by it.” 

in 270 Interstate Commerce Commission 591 (1948) (rail and barge joint 
rates) the Interstate Commerce Commission noted that “in its earlier period 
it (Mississippi Valley Barge Line) was almost wholly a carrier of package 
freight, much of which was interchanged with the railroads, its joint rail-barge 
traffic in 1941 having been more than 55 percent of its total tonnage.” 

A requisite of handling less-bargeload and less-than-carload traffic on the 
water is regular, dependable, and expeditious service. It is submitted the 
existing transportation, the railroads, and highway carriers, can do a better 
and more acceptable job on this type of traffic. 

It is submitted that from the matters outlined above that the claims for that 
tonnage and transportation savings in that category are so highly conjectural 
that they must in fairness be completely eliminated from any realistic appraisal 
of tonnage and savings for the Arkansas River. 


SUMMARY 


We have prepared and submit as exhibit No. 20 a comparison of estimated 
savings determined as a maximum by our committee after study of the various 
commodities as detailed herein, with the estimated savings as shown in table 14 
of the engineers’ survey (1945). The savings which our committee's study found 
should be regarded as maxima amount to $2,016,995. This reflects our estimate 
based upon current waybills and traffic available at present economic levels. 
It is reasonable to assume that over the period of 15 years it will take to construct 
the proposed Arkansas River project and make it fully operative, there will be 
some increase in available traffic. We have adjusted upward by 30 percent our 
estimate of savings to compensate for such a growth in traffic. This estimate 
is almost $17 million less than forecast by the engineers in their 1945 report. 

It is less than determined probable maximum savings by the Johanson 
Committee in 1945 as shown in his report of May 1945, but in that connection 
it is pertinent to note that lack of time and insufficient data precluded the 
Johanson Committee’s review of the commodities embraced in group 3 of Mr. 
Johanson’s exhibit No. 20 of the May 1, 1945, report and the $4,218,000 savings 
estimated by the engineers on that group of commodities was included in Mr. 
Johanson’s study as possible savings because no study of them was made. 


5. Detrimental effect on existing transportation agencies 


The proposed waterway will create no traffic. To the extent tonnage which 
the engineers have assigned to it would move over the waterway, it is tonnage 
which would be diverted entirely from existing transportation agencies, prin- 
cipally the railroads. 

The overwhelming portion of tonnage moving from or to the proposed Arkansas 
River territory necessarily would have to originate or terminnte at points not 
directly on the waterway. Additional transportation by land agencies would 
be required to get the traffic from or to the barge site. Thus those agencies 
would be relegated to the secondary role of being feeder lines on originated 
traffic and distribution lines in destination territory. The trunkline railroads 
could not subsist on that type of traffic alone. The railroads have through 
routes affording direct, fast, dependable, and regular service from and to the 
involved territories. The tonnage moving over those routes contributes mate- 
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rially to the revenues necessary to maintain the facilities so as to provide efficient 
and dependable service. To be deprived of revenues on the volume tonnage 
which would be necessary to make the Arkansas River an economically justified 
project would seriously impair the railroads’ ability to maintain the service 
which they now provide. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 


In view of the results developed in the economic analysis indicating a ratio 
of cost to benefit of 1 to 0.053 based on savings in transportation costs, it is 
recommended that appropriations should be strictly confined to the develop- 
ment of water resources in the Arkansas River Basin for water supply, flood 
control, and power, and that appropriations for the navigation features should 
be deferred indefinitely. 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of— 

Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad Co. 
Kansas City Southern Railway Co. 
Midland Valley Railroad Co. 
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. 
Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. 
St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co. 
St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. 
By C. J. BINDNER, 
Coal Trafic Manager, Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. 

Mr. Brnpwner. In view of the insignificant benefit factor to the cost 
factor, it is my opinion there is no economic justification for the project 
and the appropriation of public funds for construction of the Arkansas 
River project is unwarranted and should be disapproved by the Con- 
gress. 

Now, in setting up our estimated savings versus cost I have used 
$49,939,000, which is a cost appearing in the engineer’s reports. 

Those are the only costs I could develop. There is a possibility 
that there are other factors besides navigation in those costs. 

Now, General Pike, while he was Chief of Engineers, estimated that 
the costs allocated to navigation features of this waterway would be 
75 percent amount of the cost of the entire waterway. If we adjust 
this figure, this ratio I have used, to reflect the ratio of the $2,622,094 
to 75 percent of the $49,939,000, we would come up with a ratio benefit 
cost, 1 to a benefit of 0.073, and I maintain, as do the carriers I am 
appearing for, that that is much less than necessary to economically 
justify this project. It means the expenditure of $1 for every 7.3 
cents returned in transportation benefits. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaut. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rasavrt. Did you identify in your remarks who you represent ? 

Mr. Brnpner. Yes, sir; everything is set out fully. Ihave gone into 
as much detail as is proper, analyzing all the specific commodities based 
on the many rate changes that have taken place since the 1945 survey 
and a lot of rate changes are in the process of being made which will 
have a material bearing on the ratio of cost to benefit. 

Mr. Rasavt. You have quite an elaborate study here. 

Mr. Brnpner. Well, I was hoping to make it a little more elaborate ; 
I think I could have if I had the benefit of the engineer’s latest studies, 
and I think it would have made a more revealing and convincing 
showing to this committee. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Razavut. Thank you very much. 
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Marcu 27, 1956. 
CUMBERLAND AND Rip@e_y PrRogEcT 


WITNESS 


HON. DeWITT S. HYDE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Rapaut. We have our colleague here, Congressman DeWitt 
S. Hyde of Maryland. 

Mr. Hype. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is DeWitt S 
Ilyde, Member of Congress from the Sixth District of Maryland. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the opportunity to say a 
few words in behalf of an important flood prevention project in the 
Sixth Congressional District of Maryland. 

The Cumberland- Ridgeley flood prevention program—that is in 
Allegany County, Md.—now under construction is very important to 
our State and to the area and the funds requested in the budget, 
$3,400,000, will wind up the major features of the program. The 
advancement of this project has been responsible for new industry in 
the area such as the Pittsburgh Plate & Glass Co., and will be re- 
sponsible to a gr eat extent for ‘taking the area out of the distress area 

category. 

So, you can see how important it is to us to have adequate funds 
appropriated to continue the project. No industry is willing to come 
to the area where there are periodic floods. 

You will be interested to know that the city of Cumberland has 
completed more than one-half of its new $2 million sewage plant 
which will provide clean water for the city, sewage disposal, and 
water for manufacturing purposes. 

Going back to the origin: al program, the city of Cumberland has 
contributed $1,600,000 as “their part of the program, which has taken 
care of the acquisition of land and the modification of utility lands, 
and so forth. So you can see that the local people are doing their 
part in an effort to complete the project and I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to appear and want to urge the committee to allow the full 
amount to continue his important project. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. We have the following figures on this project. Esti- 
mated Federal cost, $14,900,000, estimated non-Federal cost, 
$2,340,000. 

Mr. Hype. That sounds reasonable. 

Mr. Rapsaur. That makes a total of $17,240,000. 

Now, the appropriations to the 30th of June of 1955 was $6,339,000 
and the appropriation for the fiscal year 1956 was $1,400,000, and 
the appropriation to date, therefore, is $7,739,000. 

Mr. Hype. Yes, roughly half of the— 

Mr. Rapaut. And the amount requested for fiscal 1957 is $3,400,000, 
Which leaves a balance of $3,761,000, so, I think it is going along 
pretty good. 

Mr. Hype. I think it is. 

I thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rapsavur. Thank you. 
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New CumBertAnp Locks anp Dam 


WITNESS 


HON. FRANK M. CLARK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Rasavur. We will hear our colleague from Pennsylvania, Con- 
gressman Clark. 

Mr. Criark. I should like to present four resolutions adopted in 
my district in support of the New Cumberland locks and dam project. 
They are from the Borough of Aliquippa, Pa., Borough of Baden, Pa., 
Borough of Midland, Pa., and the Board of Beaver County Com- 
missioners, Beaver, Pa. ‘This is an emergency project greatly affect- 
ing my congressio ni al distr ict. The existing lock and dams, especially 
lock and dam No. 7, are in such deplorable condition that _— 1s 
imm inent. ‘The dam would replace existing dams 7, 8, and 9, all 
ancient and deteriorating and all long since outmoded by modern 
river transportation. Crumbling dam 7, particularly, is in very bad 
condition and the Chief of the United States Army Engineers warned 
about 2 years ago that it is in danger of collapse under pressure of a 
sliding hillside bordering the structure. 1 : annot MMpress upon you 
too strongly the need for this project and I ask that favorable con- 
sideration be given. 

Mr. Rasauy. The resolutions will be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The resolutions follow :) 

BOROUGH OF ALIQUIPPA, 
Beaver County, Pa., March 6, 1956. 
Ir. FRANK M, CLARK, 
Member, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE Sir: Enclosed please find copy of a resolution as adopted by the 
Town Council of the Borough of Aliquippa on February 27, 1956. 

Council takes this opportunity to thank you for your efforts in regard to 
the reconstruction of river dams that are vital to industrial Beaver Valley and 
its residents and other matters that come before your office. 

Wishing you continued success and kindest personal regards, I remain, 

Very truly yours, 
JouN Mrnatic, Borough Secretary. 


RESOLUTION No. 28 


Whereas lock No. 7 on the Ohio River is in bad condition; and 
Whereas the collapse of lock No. 7 would be disastrous to the Beaver Valley, 
causing stoppage of production, and create serious unemployment in the entire 
valley: Therefore, be it 
Resolved by the town council of the borough of Aliquippa, Beaver County, Pa., 
That the New Cumberland Dam project be and the same is hereby endorsed 
because of its importance to industry and the national defense in the Beaver 
Valley. 
Adopted this 27th day of February 1956. 
THOMAS KostTericn, President of Council. 
Attest: 
JOHN MIHALIC, Secretary. 


Examined and approved this 27th day of February 1956. 


JAMES Bruno, Burgess. 
CERTIFICATION 


I, John Mihalic, secretary of council of the Borough of Aliquippa, Beaver 
County, Pa., do certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted in regular 





session of council on February 27, 1956, and that a rolicall of 7 yeas and no nays 
was recorded in the official minute book of council meetings. 
JOHN MIHALIC, Secretary of Council. 


BOROUGH OF BADEN, 
Baden, Beaver County, Pa., March 13, 1956. 
Congressman FRANK CLARK, 
Conyressman of Pennsylvania, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CLARK: I am enclosing a copy of resolution passed by 
council in connection with the New Cumberland locks and dum project. 
Sincerely yours, 
IRENE FI. Finatri, Secretary. 
RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved, That the council of the Borough of Baden gives its approval to 
the plans advanced for the construction of the New Culuberland locks and dam 
project at the eartiest possible moment so that existing Ohio River dams Nos. 7, 
s, and 9 may be supplanted; and be it further 

Resolvcd, That the attention of the United States Senators, United States 
Representative, the State senators, and the members of the Pennsylvania Legis- 
lature representing this district be called to the existing peril caused by the unfit 
couditions of dams wos. 7, 8, and 9, and that copies of this resolution be placed 
in the hands of each of them. 

Adopted this 9th day of March 1956. 

Howarp REINARD, President of Council. 
ANTHONY SHIAMKO, LBuryess. 


CERTIFICATION 


I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution is a true and correct copy of a 


resolution passed by the Baden Borough Council on the 9th day of March A. D. 
1956, and approved by the burgess on the 9th day of March 1056. 
[SEAL] IRENE I’, Finatrri, Borough Sceretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the administration has seen fit to include the sum of $10 million in 
the national budget for the continued construction of New Cumberland Locks 
and Dam, Ohio River; and 

Whereas said New Cumberland Dam will replace existing locks and dams 
Nos. 7, 8, and 9, which are wornout and liable to collapse; and 

Whereas the failure of anyone of these locks would halt steel production, as 
well as waterways traffic on the Ohio River; and 

Whereas such a disaster would create unemployment of at least 30,000 per- 
sons in the steel industry; and 

Whereas such disaster would affect the sanitation and health of many com- 
munities along the Ohio River; and 

Whereas tonnages have increased tremendously through the locks to be re- 
placed ; and 

Whereas the increased burdens on the old structures are liable to cause col- 
lapse before New Cumberland Dam can be completed: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Borough of Midland, Pa., petition the Congress of the 
United States to appropriate sufficient funds to prosecute to completion as swiftly 
as possible the New Cumberland Locks and Dam, and in no event to decrease 
the amount for this purpose set forth in the national budget. 

ARTHUR W. REED, 
President of Town Council. 
Ex G. Corak, 
Burgess. 

Attest: 

Mrs. C. K. O’Hara, 
Secretary of Town Council. 





BEAVER CouUNTY, 
Beaver, Pa., March 5, 1956. 

Minutes of a meeting of the Board of Beaver County Commissioners, held this 
date at the call of the president in their office, Court House, Beaver, Pa. 

All members present. 

The following resolution was presented : 

“Whereas the administration has seen fit to include the sum of $10 million in 
the national budget for the continued construction of New Cumberland Locks 
and Dam, Ohio River; and 

“Whereas said New Cumberland Dam will replace existing locks and dams 
Nos. 7, 8, and 9, which are wornout and liable to collapse; and 

“Whereas the failure of anyone of these locks would halt steel production, as 
well as waterways traffic on the Ohio River; and 

“Whereas such a disaster would create unemployoment of at least 30,000 per- 
sons in the steel industry; and 

“Whereas such disaster would affect the sanitation and health of many com- 
munities along the Ohio River; and 

“Whereas tonnages have increased tremendously through the locks to be re- 
placed; and 

“Whereas the increased burdens on the old structures are liable to cause col- 
lapse before New Cumberland Dam can be completed: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That commissioners of Beaver County petition the Congress of the 
United States to appropriate sufficient funds to prosecute to completion as 
swiftly as possible the New Cumberland Locks and Dam, and in no event to 
decrease the amount for this purpose set forth in the national budget.” 

Upon motion of Mr. Werner, seconded by Mr. McCune, the above resolution 
was adopted. 

GORDON CAMP, 

GEORGE L. WERNER, 

Sam M. McCune, 
Commissioners of Beaver County. 

Attest : 

[SEAL ] RupoLeH ScHWARTzZ, Chief Clerk. 

I, Rudolph Schwartz, chief clerk to the Board of Beaver County Commis- 
sioners, hereby certify that the above is an excerpt of the minutes of meeting 
held March 5, 1956, a true and correct Copy as same appears on official minute 
book. 

Rupoten ScuwartZ, Chief Clerk. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 
VERMONT FLoop Contro.t Progects 
WITNESSES 


HON. WINSTON L. PROUTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT 

JOHN J. WACKERMAN, CHAIRMAN, VERMONT STATE WATER CON- 
SERVATION BOARD 

RHIEHOLD THIEME, COMMISSIONER OF WATER RESOURCES, STATE 
OF VERMONT 


Mr. Rapaur. Congressman Prouty. 

Mr. Prouty. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as Judge John Wackerman, 
the chairman of the Vermont State Water Conservation Board and 
Mr. Rhiehold Thieme, commissioner of water resources in that State, 
are present and will testify later this morning, I shall be very brief. 
I have no prepared statement but I would like to express 1 or 2 
thoughts. 

I think it should be understood, first, that people in Vermont re- 
gard flood-control projects within that State with mixed emotions. 
This is particularly true when they have to give up valuable property ; 
farms and homes, many of which have been in the same families for 
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venerations, for projects which will be of benefit primarily to south- 
ern New England States. This represents a real sacrifice on our part. 
Nevertheless, we recognize a responsibility to cooperate with our 
neighboring States and wish to do our full share to se a recur- 
rence of devastating floods such as they experienced last yea 

There are, however, several projects in Vermont for which funds 
have been requested which are of benefit to Vermonters, and we feel 
very strongly that if we are going to sacrifice property for the bene- 
fit of people outside the State that our own interests should be con- 
sidered. I wish to refer to the projects in Vermont which are essen- 
tial to our own welfare. Included among these are the East Barre 
Reservoir, the Waterbury Reservoir and the W rightsville Reservoir, 
and may I add that these’are all existing struc tures. The justifications 
for modification and enlargement is that the engineers do not feel 
that these dams, in their present condition, are safe. If any of them 
went out the destruction of life and property in the city of Barre, the 
city of Montpelier which is our State capital, in W aterbury and Wi- 
nooski, as well as in smaller communities in the Winooski Valley 
would be terrific. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. When were they constructed ¢ 

Mr. Prouty. In the thirties, following the 1927 floods that were 
devastating, as you perhaps recall. 

Then, there is the North Springfield Reservoir which, incidentally, 
has been approved by the State of Vermont. Such approval had not 
been given when the committee acted on the urgent deficiency appro- 
priation bill. The North Springfield Dam will afford protection to 
Springfield, an important machine-tool center, and also will serve as 
a general reservoir in the Connecticut River system. 

Another project of great importance is Rutland. This will afford 
protection to the city “of Rutland, our second largest city. In 1947 
Rutland experienced a multimillion dollar flood loss. It was a very 
serious situation and, as a result of this experience, it is my under- 
standing that the city will make a substantial contribution with its 
own funds. 

Another project of great interest to us is the local protection work 
proposed for the village of Waterbury. Our State mental hospital 
is located very close to the banks of the river in this community and, 
obv iously , a serious flood there could be tragic. 

We in Vermont feel that these projects are fully justified. We feel 
that if we are going to sacrifice land for the benefit of people beyond 
our borders that our own interests should be : adequately protec ted, and 
I hope the committee will recognize that our attitude is a reasonable 
one, 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaut. How many dams do you have that are in bad shape? 

Mr. Provry. There are three that we are particularly concerned 
with in Vermont. There are other dams 

Mr. ANbrERsEN. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. ANnbprsen. The cause for your concern is the inadequate size 
of the spillway; is that it? 

Mr. Prouty. That is it, exactly. As a matter of fact, in their 
present condition, these dams are a menace to life and property. If 
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they were to go out the damage caused would be much greater than 1f 
they had never been constructed. 

Mr. Anprrsen. Who was responsible for the construction in the 
first place ¢ 

Mr. Proutry. I believe the CCC, although I assume the Corps of 
engineers assisted in the a anning. We feel very strongly that much 
property and many lives are in real danger with these ‘dams in their 
present condition and we hope the committee will recognize the 
urgency of this situation. 

Mr. Wackerman and Mr. Thieme, I am sure, can discuss this in 
more detail. 

Mr. Ranaur. We will be glad to hear from them. 

Mr. Proury. Mr. Wackerman, I believe, will be first. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. WACKERMAN 


Mr. WackrerMan. Thank you, Mr. Prouty. 

Mr. Chairman, for the record I would like to introduce myself as 
John J. Wackerman, chairman of the water conservation board. That 
board is charged with the duty of cooperating with the Federal 
Government as to flood contro] projects. 

I should like at this time, Mr. Chairman, if I might, to introduce 
a statement for the record that I would appreciate being a part of 
my testimony. I have a suflicient number of copies here for all the 
members of the committee if they care to have them. 

My reasons for being here today, gentlemen, is to support the justi- 
ficat ion of the Army Corps of Engineers for the civil works program of 
the planned projects in the State of Vermont for fiscal 1957. 

Ina breakdown of my remarks I would like to refer to those projects 
under consideration in that program for the State of Vermont and 
break them down into two classifications: One being those pertaining 
to the Winooski River Valley, and as you heard from the testimony of 
Congressman Prouty, ‘ead as my testimony by bringing that forward 
first, that I think is one of our major considerations. 

In discussing the justification for the Winooski River Valley proj- 
ects in support of it I would like to point out some certain few 
observations. 

The first observation being that when the dams were constructed 
they were constructed upon the basis of the experience of the 1927 
flood. After the floods of 1936 and 1938 we, learning by experience, 
found and have, asa matter of fact, in re ports available to the Federal 
Congress, reports of the Army Corps of Engineers, found that those 
dams were not constructed to meet the full potential of flood damage of 
flood capacity that might be evidenced in the future years. 

In 1936 and 1938—they were 2 of those years—and certainly the 
devastating floods of 1955 in the down-country States would bear 
heavily upon that observation. 

Another observation I would like to make with regard to these 
Winooski River projects: They serve a major protection, as a matter 
of fact, the only protection to our capital district in the State of 
Vermont. That is the hub of our State government, of course; all 
of our major buildings are located there as far as State government 
is concerned; our State office building is there. I could not guess at 
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the number of persons in the area, but I would say somewhere in the 
neighborhood of probably L100 (000 people. 

The loss of life in the 1927 flood which would, I am sure, be no 
comparison today on the stre ngth of the fact that we not only have a 
situation involving rainfall that would have caused the 1927 flood, 
but also, in addition to that, that rainfall that would have been held 
back by the dam in the event of a dam failure, that 1927 flood caused 
loss of 58 lives, directly attributable to flood damage, in the Winooski 
Valley. 

That compares quite comparably, I think. I think that that is a 
very heavy loss of life and, of course, there was a very heavy loss of 
property as well. 

I mean to point out that we are vulnerable as a district. 

We inthe State of Vermont want to cooperate with the New England 
downsté ite areas in the Connecticut River Valley flood-control projects. 
They call for 11 separate structures in the State of Vermont. I 
believe 6 of them presently have been approved and, frankly, gen- 
tlemen, it will be a help to us on behalf of the people of the State of 
Vermont if we can sell those projects, which largely will be for the 
benefit of our neighbors downstate in New England, if we can have 
the assistance, if I might call it so, by way of local protection projects 
toourselves. We think that only fair. 

There is one other consideration that I would like to point out as 
to the Winooski River Valley project. The economy of the situation 
would almost point to a justification. The original cost of the proj- 
ects, I am sorry that I cannot be accurate, but their original costs, I 
estimate somewhere in the neighborhood of $30 million, where the 
Army 7 ‘orps of engineers are now asking for $2,600,000, roughly, and 
that $2,600,000 wi IT protect that investment of | $30 million. And, it 
seems to mea good W ay to spend money. 

As to the Connecticut River Valley flood-control projects, I would 
like to reiterate, that where we can we choose to sacrifice for our neigh- 
bors, we are all in the flood-control picture together and, frankly, we 
do not get any comfort out of seeing our neighbor States hurt by the 
flood damage and flood loss. We want to do what we can on behalf of 
the State of Vermont to make their sufferings less if we possibly can, 
and in return we would like to feel that we are being helped, too. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right. 

Mr. Wackerman. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Ranavr. The statement regarding the New England flood- 
control projects in Vermont submitted by Mr. Wackman earlier will 
be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


STATEMENT RE NEw ENGLAND FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS IN VERMONT 


The New England States, as a result of their experiences involving devastating 
flooding in widely scattered areas as most recently evidenced by the disasters in 
August and October of 1955, as an area, are united in purpose to lend their 
several and collective efforts toward the prevention of like disasters in the 
future. On behalf of the people of the State of Vermont, our Governor, the 
Ilonorable Joseph B. Johnson, through the New England Governors’ conferences, 
has evidenced our position to be in complete agreement in principle with the 
Corps of Engineers, New England division's comprehensive plan for flood control 
of the Connecticut River Valley and the North Atlantic division’s plan for flood 
control in the Champlain Basin. These plans as they involve the State of Ver- 
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mont ean be broken down into the separate projects before you for consideration 
for construction and additional necessary planning as follows: 


A. CHAMPLAIN BASIN 


Winooski River Valley: (1) East Barre Reservoir modification, (2) Wrightsville 
Reservoir modification, (3) Waterbury Reservoir modification 


The initial construction of the above three projects was undertaken in the 
middle 1930's. A review of the protection afforded, based upon experience of 
the severe area floods in 1936 and 1938, was recommended by the Congress in 
1940. In 1944 the engineers submitted their report to Congress and recommended 
their modification. This recommendation was authorized by the Congress in the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. Assurance of local cooperation on the part of the 
State of Vermont was given in September 1947. The project was delayed during 
the forties upon recommendation of the Secretary of War because of the war 
effort. The report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army (H. Doc. No. 629, 78th Cong., 2d sess.), in 
section 6, justifies the need for the modification in the following language: 
“While the dams were considered safe at the time they were designed, recent 
advances in hydrometeorology indicate the possibility of floods much greater 
than that of 1927 on which the design of the dams was based.” Experience of 
flooding in recent years in New England and that most fresh in our minds from 
the summer and fall floods of 1955, attest to the accuracy of this observation. 
The immediate area subject to flood protection from all three of these reservoirs 
is the central Vermont area containing the State capital—the hub of Vermont’s 
State government, 


B. CONNECTICUT RIVER VALLEY BASIN 


(1) North Springfield Reservoir, (2) Ball Mountain Reservoir, (8) Townshend 
Reservoir, (4) North Hartland Reservoir 


The above reservoirs are but 4 of a total of 12 to be constructed in Vermont, 
all as a part of the comprehensive plan for flood control in the Connecticut River 
Valley. Protection will be afforded loeally to the highly industrialized machine- 
tool industry in the Springfield, Vt., area, which industry is not only a vital factor 
in Vermont’s economy but also of major national significance. In addition, 
local protection will be afforded to the downriver Vermont communities on the 
Connecticut. The watershed area of the entire eastern half of the State of 
Vermont drains into the Connecticut River and is of sizable significance in the 
drainage area of the Connecticut River. In addition to this area factor, the 
tributary streams on which these projects are located originate in the higher 
altitudes of the Green Mountains in Vermont near the geographical center of 
the watershed. [Tor these reasons their discharges synchronize closely and the 
combined flows usually produce much of the flood crest on the main river. 
Protection from flooding to the communities in the connecticut Basin in the 
States of Massachusetts and Connecticut would not seem feasible without this 
flood protection. The State of Vermont is desirous of cooperation with its sister 
States in their problem of flood protection. Its citizens have evidenced this 
desire by the adoption of the Connecticut River Valley Flood Control Compact 
which, on behalf of the State, approved the construction of reservoirs at Ball 
Mountain, Townshend, and North Hartland, as well as by the recent approval 
of construction of the North Springfield Reservoir. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


On the part of the State of Vermont, we respectfully urge that the committee 
recommend the appropriations for planning and construction of projeets as 
requested by the Corps of Engineers to accomplish the flood protection felt 
desirable and necessary in the State of Vermont and in the New England area. 


STATEMENT OF RHIEHOLD THIEME 
Mr. Rasaut. Now, we have Mr. Rhiehold Thieme. 


Mr. Tureme. Yes, sir; Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement 
that I would like to introduce as part of my testimony. 
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The statements just made by Congressman Prouty and Judge 
Wackerman very clearly present Vermont’s position regarding the 
flood-control projects proposed for construction and modification. 
However, as the administrative officer for the State agency responsible 
for flood-control matters I would like to emphasize certain points. 

First, the Winooski River Valley projects constructed during the 
middle thirties were not completed to the heights originally proposed. 
To this day, East Barre, Wrightsville, and Waterbury Dams require 
additional earth fill to raise them to their full design height. 

At the present time none of these dams is or of discharging 
over its spillway the quantity of water expected to be passed safely 
in the original design. As originally designed, the spillway at each 
of these three dams was to be capable of safely passing 25 percent 
more than the 1927 peak flow. 

For example, in 1927 the peak flow at East Barre Dam site was 303 
cubic feet per second per square mile of drainage area. Then, in 
1938, a valley in Vermont of comparable size, but fortunately not the 
valley under discussion, had a flow of 642 cubic feet per second per 
square mile, and then in 1955 stream flows experienced in our down- 
stream States had flows considerably in excess of these, and there is 
little question that the present dams at Kast Barre and Wrightsville 
would have been overtopped with complete failure being very likely. 

In support of this last statement I would like to quote from a report 
of the Corps of Engineers prepared in 1947 regarding these flood- 
control dams on the Winooski River, and I quote: 

Reasons for modification: Since the construction of these dams, much more 
comprehensive meteorological and hydrological data have been developed. Com- 
putations based on these data now indicate that by the combination of certain 
conditions, nature would produce a flood of such magnitude in the Winooski 
River watershed that the dams could be overtopped and destroyed. Spillway 
design floods for the watersheds above these dams have been derived from syn- 
thetic unit hydrographs which were based on runoff characteristics of the 
September 1938 floods and of uncontrolled similar nearby watersheds; and from 
storm data prepared by the hydro-meteorological sections of the United States 
Weather Bureau for the maximum probable precipitation in the Ompompanoosuc 
River Basin, above Union Village, Vt., 30 to 50 miles southeast of the Winooski 
River Dams. 

These dams are being modified primarily for the reasons of structural safety, 
heeause a failure of these dams with a full reservoir would create damage 
and loss of life far beyond that which would have been experienced if the dams 
had not been constructed. No existing flood-control features of these structures 
are being changed in any manner. No consideration of power developments 
are involved in any of these modifications. The modification of the dams as 
to raising, widening, spillways, and other appurtenances has as its object 
an increase in the freeboard above the spillway so as to permit the dams to 
accommodate with safety, the maximum probable flood on a full reservoir, 
even though remote, which has been envisioned during recent years, as a result 
of the experience of the Corps of Engineers, with similar structures on other 
watersheds. The modification of the dams will not create a more frequent or 
a greater depth of flooding above the spillway crest than that which now exists 
with the present spillways. 

Based on engineering studies made by our technical staff, we concur 
with the opinion of the Corps of Engineers stated above that these 
three dams at East Barre, Wrightsville, and Waterbury in their pres- 
ent state could be overtopped and destroyed, and further, that failure 
of these dams with a full reservoir would create damage and loss 
of life far beyond reason. 
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[ therefore urgently request that your subeommittee recommend 
the appropriations needed for the modification of these projects. 

Mr. Rasaut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. ‘Tuieme. Thank you verv much for vour time. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 


‘TENNESSEE 
WITNESS 


HON. HOWARD H. BAKER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 


Mr. Rapaur. We have our colleague, Congressman Baker, of 
Tennessee, with us. 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman, [ appear to urge the appropriation of 
$50,000 requested by the Bureau of the Budget for preconstruction 
planning for the Lake City flood-control project at Coal Creek, Ten- 
nessee River Basin, Tenn 

The basic data of my statement was furnished to me within the past 
week by the Corps of Engineers. 

The project was authorized in the Flood Control Act of September 
3, 1954. It is for the protection of Lake City, Tenn., by the enlarge 
ment and rectification of a channel of Coal Creek, extending through 
the town and downstream for a distance of 2144 miles. Provision is 
also made for a supplementary cutoff across a narrow peninsula just 
dawnstream of the channel work. 

The original cost estimate, July 1953, base: Federal was $745,200, 
loe a] $109. 300. 

The present estimate, July 1955, $810,000 Federal, $120,000 local. 

Lake City has agreed to meet the require ments of local cooperation 
as stipul: ated in authorizing acts. That is, (@) furnish without cost 
to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way neces- 
sary for construction of the project; (6) hold and save the United 
States free from damages due to the construction works; (¢) main- 
tain and operate all the works after completion in accordance with 
the regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; (d) make 
all necessary modifications to bridges and relocate all bridges as re- 
quired; (e) prevent encroachment upon the rectified stream upon 
completion. 

Costs to local interests for land and damages are estimated at $47,000 
and relocation $73,000, annual operation and maintenance costs are 
estimated at $6,000. 

A special act was passed by Tennessee Legislature which em- 
powers the Board of Commissioners of Lake City to lev y taxes on all 
taxable property for the purpose of financing the city’s share of the 
project cost. 

Coal Creek and its tributaries flow through generally mountainous 
and rugged terrain and the towns and transportations routes within 
the watershed, of necessity, are situated for the most part in or adjacent 
to the flood plains. In consequence, and also owing to its location 
at the confluence of Right Fork in the main stream where the con- 
centration of flow presents the most serious problem in the basin, 
Lake City is subject to frequent and damaging floods. Major floods 
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have inundated the railroad yards, the main business district, and a 
large portion of the residential section of the town. 

The flood history covers a 34-year period from 1922 to date and 
indicates the occurrence of 26 damaging floods, almost 1 a year, which, 
while including 10 of the relative sly minor proportions, « ‘uusing losses 
in the affected area estimated at about $1,397,000 under present con- 
ditions and price levels. 

Then I list here, which can go in the record, the amount for each 
year since June 1922, which totals the sum of $1,369,000. 

Mr. Ranaut. Damage done? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; the total is $1,396,900, since June 1922, and 

ich year is listed here. 

“The channel-improvement project is designed to afford protection 
against a flood approximately 50 percent greater than that of record 
which inundated an area of about 140 acres at Lake C ity containing 
138 dwellings and 80 units of commercial and industrial property. 
This flood alone cost us in damages estimated at $247,300 at the time 
of occurrence, and consider: ably higher losses : approximating $777,000 
would be suffered if a flood of equal magnitude occurred during the 
present state of development. 

Similarly, estimated damages of $110,300 sustained during the next 
most severe flood in September 1944 would now approximate $242,000. 

Lake City is a prosperous local trading and civic center situated in an 
important coal-mining and lumber-producing area. The proposed 
channel improvement will result in substantial i improve ments accruing 
from the prevention of heavy losses, thus enhancing the economic 
stability of the community and will contribute to the health and safety 
of thé inhabitants. 

The problem at Lake City is also connected to some degree with the 
important nearby C ambria Range Station which is a most important 
radar installation to protect Oak Ridge and the TVA dams, located 
several miles upstream. Personnel serving the station live and patron- 
ize establishments in Lake City and their access is often interrupted 
by flooding. 

Average annual flood-control benefits, accruing to the projects under 
completion are estimated by the Corps of Engineers at $49,600. Cor- 
responding average annual charges for the project are $39,600 pro- 

viding a ratio of annual benefits to annual costs of 1.51 to 1. 

Mr. Ranaut. This is an $810,000 project and tentative allocations 
for 1957 are $50,000. 

Mr. Baker. To complete the planning. 

Mr. Razavut. To complete the preconstruction planning. Then, 
that will leave an additional $760,000 to complete the project. * It has 
a benefit-cost-ratio of 1.51 to 1 so that is a good project. 

Mr. Baker. That is right, and the local part is $120,000 which has 
all been handled by legislation. 

Mr. Rapavr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Baxer. I thank the committee, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Marca 27, 1956. 
TRANSMISSION LINES 


WITNESSES 


HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

WALTER HARRISON, EXECUTIVE MANAGER OF THE GEORGIA 
ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP., INC. 

PRESTON B. FORD, CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY OF SYLVESTER, 
WORTH COUNTY, GA. 


Mr. Ranaut. We have our colleague, Prince Preston, here from 
Georgia. 

Mr. Preston. "Mr. C hairman, members of the committee, I would 
like to present this time for a brief statement by Mr. Walker Harri- 
son, of Millen, Ga., who is the executive manager of the Georgia Elec- 
tric Membership Corp. With a further introduction I would like 
to say if there is anybody in Georgia who has done a great job to 
expand and develop REA at the State level, this is the man right 
here. 

Mr. Rasaur. We will be pleased to hear him now. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER HARRISON 


Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee; my name is Walter Harrison of Millen, Ga., executive 


manager of the Georgia Electric Membership Corp. It is a service 
organization of the 41 rural electrics of Georgia serving 240,000 rural 
consumer members. 

I come today to speak very briefly because I know of the time ele- 
ment. I would like to speak in a supplemental way to the report of 
our national organization, NRECA, of yesterday on southeastern 
items, Clark Hill is a multipurpose project that has been completed 
and electricity has been generated for the past 3 years, thus far not 
a kilowatt-hour is flowing into Georgia because of the fact that we 
have been unable to resolve our differences with the Georgia Power 
Co. and further because we have been unable to get complete agree- 
ment in all avenues necessary to fulfillment of contracts. 

We are today in substantial agreement with the Department of 
Interior in the matter of contracts. This was effectuated Thursday 
of last week. Today I come more or less as a friend of the depart- 
ment and a friend in court. The power company has been dragging 
its feet for a great number of years. The fight for this development 
has been going on for 10 years. The fight to get the power out 
to the people has been going on for 3 years. Today they claim that 
they are about ready to incorporate contracts. We do not know that 
to be a fact. So, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
we feel that planning funds to the extent of $150,000 to study back- 
bone transmission in our State would bring to a very quick contrac- 
tual agreement for this power. 

The Government has invested $80 million in Clark Hill, $35 million 
at Jim Woodruff; other Federal installations in our State need 
integration. At the present moment your Department of Interior 
is at the mercy of the utility interests in our State. They tell very 





bluntly around the conference tables that they will not deal on this 
and that basis. 

The Government has tentatively agreed with the power company 
end with us that they will pay nearly $500,000 a year to transmit 
Clark Hill power to the prefeared customers and, mind you, gentle- 
men of the committee, they will only have to build 20 miles of trans- 
mission lines. 

I want to further remind you that the area in which Clark Hill is 
located is the area in which this power will be used. They will not 
have to transmit this power over 25 to 30 miles. The preferred cus- 
tomers will be served from their present locations, present supply 
locations. The Government has agreed, and I think it is a terrific 
figure, to pay a mill and eighty-six one-hundredths for wheeling for 
the use of the power companies transmission lines and we think that 
the Government needs, through the Congress here, to appropriate plan- 
nings funds in order that we might have proper safeguards to the 
interests of the Government and the investment of the Government. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I can only 
speak for the rural electrics. I would like to yield, if possible, 2 min- 
utes to a municipal representative who is here today who could speak 
for the 44 municipalities in Georgia who own their own distribution 
systems. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right, we will hear them. 

Mr. Harrison. This is Mr. P. B. Ford. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, before I retire, that I have offered the 
map not for the record but for your information and the clerk will 
pass it out which will give you a factual picture of what we are talking 
about in these planning funds. 


STATEMENT OF P. B. FORD 


Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am P. B. Ford, Preston 
Brooks Ford, city attorney for the city of Sylvester in Worth County 
in Georgia. The city of Sylvester is 1 of the 44 municipalities which 
has not sold its birthright. We own our private distribution system. 
We buy our power from the Georgia Power Co., but we are compelled 
to pay what they charge. Our relations have been pleasant with the 
power company heretofore, but in October, last, we learned only then 
of our right under the Flood Control Act this Clark Hill power dam 
has been built at a cost of approximately $79 million with the Public 
Treasury of the tax money and it has Saas in operation 3 years and 
my municipality has not received 1 kilowatt benefit. 

Four times since the middle of October have we come to Wash- 
ington, 10 times have I gone to places in Georgia. i am representing 
| of the 44 cities in this situation. 

[ am also a member of the power committee representing all of these 
44 cities, but I do not appear in that capacity, for the reason since I 
learned of this hearing Saturday I could not assemble all of those 44 
cities and, therefore, I appear for the city of Sylvester. 

I earnestly second what my colleague, Mr. Walter Harrison, has 
said, and we believe that the will of Congress is being frustrated and 
only since nine Georgia Congressmen the other day signed a state- 
ment somewhat to that effect have we received any further conces- 
sions, and we believe it would be very helpful to the interests of these 
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people and will tend to activate the will of Congress if this small 
appropriation is granted. 
I thank you. 
Marcu 27, 1956. 


Missourt River FLoop Con rrot AGRICULTURAL LEVEES 
WITNESSES 


HON. W. R. HULL, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI 

B. H. HINKLE, BIGELOW, MO., VICE PRESIDENT OF THE MISSOURI 
RIVER FLOOD PROTECTION ASSOCIATION 

MRS. THOMAS A. WARD, CRAIG, MO., VICE PRESIDENT OF THE 
BANK OF CRAIG, COMMISSIONER OF BIG TARKIO DRAINAGE DIS- 
TRICT AND TARKIO-SQUAW LEVEE DISTRICT OF HOLT COUNTY 

WALTER ANDREWS, ST. JOSEPH DEVELOPMENT CO., INDUSTRIAL 
BUREAU OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, AND THE SOUTH ST. 
JOSEPH DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT 


Mr. Ranaut. Congressman W. R. Hull, Jr., of Missouri. 

Mr. Huui. Lam W. R. Hull, Jr., from the Sixth District of Missouri. 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this subcommittee, I 
come today with three witnesses from my district who are interested 
in the Tarkio-Squaw project, the Missouri River Basin Flood Pro- 
tection Association, from Rulo, Nebr., to Kansas City, Mo. 

We have in the budget a rec ommendation for $1 million. T hey are 
coming before your committee to ask that it be increased to another 
million and a half so that they may start some new projects that have 
been authorized and all the preliminary work has been done on. 

They are waiting now for some additional money so that they may 
start this work. They feel that it is rather hazardous to attempt to 
go forward with some other work without these new projects. 

I personally urge your serious consideration of this project because 
I think when you hear the three witnesses that are here today, it will 
certainly show merit. I want to thank you again for this oppor- 
tunity of being able to present these folks to you. 

I have three witnesses as stated, and I want to introduce them to 
you in the order in which they will appear. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to present as one of our witnesses Mr. 
B. H. Hinkle, a resident of Bigelow, Mo., and vice president of the 
Missouri River Flood Protection Association. 

Mr. Rasavur. We would be glad to hear from you, Mr. Hinkle. 


STATEMENT OF B. H. HINKLE 


Mr. Hinkxtir. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is B. H. Hinkle, a resident of Bigelow, Mo., and vice president 
of the Missouri River Flood Protection Association which embraces 
the area along the Missouri River from Rulo, Nebr., to Kansas City, 
Mo., a distance of 165 miles via river channel and comprising approxi- 
mately 181,000 acres of very fertile land and 23 towns and cities that 
are subject to overflow from the Missouri River unless protected by 
adequate levee protection. I am also chairman of the Tarkio- -Squaw 
Levee District of Holt County, the largest district of the association 
which comprises about 80,000 acres. All of this area was included 





in the protection plan known as the Pick-Sloan plan which was author- 
ized for construction by an act of Congress in 1944, which provided for 
the construction of a system of agricultural levees, together with 
reservoirs in the upper reaches of the Missouri River watershed. 

Appropriations have been made by Congress since that time and 
the four principal reservoirs—Garrison, Oahe, Fort Randall, and 
Gavins Point—are all now either under construction or completed 
and runoff from the tributary areas is now being collected above 

ravins Point Dam. It is our understanding that the completion of 
these dams is anticipated as follows: Randall, practically finished ; 
Gavins Point and Garrison, this year; and Oahe, 1961. 

In addition thereto Fort Peck Reservoir has been completed and in 
operation since 1937 and construction of agricultural levees within 
the area represented by our association began in 1947 and there are 
now approximately 51,000 acres which have been provided with levee 
protection under the Pick-Sloan plan. 

Last year sufficient appropriations were made to start L400, one 
of the smaller units of about 3,600 acres, and enough is included in 
this year’s budget request to finish this unit and make a start on an- 
other of the smaller units. We are, indeed, very grateful that this is 
being done, but if this rate of construction isn’t accelerated it will 
require 30 or more years to give the remaining units the protection 
that they should ri ightfully have. 

We have been here in Washington every year since 1950, giving 
basic facts, figures, and so forth, on losses that have occurred in this 
area of our Nation supporting our claims that this work should be 
done. These facts are public record with such agencies as the Red 
Cross, Corps of Army Engineers, public utilities such as the Mis- 
sourl Service Co., St. Joseph Light & Power Co., Kansas City Light 
& Power Co., the Bell Telephone System, United Telephone System, 
the railroad companies that serve the area, the Missouri and Kansas 
Ilighway Departments, the county courts of the various counties and 
the county offices of the Agricultural Stabilization Committee. These 
facts and figures have been left with the Appropriations Committees 
of both the House and Senate and are undoubtedly available. So 
we are not going to burden you with a repetition of them. 

Another vital point of prime importance to us is that in order to 
comply with the law of 1944 and place our units in position to finance 
their part of the cost of this program, we must organize under the 
laws of our respective States into levee or drainage districts in order 
to levy taxes, sell bonds, acquire rights-of-way and perform all other 
duties necessary to carry out the obligations of each unit. I am sure 
you can visualize the many problems that the various districts will 
be up against if this program of construction is delayed over a long 
period of years. We have several districts that have been organized 
for several years and others in the process of completing their organ- 
ization, 

We feel that since the Congress of the United States has decided 
it is the right thing to do to build part of the agricultural levees, that 
they have a responsibility to complete the remaining units. 

We are not asking the Congress to do more than was originally 
planned. We are only asking that they finish the job. 
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In the budget request of the President, $1 million was set up for 
agricultural levees. Of this amount $231,500 is allotted to complete 
L400 and only $153,000 for new construction from Rulo to Kansas 
City. 

We have discussed our problems with the United States Corps of 
Engineers, asking them to give us the minimum amount of money 
they could use in initialing new starts on the districts now ready for 
construction. After much lengthy and detailed discussion with them, 
we are asking that a total appropriation for agricultural levees from 
Omaha to Kansas City be $2,500,000. 

Please bear with us in this, The above request is a bare minimum. 

Mr. Huui. And, Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Mrs. Thomas 
A. Ward. 

Mr. Ranaut. Mrs. Ward, the committee would be very pleased to 
hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF MRS, THOMAS A. WARD 


Mrs. Warp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Mrs. Thomas A. Ward, a resident of Craig, Mo. I am vice president 
of the Bank of Craig, a person who is termed a farmer banker, a 
commissioner of Big Tarkio Drainage District and also Tarkio Squaw 
Levee District of Holt County. 

With this background of drainage problems we have been convinced 
our fertile valley must be protec ted, thereby helping ourselves and 
helping our Government by payments of Federal income taxes. 

Tarkio Squaw Levee District was organized in 1950—Korean ee 
action froze funds for new construc tion—y ears of discouraging delays 
have followed, but we have never given up, realizing nothing worth- 
while was ever accomplished without—borrowing Churchill's famous 
statement—*Blood, sweat, and tears.” 

Our predicament is that directly to the west, north, and south of us 
work on districts organized under the Pick- Sloan plan have been 
completed, and we with our 80,000 acres remain a dumping ground 
for Missouri River waters to be funneled in upon us, as happened so 
tragically in the past. 

I wish to leave these two thoughts with you: 

(1) Landowners entered into an agreement in good faith with the 
corps to pay all costs of organization, abstracting, engineering, and 
rights-of-way. Delays in the past have greatly pyramided these costs, 
and further delays will greatly add thereto. 

(2) In concluding, I wish to request $1,500,000 in addition to the 
$1 million already in the budget, making a total request of $2,500,000 
for agricultural levees from Omaha to Kansas City in fiscal year 1957. 

Thank you for your courtesy and attention to our presentation of 
our problem. Here is hoping, yes, praying you will heed our request. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you, Mrs. Ward. 

Mr. Hut. The next witness is Mr. Walter Andrews. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER ANDREWS 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would first like to file with this committee a statement written and 
signed by the president of the St. Joseph Development Co., the indus- 
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trial bureau of the chamber of commerce, and the South St. Joseph 
Drainage and Levee District; I have a statement from the mayor of 
Mound City, Mo.; I have a letter from the Mound City, Mo., Chamber 
of Commerce; I have a letter from the city of Oregon, Mo.; I have a 
letter from the Holt county court by Judge C. P. Raiser; I have a 
letter from the City Council of the City of Bigelow, Mo.; and a second 
letter from the City Council of the City of Bigelow, Mo. 

Mr. Rawavut. Those documents will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(‘Lhe above-mentioned documents are as follows :) 


STATEMENT PRESENTED ON BEHALF OF THE ST. JOSEPH DEVELOPMENT CoO., THE 
INDUSTRIAL BUREAU OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND THE SOUTH St. JOSEPH 
DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT 


The following statement is being submitted on behalf of the above-named 
organizations to place before your committees the need for immediate action in 
providing flood control to the trade territory of St. Joseph, Mo., and especially 
for the reavily industrialized section located on the left bank of the Missouri 
River in South St. Joseph, which area is included in the South St. Joseph 

Drainage and Levee District. This district was organized under the provisions 

of the Missouri laws for the purpose of acquiring rights-of-way and providing 

interior drainage improvements necessary to have the district area qualified 

under the Pick-Sloan plan for Missouri River flood-protection improvements to 

; be constructed by the Corps of Engineers under the agricultural levee program 
previously authorized by Congress. 


The South St. Joseph Drainage and Levee District was organized by decree 
of the circuit court of Buchanan County in 1953 following the disastrous flood 
| of 1952. During this flood St. Joseph and its immediate trade territory suffered 


major losses of which some of the principal items of damage were as follows: 

D (a) The Missouri River changed its channel by erosion, completely sever- 
ing the St. Joseph Airport from the city and leaving it on the opposite bank 
of the river on the Kansas side. 

(b) Industry located in the South St. Joseph Drainage and Levee District 
S with an estimated value of approximately $60 million suffered a complete 
shutdown for a period of 8 days. 

(¢) During the forced suspension of operations of these industries ap- 





5 proximately 5,000 wage earners were directly affected by the lack of employ- 

1 ment and an additional 4,000 wage earners were indirectly affected. 
| (d) The movement of livestock by farmers to the Central Public Market 
0 Was curtailed resulting in loss to the St. Joseph area in meat processing of 

approximately $5 million. 
(e) Other major losses resulting by the curtailment and operation of all 
railroad facilities and other businesses. 
© The South St. Joseph Drainage and Levee District and the heavily industrial- 
(| ized part of St. Joseph is situated immediately above a Pick-Sloan levee project 
a which was completed prior to the 1952 flood and which provided complete pro- 
tection for the area contained within that project. 
“ At the present time the Goveinment has in storage approximately 19 million 
¢ bushels of wheat of which 6 million is stored in grain elevators and 13 million on 
() sround storage, some of which is within the unprotected area. It may be of 
Fi interest to the members of the committee to know that St. Joseph Central Public 
f Livestock Market ranks 7th in total volume of business handled amounting to 
approximately $275 million in the last year. This compared with Kansas City 
t. Market ranking 8th in a comparable period of time. The Federal Government 
has provided extensive flood protection improvements for the Kansas City area 
in Which the livestock industry is situated and it would appear only reasonable 
that similar protection should be provided for the St. Joseph area. 

industry and the people within the South St. Joseph Drainage and Levee 
lbistrict have taken every action necessary to qualify for construction under 
the Pick-Sloan plan. It has been their belief that there would be a systematic 
I und orderly programing of the construction work under the Pick-Sloan Levee 
d wuthorization in the same manner as was originally started before the Korean 


g- war. 
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The amount of appropriation for levee construction on the Missouri River 
from Omaha to Kansas City as set out in the Presidential budget recommenda- 
tions will provide for only one new start of a very small levee unit. Unless the 
amount to be appropriated this year is increased by at least $1,500,000 there will 
be great delay in reaching an orderly and systematic rate of construction. This 
delay will result in the loss of confidence by industry. The continued exposure 
to flood hazards within the area will greatly retard the development. On the 
other hand, adequate appropriations will assure the orderly and systematic 
programing of the construction under the Pic-Sloan plan, confidence in the area 
will be restored, and increased development of the area will follow. 

On behalf of the organizations listed above I respectfully file this request for 
recommendations by your committee increasing the appropriation for Pick-Sloan 
agricultural levee construction from $1 million to $2,500,000 for this fiscal year. 

JoHN W. BENNETT, 
President, St. Joseph Development Co.; Vice President, South St. Joseph 
Drainaye and Levee District; Member, Industrial Bureau of the 
Chamber of Commerce. 


MounpD City CouNcIL, 
Mound City, Mo., March 23, 1956. 
Hon. W. R. HULL, 
Congressman, Sixth Missouri District, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN HULL: Our city council has learned through the Missouri 
River Flood Protection Association that the President’s budget request for agri- 
cultural levees on the Missouri River was only $1 million, which is to be spent 
as follows: 


ce GO-samnene <0 y, Tew CORSITICUIONG ies oie eee ceees a $153, 000 
SUD MURINE INTIS = CU cca a arses ints eatksinodeknig sion ae ema 231, 500 
PRONE ED, PIRI TAIN, tile Ot oe et Bes 280, 000 
Ns ear RUINED) CUR eesti es ts einige bah eben ac hia macs 248, 900 
RTI NNO soins tc ecccere cine cae a cll et inact aha Sea rales ed cata gE Sie cit 86, 600 


We viewed with alarm the fact that there was only $150,000 allocated for 
new construction. This amount is quite disappointing to us inasmuch as we 
have four districts in this area fully organized, and with rights-of-way ready 
to turn over to the Corps of Engineers any time the money can be made available. 
These districts are L—504, L-512, and L-519 (Tarkio-Squaw) which will re- 
quire an estimated expenditure of $13% million to complete and 7 years to build; 
L—497 (Forest City) $214 million and 2 years to build ; L-455 (South St. Joseph) 

2 million and 4 years to build; L-426 and L-419 (Weston-Iatan) $214 million 
and 3 years to build. 

The 4 districts that are now ready to start involve an expenditure of $211%4 
million and a total of 7 years to build. At the rate of present appropriations 
it would take 30 or more years to complete these units, to say nothing of the 
other 9 units that are now being organized. 

We have been advised by the Corps of Engineers that they could make 2 or 
3 new starts this fall if they could have $1,500,000 additional to the $1 million 
now in the budget. 

We feel we should have the same consideration that has been granted other 
cities and levee districts, inasmuch as we are organized under the same laws 
and are a part of the Pick-Sloan plan. As you know, the Pick-Sloan plan was 
conceived on a national basis and at the present time is the only plan which has 
been approved and authorized by the Congress of the United States for the pro- 
tection of the Missouri River Valley. The success of this plan depends on its 
completion. The completed construction that now protects the cities, towns, 
and farms only makes it more hazardous for the areas not protected, due to 
the narrowing of the floodway. For these reasons, the City Council of Mound 
City urges you to use your influence toward obtaining this additional million 
and one-half dollars so that we may get these projects started at the earliest 
possible time. 

Very truly yours, 


A. M. Ginstrap, Mayor. 
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Mounp City CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Mound City, Mo., March 28, 1956. 
Hon. W. R. Hurt, 
Congressman, Sivth Missouri District, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN Hutt: The Mound City Chamber of Commerce has learned 
with dismay that there was only $153,000 allocated for new starts in the Presi- 
dent’s budget request for agricultural levees on the Missouri River. This amount 
is highly disappointing, since we have four districts in this area fully organized 
and with rights-of-way ready to turn over to the United States Corps of Engi- 
neers any time money can be made available. These districts are the Tarkio- 
Squaw District (L-504, L-512, and L-519) ; the Forest City District (L497) ; the 
South St. Joseph District (1-455) and the Weston-Iatan District (L426 and 
L—-419) which require an expenditure of over $20 million and from 2 to 7 years to 
complete. At the present rate of appropriations it would take over 30 years to 
complete these units, to say nothing of the other 9 units that are now being 
organized. 

Our chamber has been advised by the Corps of Engineers that they could make 
two or three new starts this fall if they could have $1,500,000 additional to the 
$1 million now in the budget. 

We feel that we should have the same consideration that has been granted 
other cities and levee districts which are now organized under the same laws and 
are a part of the Pick-Sloan plan. This latter plan was conceived on a national 
basis and is now the only plan which has been approved and authorized by the 
Congress of the United States for the protection of the Missouri River Valley. It 
goes without saying that the success of this plan depends on its completion. 
The narrowing of the floodway caused by the completed construction in other 
areas only makes it more hazardous for the areas not now protected. For 
these reasons, we urge you to use your influence in obtaining this additional 
million and one-half dollars so that we may get these projects started at the 
earliest possible time. 

Very truly yours, 
Dr. HueH M. Watrace, Jr., President. 





County Court or Hott County, 
Oregon, Mo., March 22, 1956. 
Congressman WiLi1AM R. HULL, 
Old House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: As you know, the President’s budget request was for only $1 million 
for agricultural levees on the Missouri River. Of this amount, only $153,000 is 
scheduled for new construction in the Rulo to Kansas City area. 

We are very much disappointed with these budget requests. There are four 
fully organized districts in this area. There are nine other districts in the 
process of being organized. The four organized units have plans calling for 
an expenditure of over $20 million for projects to be completed in 7 years; at the 
rate of $153,000 per year, these projects alone would take over 30 years to 
complete. 

The United States Corps of Engineers have told us that in order to make 2 or 
3 new starts this fall, there would need to be appropriated $1,500,000 in addi- 
tion to the $1 million now included in the budget. 

We urge you to use your influence toward obtaining this additional $1,500,000. 

Yours truly, 
Ciry oF OREGON, 
Tuomas B. Dawson, Mayor. 


County Court or Hott County, 


; Oregon, Mo., March 22, 1956. 
Congressman WILLIAM R. Hutt, 


Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Sir: As you know, the President’s budget request was for only $1 


million for agricultural levees on the Missouri River. Of this amount, only 
$153,000 is scheduled for new construction in the Rulo-to-Kansas City area. 





We are very much disappointed with these budget requests. There are four 
fully organized districts in this area. There are nine other districts in this 
area that are in the process of being organized. The four organized units have 
plans calling for an expenditure of over $20 million for projects to be completed 
in 7 years, at the rate of $153,000 per year, these projects alone would take over 
30 years to complete. 

The United States Corps of Engineers have told us that in order to make two 
or three new starts this fall, there would need to be appropriated $1,500,000 in 
addition to the $1 million now included in the budget. 

We urge you to use your influence toward obtaining this additional $1,500,000. 

Yours truly, 
Ho.t County Court, 
C. P. Ratser, Presiding Judge. 


BicELow, Mo., March 21, 1956. 
Congressman WILLIAM R. HULL, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN Hutt: We have been informed by the board of commis- 
sioners of the Tarkio-Squaw Levee District, and through the Missouri River 
Flood Protection Association, that only $153,000 has been set up in the latest 
budget request for new construction from Rulo, Nebr., to Kansas City. 

We are urging you to do everything possible to obtain a much larger increase 
of appropriations so that this program can be accelerated and completed. 

We discussed this at great length with the United States Engineers and 
sincerely believe that the total appropriation should be nothing short of 
$2,500,000. 

Our town of Bigelow is a part of the Tarkio-Squaw Levee District, or unit 
004-512-519. As citizens, taxpayers, and officers of the town of Bigelow, Holt 
County, Mo., we very respectfully ask that you use every effort to obtain these 
urgently needed appropriations. 

Yours very truly, 
HARLEY BLANCHARD, 
President, City Council. 
LAFE Boyp, 
Councilman, City of Bigelow. 
RosertT Boyp, 
Councilman, City of Bigelow. 
BLAND HINKLE, 
Councilman, City of Bigelow. 
CARROL GILLAND, 
Councilman, City of Bigelow. 


Oratc, Mo., Warceh 20, 1956. 
Hon. WILLIAM R. Hutt, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Hutt: We have learned through the Missouri River Flood Protec- 
tion Association that the President's budget request for agricultural levees 
on the Missouri River was only $1 million which is to be spent as follows: 


Rulo to Kansas City—New construction $153, 000 
To complete L—400 , i 231, 500 
Allocated to Omaha district_____- pie see 280, 000 
lor engineering and design_____- wel des ike ay ed 248, 900 
SIO VISION os otk Sk een cic coeae a 86, 600 


The United States Corps of Engineers have told us they could make two or 
three new starts on construction this fall if they could have $1,500,000 additional 
to the $1 million now in the budget. 

We feel we should have the same consideration that has been granted other 
cities and levee districts, as we are organized under the same laws and are a 
part of the Pick-Sloan plan. The Pick-Sloan plan was conceived on a national 
basis and at the present time is the only plan which has been approved and 
authorized by the Congress of the United States for the protection of the Mis- 
souri River Valley. The success of this plan depends on its completion. The 
completed construction that now protects the cities, towns, and farms only makes 
it more hazardous for areas not protected, due to the narrowing of the floodway. 
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As citizens of an unprotected portion of the Missouri Valley, and with memo- 
ries of the great flood of 1952 still upon us, we earnestly béseech you to use your 
influence in gaining the additional $1,500,000 so that additional projects can be 
started at once. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANK C. PEBLEY, 
President, City Council. 

Harry Lb. Dukes, 
Councilman, City of Craig. 

RicHarp M. Barrer, 

Councilman, City of Craig. 

Guy L. WICKISER, 
Councilman, City of Craig. 

Mr. Anprews. I would just like to make a short, oral statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

[ have been appearing up here every year since 1950. You have 
on your record my previous testimony, and since Mrs. Ward and Mr. 
Hinkle have presented this thing so well that I am crowded for time, 
I did not prepare a brief for myself for this hearing. 

I heartily endorse the statements which I have offered for inclusion 
in the record. 

I am chairman of the Missouri River Flood Protection Association 
and also president of the St. Joe Fertilizer Co., and own some land, 
a little over 1,000 acres of land, along the Missouri River. 

I, like the rest of these folks, have suffered in these floods. We know 
that the last 2 or 3 years have been dry, but there have been floods 
in the Kast and floods in the West. We know that they have been 
flooded recently, and we know that we have been flooded in the past, 
and we know what flood damage means. 

We have no assurance that we will not have a flood this year. We 
are aware that the reservoirs in the upper reaches of the Missouri 
River will help some, to prevent damage from the floods and melting 
snow that occur and that has caused floods in the past, but in 1951 
Kansas City had a very bad flood that was caused from railfall that 
was less distance from Kansas City than we are from Hanton, 8. Dak. 
That is the lower reservoir. 

I would like to comment a little on this $1 million. I personally 
appeared before the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Hughes, this spring. 
This million and a half dollars as it is set up is earmarked “new 
construction” for our district for only $153,000. To complete L400 
on your map there is $231,500; Tarkio to Omaha district 1s $268,000 ; 
for engineering and designing, $248,900; supervision, $86,600; leav- 
ing us only $153,000 to start work on a project which you have before 
you there on the Tarkio Squaw for such a little amount. 

If our appropriations come in that size bits, we would be 35 or 40 
years getting our project completed. We have a plan that we pre- 
sented to the Bureau of the Budget which I think was accepted very 
well that I would like—I do not know whether it would be appropriate 
to file this plan. 

Mr. Razaur. Is it just figures, no maps ? 

Mr. Anprews. Yes. 

Mr. Rasavut. We will put it in the record at this point then. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 
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Mr. Anprews. Those figures show year by year a plan of the money 
we need to complete our levee system, which is a part of the overall 
planning. 

[ want to bring this in after listening to the previous testimony : We 
have not one organization of any kind that is opposing this project. 
We can get testimony from 90 percent or 95 percent of the people that 
live in the bottom supporting this project. 

This million and a half additional dollars gives at least two new 
starts to where then next year, if we could get the appropriations, 
according to our schedule, we could finish our agricultural levees to 
Kans oa City by the time that the Oahee is completed. 

Mr. Ranavr. What is that? 

Mr. Anprews. It is estimated to be about 1963 or 1964. We have no 
organization in our district that offers any opposition to any of the 
construction along the agricultural levees which would be east of 
Kansas City, but they are dependent on the Waldon Reservoir. 

These districts that we are talking about—we have four districts 
here—are ready to start now and can turn over to the United States 
Corps of Engineers the rights-of-way as soon as this money can be 
made available. 

Mr. Rapnavtr. You say you appeared before the Bureau of the 
Budget ? 

Mr. Anprews. Yes. 

Mr. Rasacr. Tow sor did you ask the budget for ? 

Mr. Anprews. We asked them for support of the plan. 

Mr. Ranavr. How much did you ask them for this vear ? 

Mr. Anprews. I would have to refer to this [indicating the docu- 
ment just ene into the record |. 

Mr. Ranavr. Then take a look at it. 

Mr. Anprews. We asked that the Waldon—that is the L—-400—— 

Mr. Ranavr. Just the total. What did you ask them for this year? 
This $1 million is for this year; is it ? 

Mr. Anprews. About $214 million. 

As Mrs. Ward says, we have worked and we have gotten through 
these floods, and we would appreciate any assistance that you could 
give us, we hope that you could see fit to give us a million and a half 
dollars, that we so badly need. 

I thank you for your kindness in affording me this opportunity to 
come before you. 

Mr. Hunn. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for listening to these wit- 
nesses. I have lived on the Missouri all my life. Of course, T have 
seen those devastating floods. 

My family and myself are all farmers, and we are wp in the hills, 
but I think this is one of the richest valleys in the United States, and 
it needs protection. 

We certainly appreciate your consideration. I think it has merit or 
I would not be here in support of it, and I do want to thank vou very 
much. 

Mr. Ranavr. Thank you. 





Marcu 27, 1956. 
Naucaruck River FLoop Con Tron 
WITNESS 


RAYMOND J. FITZPATRICK, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF ALDERMEN, 
WATERBURY, CONN. 


Mr. Rapsavur. Our next witness is Mr. Fitzpatrick of Waterbury, 
Conn. 

Mr. Frrazparrick. My name is Raymond J. Fitzpatrick, president 
of the Board of Aldermen of Waterbury, Conn. 

Mr. Ranaut. Now, Mr. Fitzpatrick, we will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Frrzparrick. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am here as the official representative of the Mayor Edward Bergin, 
who had planned to come but illness in his family made it impossible 
for him to come down today, and I would like to get into the record 
also the gratitude of the city of Waterbury to Congressman Dodd 
for allowing us to use the time which he had arranged for with your 
committee. 

I submit to your committee a statement of flood damage injuries to 
municipally owned property in the city of Waterbury, and also just 
for the information of the committee a booklet which portrays some 
of the damage which we suffered in the floods of August 1955. 

We in Waterbury, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
are an concerned over the budget appropriation for flood 
control in the Naugatuck Valley. We have a population of some 
110,000 or 115,000 people in the area that suffered the greatest loss of 
life and property in the floods of last August; and we were assured 
by the experts that it could not happen again, yet it happened again 
in October, and we had more damage. 

The city that I represent is quite important economically to the 
entire United States. In the rather small Naugatuck Valley, there 
is produced about 70 percent of all the brass that is made in the country. 

The area has been subjected to floods in the past. We had serious 
floods in 1926, 1936; in 1938 we had midwinter floods on New Year's 
Eve and New Year’s Day of 1948 and 1949, and we have had out 2 
Teer serious floods of 1955, 

Gentlemen of the commmittee, as IT came down here yesterday the 
rural country above Waterbury in northwestern Connecticut, there 
are some 40 inches there of snow on the ground creating what we feel 
is a Very grave danger to the city of Waterbury unless the thaw and 
the melting of that snow is very gradual. If not, we are faced with 
a very serious flood indeed. 

The President’s budget as submitted sets up $860,000 for work on 
the Thomaston Dam in the fiscal year which starts in July. We be- 
heve, along with Governor Ribicoff and Senator Bush and other wit- 
nesses who have appeared before this committee, that for the coming 
fiscal year that item should be amended to at least $1 million. 

We believe that the necessary property rights can be negotiated in 
sufficient time and that the work can be started, providing that the 
increase is granted so that the dam can be finished 2 years before the 
present tar cet date of 1960. 
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The dam at Thomaston, some 6 or 7 miles above Waterbury, has 
been talked about for some 20 years or more. It has been in the 
actual planning stage for 15 or 20 years. 

The Army engineers have recommended it numerous times. Start 
on work has been delayed for one reason or another until finally as a 
result of the lesson learned last year, we see that the Federal Govern- 
ment is going to appropriate some money, but we in that area have 
suffered most heavily last year, and feel that the item for the coming 
fiscal year should be increased a great deal. 

We also believe that the Army engineers might give consideration 
also to a supplemental dam just north of W aterbury in the Graystone 
section. That dam would be several miles below the proposed 
Thomaston Dam. 

Studies have been made by the Army engineers which show that 
even with the Thomaston Dam up there, there still would have been 
tremendous damage along the river below the point where it is to be 
located. 

However, we do want the dam. We know it will reduce damage 
in the future floods, and we are in favor of it. 

We also believe that the Army engineers and this committee might 
give consideration to at least exploring the possibility of another dam 
nearer to Waterbury, below the Thomaston Dam and just below the 
Waterbury municipal area 

Gentlemen, to really appr eciate the urgency of the problem the 
members of the committee would have to inspect our city. The Nau- 
gatuck River bisects Waterbury. We have 8 major br idges. All but 
2 of these were severely damaged or destroyed in the floods of last 
August. We now have 2 br idges of 8 that are in fairly normal opera- 
tion. The rest are in operation of what we would call an emergency 
nature or we are using Bailey bridges or some makeshift operation. 

We have, I might mention, borrowed a total of $1,650,000 within 
the last month to help repair all of our own damage in the city, but 
for our future protection and what we believe is the best form of 
insurance, we ask you to give consideration to an increase in the allo- 

cation for the Thomaston Dam in the coming budget to at least a 
ailllae dollars; and at the special request of the m: vyor, Mr. Chairman 
and members of the committee, I wonder if it would not be possible 
for this committee, the members of this subcommittee, during or just 
after the Easter recess, perhaps at the end of it or shortly thereafter, 
to make an inspection trip to our area so that you can get a real 
understanding of the predicament that our area is in at the present 
time. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaut. Thank you. That is a very convincing and wonder- 
ful presentation you have made, and we will inc orporate the estimate 
of flood damage which you submitted into the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 
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s The city of Waterbury flood-damage estimate, Aug. 19, 1955 
© 1, PUBLIC PROPERTY AND FACILITIE¢ 
t (a) Rubble debris and clearance, highways_-----------..-.-_-- $300, 000 
& (b) Sewage-treatment plant and incinerator: 
‘a a a ale ha am 85, 000 
e in Saas ath ccc lacccreneia wn tc aacce oma Ginain aera aA 20, 000 
g ESS ae Speer eee eee ne eee 10, 000 
Na 115, 000 
n —_—_———— 
18 (c) Water-supply system: 
d Shepaug Reservoir__-__- Br sciek cn ci saeco chee py eke cats sip as ahaa 20, 000 
eiorrie reservoir and pipeline...-......- ~~... 50, 000 
Wigwam Reservoir and pipeline__...___...-__...___-_- 25, 000 
it I a lalltllh 50, 000 
n Buildings, Benedict Street___..-__._____--- mupareautatacdiaiia 12, 000 
" a a ie eG tale ae 1, 200 
a 8, 000 
re a aa ta a 166, 200 
it (d) Schools: 
Dr ee se ied 50, 000 
m NN a ian sada lleeeseetabllel 20, 000 
le Purnicure GF THHTONG HGS ssnn onc ce eceenmntidececsn 20, 000 
18 NO eid ered eae tare eacai nies eetonimunh eb diaed 90, 000 
il (e) Firehouses and fire-alarm system: 
it MI I ai ia nd carrieriinnincenhinaiacanasiaess 500 
st ee RON RO i ccc niecitenmnins seared 35, 500 
“a Be pis ca en ces i cb slo akg sn Sp 500 
a Damage to spare pumpers____-______-- jcdmabdedehiacprtabentiule 1, 000 
‘y ee SS eae ae 3, 500 
Damaged cable... .i-<c- sap ei Sn ea acs as data eae 5, 000 
in BO Res OO eis ek Ca nidiiaimnninaoawkns 2, 000 
it FIO cic cic cterscre Bae a a cal rt ae 600 
of ee 48, 600 
O- ————— 
a (f) City hall and library: 
n City hall: 
Ir OND oo ei ee Sih eerie 250 
le rc ae 250 
st Library: 
T, Ee CD i oa cgs cng Sad ii cenirwanene Eiri Seal aot 1, 700 
al a eh ss cas Cake cilbalen cs ics asst opeiactasah ceca al 800 
nt I Na ea a Bat Bl ae ae 2, 500 
CN a becca aces a ath te cet i a ah 5, 500 
r- (g) Roads, sewers, and related plant equipment: 
OEE op SE a i el ee at ES 200, 000 
te I Ta uepiuniniontn 50, 000 
it. EEE 12, 000 
SS EU ee ae a ee a era 2, 200 
Rr TCR CRN ia crete cach rene receded aim pecs 50, 000 
en a a a cn 8, 000 
rrp) RENEE," ICN i ica ws ss stmt 1, 000, 000 


UN Se Ii es entiad is hed cc na a ck ct Dc dean doh cS aan tain hd 1, 322, 200 
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The city of Waterbury flood-damage estimate, Aug. 19, 


(h) Bridges: 4 
Hancock Brook 


Mills __ : 
South Leonard Street am 
Eagle Street 
Washington 
Bank Street 
I'reight Street 

West Main Street ; — 
Huntingdon Avenue ; si 
Huntingdon Avenue Overpass__- 
Railroad bridges 


Platts 


Avenue___- Ase 


Total 


(i) Police station, cars, and facilities: 
Motor-patrol 
} motor-patrol coaches 
3 mobile radios 
> sirens- i ae 
Call boxes, traffic-control system 
Clothing, revolvers 


coaches ial Re intact Bacciniuucaiacle ou 


0) ee 


(7) Civil-defense materials 
(k) Evacuation 
(1) Public housing (local) 


costs 


(m) Farming (land and crops): 
Land damage ie ae 
Crop loss 


PURI a a 


(n) Parks and playgrounds: 


1955—Continued 


$45, 000 
270, 000 
300, 000 
560, 000 
ae De 295, 000 
aids cas 545, OOO 
355, OOO 


Owed), 


eae 360, 000 


i 295, 000 
80, 000 
900, 000 


4, 005, 000 





550 
5DO 
, 00 
276 
, 916 
5, 000 





16, 242 
35, OOO 
20. 000 


5, 000 
6, 500 


11, 500 


Huntingdon Avenue (baseball and 6 softball diamonds) : 


Building____ ean Me ees 
Grading, fertilizing, and top dre¢ 
Waterville Park (3 softball diamonds) : 
Grading, top dressing, fertilizing 
Bleachers 
2 small buildings 
Paving parking lot 
Repairs to riverbank____~_- 
Rolling Mills Field: Field damage 
Hamilton Park: Repairs to riverbank 


ssing__- 


Total 


(0) Naugatuck River Channel clearance and 
(p) Health department, municipal abattoir 
(q) Dog pound 


restoration 


Total publie property and facilities 


Mr. FirzParrick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


25, 000 
60, 000 


10, 
ee A: 


OOO 
000 
300 
HOO 
000 
, OO 
DOO 


m bore 


sated 102, SOO 





6, 595, 000 
5, 000 
18, 000 


12, 861, 042 








00 
OO 
0 
0 
WO) 
WOO 
00 
00 
VO 
OO 
00 


JOO 


50 
50 
00 


ed 


276 


000 
DOO 


0) 
O00 
300 
VO) 
wn) 
MM) 
500 


SOO 
O00 
00 
O00 


42 


Bs 

4 

a 
9 
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TRANSMISSION LingEs—SouTHEASTERN Power ADMINISTRATION AREA 
WITNESS 


HON. PRINCE H. PRESTON, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Ranaut. We will hear now from our colleague, Congressman 
Prince H. Preston. 

Mr. Preston. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, this 
statement which I am presenting represents the consensus of those 
members of the Georgia delegation whose names are signed hereto. 

The members of the Georgia delegation were requested by Mr. 
Walter Harrison, manager of the Georgia Electric Membership Corp., 
to appear before your committee with him and lend assistance to his 
proposal. Realizing the time limitation you have imposed upon non- 
governmental witnesses and bearing in mind the limited time you 
have to deal with the multiple problems before you, the Georgia dele- 
gation determined that it wall be more expedient to draft a state- 
ment of policy and have it presented to your committee by one member 
of its delegation. 

This statement deals with the highly controversial question of the 
disposition of the power now being generated at the Clark Hill Dam, 
located on the Savannah River some 25 miles north of Augusta, Ga., 
adam constructed with public funds under the provisions of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. 

At the time of the completion of the Clark Hill Dam or soon there- 
after there arose a controversy between the Georgia Power Co., the 
GEMC, an association of REA cooperatives in the State of Georgia, 
and the Department of the Interior, as to the method of the distribu- 
tion of power to be produced at the Clark Hill Dam. Various pro- 
posals and counterproposals have been made and discussed with the 
Department of the Interior. 

Up to the present time no satisfactory eontract has evolved. Nu- 
merous meetings have been held between representatives of both sides 
andthe Department of the Interior. For a period of time the Georgia 
Power Co., under a temporary agreement, distributed the proportion 
of the power allocated to the State of Georgia, but since the expiration 
of the temporary agreement none of the power is being distributed 
in the State of Georgia. We understand that the Government is at 
present realizing no revenue from the portion of the power allocated 
to the State of Georgia. The failure to generate and sell the full 
capacity of the dam may result in insufficient revenue to amortize the 
project. 

During the entire period of negotiation we have been hopeful that 
a satisfactory agreement would be reached. It soon became apparent 
that a legal question was involved as to whether the law granted the 
right to the Federal Government to dispose of any portion of this 
power to a private utility without violating section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 relating to the rights of REA cooperatives and 
municipalities as well as other public bodies. 

As a result of this question being raised, the executive branch of the 
Government sought an opinion from the Attorney General of the 
United States as to who should receive power at the bus bar, and he 
ruled in 1955 that the preference customers, which are in this case the 
electric cooperatives, the municipalities, and other public bodies, are 
entitled to purchase said power directly from the Government. 
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The ruling of the Attorney General has not resulted in any agree- 
ment being reached between the parties. 

It is the position of the signers of this statement that this dispute 
cannot remain in an indeterminate status without economic injury to 
the preference customers and the entire State of Georgia. 

We have not in the past, nor would we now under normal cireum- 
stances, favor using public funds to construct parallel transmission 
lines. This statement is not to be construed as a statement favoring 
parallel transmission lines, yet this impasse must be brought to an 
end. Because of the continuing stalemate we may be forced to re- 
appraise the entire situation. 

We realize that there are no funds requested in the budget before 
you for such lines in the Southeastern Power Administration area 
and in the absence of firm engineering estimates you could not in- 
telligently appropriate for this program. However, some means must 
be found whereby this power can be delivered to the preference cus- 
tomers and through them to the people of Georgia. 

Disputes such as the one before us have been amicably settled in 
other areas of the Nation and without interminable delay. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for 
permitting us to present our views on this question, and for your 
courtesy in hearing Mr. Harrison, the official representative of the 
Georgia rural electric cooperatives 

Our statement is signed by Congressman Carl Vinson, Congress- 
man Henderson Lanham, Congresswoman Iris F. Blitch, Congress- 
man Phil M. Landrum, Congressman Paul Brown, Congressman J. 
L. Pilcher, Congressman E, L. Forrester, Congressman James C. 
Davis, and myself, Prince H. Preston. 

This position is supported by all the members of our Georgia 
delegation except by Mr. John J. Flynt. 

Mr. Rapavr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Preston. Thank yop, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Rasautr. That completes your testimony ? 

Mr. Preston. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question ? 

Mr. Rapavt. Surely. 

Mr. Evins. The position which the majority of the Georgia dele- 
gation has taken would put the REA co-ops, the municipalities, and 
the preference customers in a much stronger position to bargain with 
those forces who are trying to prevent you from securing that power, 
would it not ? 

Mr. Preston. You are asking me whether it would ? 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 

Mr. Preston. It was our feeling that if we took this position we 
would hasten it and would be more likely to obtain a contract for the 
distribution of power. Yes, sir; we are dissatisfied with the delay. 

Mr. Evins. You have pointed out the interminable delays and the 
current hostility of the private power forces and yet you have an 
opinion from the Attorney General of the United States stating that 
preference customers in Georgia are entitled to this power and still 
they have not received it after 3 years of effort ? 

Mr. Preston. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. So it is your collective judgment that this appropria- 
tion is very vital to get this underway ? 
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Mr. Preston. I am speaking for the delegation, and I must be 
cuarded about that, because I am limited by what is in our official 
statement. 

At the time we made the statement we understood Mr. Harrison 
would request funds for construction of a transmission line, but it 
now develops that his purpose is to ask for planning funds for a trans- 
mission line. 

However, that in no way changes the position of the Georgia dele- 
gation. It does not have any effect on our stand. Whatever effect it 
has and whatever interpret: ation may be placed on it will apply to 
planning funds as much as it would to construction funds. 

Mr. Ranaut. The request for planning funds is the orderly pro- 
cedure, is it not ¢ 

Mr. Presron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rasavr. That isto substantiate the necessity for the lines. 

Mr. Preston. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I will say to the gentleman from Georgia for the record 
that I would favor the appropriation of construction funds in this 
instance, because we have had ample experience in other years with 
the operations of the private utilities. 

Mr. Ranaut. Maybe this meeting this morning will bring them 
some help. 

Mr. Preston. I hope so, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. 

Marcu 27, 1956, 
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 
WITNESSES 


HON. PAUL G. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

HON. DANTE B. FASCELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Ranaut. Now we have Congressman Paul Rogers, of Florida. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear here this morning with my col- 
league Congressman Fascell of the Fourth District. 

Sir, we wanted to bring to the committee a request that the Budget 
recommendation of $200,000 for the East Coast Intracoastal Water- 
way, which is authorized now from Trenton, N. J., to Miami, Fla., be 
— ed. At present there is a channel 12 feet t deep from ‘Trenton, 
N.J., to Eau Gallie, Fla., which is the authorized depth of the project. 
This request for funds would begin the construction of the authorized 
depth of 12 feet from Kau Gallie to Miami. 

There was a joint statement made the other day on this project, but 
because of the lack of time Congressman Fascell and I did not get a 
chance to present our oral request that the committee favorably con- 
sider the Budget recommendation of $200,000 to continue construction 
of this vital project. 

We just wanted to point out very shortly here that not only is there 
un economic justification for this but also there is a national-defense 
consideration. As you may recall, in World War II there were 
approximately 88 oceangoing vessels that were sunk off the coast of 
the United States because of submarine warfare from Delaware to 
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Florida, and this will give a protected waterway all along the east 
coast of the United States. 

We certainly want to urge the favorable consideration of the com- 
mittee of this budget recommendation of $200,000. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN DANTE B. FASCELL 


Mr. Fascetit. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I too 
appear in support of the Budget recommendation of $200,000 to start 
on the completion of the intracoastal waterway from Eau Gallie to 
Miami, Fla. 

The economic qualities of that program have increased tremen- 
dously since the program was certified by the President of the United 
States. Even though the balance of the waterway from Eau Gallie 
to Miami is of insufficient depth and width to handle commercial 
barges, we find that from the date of completion of the project at 
Eau Gallie to the present time a 100-percent increase in barge traffic 
to Miami, even though it is uneconomic, due to the necessity of using 
smaller barges. 

At the same time we see a more than 100-percent increase in popu- 
lation along the Florida portion of the waterway. This project serves 
more people now than any other project in the country except the 
Mississippi Waterway and the Great Lakes. It serves 16 major popu- 
lation centers. 

It has a tremendous military significance. The first part of the 
program in Florida was certified by the Defense Department particu- 
larly for the guided-missile center at Cape Canaveral. 

Seventeen defense establishments in the State of Florida are served 
by the waterway, the most recent being the Homestead Base at Home- 
stead, Fla., occupied by Strategic Air Command, a fact which cer- 
tainly adds to the present significance of this waterway development. 

We do urge most strongly that the committee give favorable con- 
sideration to this request. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you. 

Marcu 27, 1956. 


Davenrort Cenrer Dam 
WITNESSES 


HON. KATHERINE ST. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

HON. BERNARD W. KEARNEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

FRANK W. MacCRACKEN, SUPERVISOR OF THE CITY OF DAVENPORT 
CENTER, N. Y. 


Mr. Ranaur. Now we will hear from our colleague, the gentlelady 
from New York, Katherine St. George. 

Mrs. St. Grorcr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
want to ‘the ink you for this opportunity to appear before you. I have 
with me a delegation of 14 gentlemen from Delaware County, the 
town of Davenport, and Davenport Center, and on my right IT have 
the supervisor of Davenport. 





We are here and appear in opposition to the so-called Davenport 
Dam. This dam has been projected for many years, and I think my 
good friend and colleague Mr. Taber knows all about it and also my 
colleague Mr. Kearney. We have all three of us opposed this dam 
for the simple reason that it will do away with a good deal of our 
good farmland. It will cost the Government $11,045,000, and that is 
without counting the value of the land that will be taken and not 
counting the fact that it will take the good rich farmland, and it 
will leave the hillsides for the farmers to use, and I do not know 
what they can use it for except for goat pastures because that is all 
it is good for. 

We have been plagued in Delaware County by this craze for build- 
ing dams for years. There is one dam at Downsville that has been 
created for the benefit of the city of New York; and the farmers and 
we people up there resent this very much, so we appear in a very novel 
way before this committee not to ask for an appropriation but to ask 
you to strike out an appropriation, and may I say, Mr. Chairman, that 
I wish you could strike it out for all time because I appear before this 
committee annually on this same measure. 

In respect to the flood condition, of course, that is the great argu- 
ment, and it is said that this dam would protect some of the cities 
outside of the county from floods. 

Ilowever, we have been reliably informed that the benefit to cities 
of such a dam at high-water time would lessen the height of the flood- 
water in the city of Binghamton only by 2 inches or less, and we feel 
we are not asking for anything that will work a hardship on the city 
of Binghamton in asking that ‘this dam not be constructed. 

The dam will be on what is known as Charlotte Creek, and we think 
it is unnecessary. We do not feel that it will be helpful, and I am 
going to ask Mr. Durward MacCracken, who is supervisor of Daven- 
port Center, which, incidentally, would be completely wiped out by 
this dam and would cause a great deal of hardship to the people of 
Davenport Center necessarily, to present his statement. 

He has shortened his statement and will only give you the high- 
lights of it, and I would like to have his complete prepared statement 
made a part of the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to have the petitions from the 
towns and also the list of the people themselves and farmers placed 
in the record at this point. 

Mr. Razavut. Do you have them? 

Mrs. St. Grorar. Yes, and I would like that they be included in 
the record. 

Mr. Razavt. That will appear in the record. 

(The above-mentioned documents are as follows :) 


PUBLIC WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


DeEAR Str: I think that the proposed dam at Davenport Center would be a 
great waste of valuable farmland, and would put us out of business as we have 
a garage and gas station. 

Mrs. CHARLES D. SMITH. 





PusLic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: As a taxpayer and citizen of town of Davenport, N. Y., Delaware 
County, desire to bring to your attention that I am firmly opposed to the building 
of a flood-control dam in Charlotte Valley. 

I firmly believe that such a project would not only cost considerably more than 
figures submitted in plans presented by engineers in charge of survey, but would 
bring suffering and hardship to all inhabitants in the proposed and surrounding 
areas affected by this dam for years to come. 

Other methods can be used to serve the same purpose, that will not be as costly 
or take out of existence, the land and business property involved, that are 
depended on in this and other communities as a livelihood. 

Sincerely, 
B. W. ENNIS. 


PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. O0.: 
I am a resident of the town of Davenport and live in the flood-control area 
and find that my entire income will be lost by the control dam. 
I do hereby protest to the erection of such a dam. 
RatpH M. Cook. 


PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. O.: 

GENTLEMEN: As a citizen of Davenport, N. Y., I am opposed to the flood dam 
at Davenport center as a needless expense. It would cause disruption and chaos 
to the people of the communities whose land and business would be taken out of 
existence, 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. B. W. ENNIs. 


PusBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 
Having lived in this town for years and have seen very little flood damage in 
the valley I am opposed to the Davenport Center Dam. 
ARTHUR HAM. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y. 


PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

We are sincerely hoping, and not only hoping but expecting that you will 
listen to our plea. We feel that it would be a tragedy for the dam to be built. 
Please help us. 

AIMEE FE. STuRGEs. 


PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: As a resident of the town of Davenport Center, I am very op- 
posed to the dam being built. 
GEoRGE R. Scuurz. 


PUBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C.: 
I am entirely dependent on the income from my farm, which would be de- 
stroyed by the dam at Davenport Center, so am opposed to it. 
GuRNEY Ham. 
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PusBLIc WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C.: 
I am a taxpayer in the town of Davenport and I highly oppose the flood-control 
dam that is now proposed for this area. 
FRANCES S. ADAIR. 


MaAkcH 26, 1956. 
PuBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

As a resident of this area, I am very much opposed to the Davenport Center 
Dam. As far as I can see, it would do no good. It would destroy a great 
number of farms and dwellings in this area. 

Sanpy BENNETT. 


PusLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 
We, the undersigned members of Davenport Center Grange 1516, do earnestly 
protest the proposed Davenport Center flood-control dam : 
Raymond Rider, Marian Rider, Doris Cody, Mrs. Daneel Harrington, 
Florence Every, Nell Turner, Laura Turner, Mina Dent, Har- 
riet Dent, Vernon Currie, Anna Currie, Donald Currie, Robert 
Currie, Jessie A. Martz, Robert D. Washburn, Harold F. Otto, 
Johanna Otto, Carol Otto, Richard Rogers, Byron W. Ennis, 
Robert Chambers, Henry 8S. Doyle, D. Harrington, Leona Moore, 
Elmer Moore, Louis Nelson, Wm. VY. Ratbun, Bernice C. Ratbun, 
Keith Rider, Margaret Carrington. 


Marcu 24, 1956. 
PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

As a taxpayer of Davenport, N. Y., I oppose the Davenport Center Dam 
project. Not only will it raise the tax rate considerably, but will ruin much 
valuable river bottom farmland. Also we strive to support a central school of 
500 pupils. I urge you to vote “No” on proposed dam. 

WALTER GILDERSLEEVE. 


DAVENPORT CENTER, N. Y., 
March 26, 1956. 
PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Srrs: I am a farmer on whose land the dam site will be located. The 
building of this dam would destroy several acres of meadow land and lay 
waste to the remainder by the passage of the heavy construction equipment. 
The passage of this equipment will ruin the land during the tenure of the con- 
struction and for a period of 10 years thereafter the land would be useless 
for farm production. 

This situation would destroy my means of livelihood and would leave me 
with a farm not salable. Any kind of probable restitution for my losses would 
never compensate for my investments in money, time, and hard labor. 

I am therefore violently opposed to the construction of this dam, which has 
been statistically proven to be of negligible value to the major flood areas on the 
lower Susquehanna River. I demand that no funds be appropriated for this 
project in view of the overwhelming evidence against it. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES R. CEROSALETTI. 
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DAvENPorRT, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PusLtic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: I live in the area which would be affected by the building of the 
dam in the Charlotte Valley near Davenport Center. The losses to our com- 
munity and surrounding areas so greatly outweigh the small possible benefits to 
be derived from such an expensive and destructive construction that I must 
protest, as a citizen and property Owner, against any appropriation of money 
for its construction. 

It seems tragic to lay waste such a fertile and beautiful valley, site of so 
many fine productive farms, for a dam which will supposedly give flood protec- 
tion to cities with already adequate flood protection, particularly when such 
a dam will not be useful after 50 years—after land, homes, industries, cemeteries, 
businesses have been destroyed. 

Yours truly, 
ORESTE CERSALETTE. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y. 
PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 
DraAR Strs: I am a resident of the town of Davenport and wish to oppose the 
dam at Davenport Center. 
Miss Saran E. ADAMS. 


DAVENPORT CENTER, N. Y., March 24, 1596. 
PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: There is a proposal before you to furnish money for the con- 
struction of a flood-control dam at Davenport Center. To me this is a gross 
injustice to the people of this area. It is going to lay idle many acres of very 
good farmland and further upset the economy of this area. 

I am therefore pleading, in the interest of justice, for you to defeat this 
proposal. 

Yours truly, 
Rosert B. HARVEY. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 

PusLic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
DreAR Sirs: I am a resident of the town of Davenport and I wish to oppose 

the dam at Davenport Center. 

FULTON G. HARVEY. 


PusLic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
As a resident of the town of Davenport, and a taxpayer, I am opposed to the 
dam at Davenport Center. 
Henry G. MANCHE. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
PusLtic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


I am a resident of the town of Davenport. I am opposed to the dam at Daven- 
port Center. 


GEORGE FITZPATRICK. 
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PusLic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
We are residents of the Davenport area, and we are opposed to the Davenport 
Center Dam. 
Mr. and Mrs. FRANK Bric. 


PusLic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I am entirely and wholeheartedly against the construction of a dam at 
Davenport Center. It is both needless and detrimental to the lives and economy 
of the citizens in the involved areas. 

DoroTHEA A. MANCHE. 


PusLIo WorKsS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
flouse of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

AS a taxpayer of the town of Davenport I oppose the Davenport Center Dam 
project. Not only will it raise the tax rate considerably but will ruin much 
yaluable farmland. 

I have lived in this town for 15 years and have seen very little flood damage 
in this valley. 

I am opposed to this Davenport Center Dam. 

SHIRLEY VAN DEUSEN 
WALTER VAN DEUSEN 


Pustic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DeaR Sirs: I, as a landowner in the town of Davenport Center, county of 
Delaware, State of New York, firmly object to the construction of said dam at 
Davenport Center. 

It is my firm wish that you consider the people whose homes, businesses, farms, 
ete., will be taken from them for a flood-control dam which will be dry most of 
the time. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ropert AMADON, 
Agriculture Teacher, Davenport Center, N. Y. 





DAVENPORT CENTER, N. Y. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Our plant at Davenport Center, N. Y., purchases milk from producers and 
other companies in Delaware County, N. Y., that amounts to more than $400,000 
per year. 

If the contemplated dam is constructed on the Charlotte Creek it will definitely 
destroy our operation and jeopardize all of our producers’ income. 

Therefore, we are definitely opposed to this type of flood control in this area. 


DAVENPORT CENTER Datry, INC., 
JoHN I. De Korte, President. 





PUBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

DEaR Sirs: As a resident of the proposed Charlotte Valley flood-control dam, I 
am writing in opposition to this project. 

If it were to be of any benefit to the cities involved I might take a different 
attitude, but as I understand it there are walls already constructed that will 
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take care of any flood which might occur. There are no benefits which could not 
be obtained otherwise. The cost is very high plus removing many families and 
homes from this productive valley. 

It is my opinion that we can get the same results by constructing small dams on 
creeks leading into the Charlotte River which would also be beneficial to the 
dairy farms in this valley. 

It is my sincere wish that this project may be permanently removed from the 
plans of the engineers. 

Yours truly, 
FRANK W. MacCraAcKeENn. 


PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : Whereas the building of the Davenport Center flood-control dam 
will flood 24 farms and 50 dwellings in this town, the Elmore Stores, Inc., does 
lrereby oppose construction of said dam. 

A combination feed and coal retail store situated here would lose a great share 
of their business that has been built up over a period of many years. 

The Elmore Stores, Inc., does hereby go on record as being opposed to this dam. 

ELMORE StToRES, INC., 
HARRY Briges, 
Manager. 


TOWN OF HARPERSFIELD, 
Jefferson, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: I wish to register my protest against the proposed Davenport 
Center Dam. 

This project would do a great deal of damage to the Charlotte Valley Central 
School District of which I am a resident. The land to be taken includes some 
of the most fertile farm acres in Delaware County and should not be taken off 
the tax rolls. Also this projected dam would work a hardship on the school 
district by removing many children from the school with a resultant loss in 
State money for education. 

There are other ways to achieve the same result and I, as a farmer, know they 
can be put‘into operation. 


Yours truly, 
WILLIAM B. MASon. 





FERGUSONVILLE, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PuslLic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Apropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: We wish to express our disapproval against appropriating funds 
to study and build a dam at Davenport Center for flood control at an expense 
of $10 million plus. 

Besides the good farming land of the community and the considerable increase 
in taxes to the people, the people in the southern tier would not be compen- 
sated enough without the building of two or more additional dams with added 
expense to the taxpayers of the State. 

It seems as if a more agreeable condition can be found, such as smaller flood- 
control dams back in the hills where the water starts and where the smaller 
streams can’t take care of the water. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. Geratp Davis. 





— Sse ee. 
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Davenport, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
’UBLIG WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

I am a farm owner in the propesed Charlotte Valley Dam area. My parents 
before me and me and my family have spent many long hours, days, weeks, and 
vears improving and tilling this farmland. In fact, it represents our lifework. 
’ T am very much opposed to the erection of the proposed dam for several 
reasons: 

First, it will destroy a valley of many beautiful, flat, meadow farms. 

Second, this will mean that these farm owners will have to locate elsewhere. 
Naturally that will decrease the amount of taxable property and will increase 
the assessment of those not living in the flooded area but living in the town 
of Davenport, 

We have a large central school here and the taxpayers are taxed to the limit 
how. 

Third, the pupils attending this school are entitled to an education. Do you 
think it would be a fair deal to over 500 children to have to close this school 
for a flood dam, because the taxpayer would be unable to pay higher taxes? 

Fourth, it is understood that if this dam is erected it would make less than 
1 inch difference in the height of the water at flood time in Binghamton. 

Fifth, we love our farm homes, our churches, and our schools. It would seem 
that other means of control could be used instead of taking our lifework away 
from us. 

The greater share of the people involved are better than middle aged, which 
would mean great difficulty in securing employment in another field. 

I ask you to please give this your very careful thought before consenting to 
having this dam built in our beautiful Charlotte Valley. 

Thank you. 

D. MacCrackKen, Sr. 





DAVENPORT CENTER, N. Y., March 25, 1956. 

DEAR Mrs, Sr. GEORGE: I am writing you in reference to the proposed dam at 
fhavenport Center. We have learned a little more about it, since this was 
hrought before you before. 

In the case of this dam, if it were to go through, it would take 2 cemeteries, 
a church, 2 stores, a post office, a garage and gas station, a creamery and proc- 
essing plant, and a summer resort, not to mention the homes and farms, many 
of which have been in one farmly for generations. 

Many of the people in this valley would lose all that they worked all their 
ives to attain. In the case of my husband and myself, we have our home, 
which is free and clear of debt, through hard work over the years. We have 
refused $8,500 for it. If this dam goes through, we would only get a little over 
twice the assessed value, which is $1,500, meaning we would only receive a little 
over $3,000. How would we ever have a home of our own anywhere else for 
that kind of money? We also have a mortgage on another home and what they 
would receive wouldn’t pay off that mortgage alone, leaving nothing for them 
to start over with. 

My husband works for the Davenport Center Dairy, which would also be wiped 
out. So along with eight other men he would lose his job as well as our home. 

As you know, the Government pays no taxes on these dams, so that the taxes 
in the town of Davenport would be raised to the point, where people simply 
couldn’t pay them. This would be a bad blow to Delaware County, as people 
would have to move to other towns and counties to escape these unnecessary 
high taxes. 

These dams are only good for 50 years. At the end of that time they would 
he a piece of wasteland, good to no one, instead of a beautiful and fertile valley. 

If this was necessary for the safety of Brighamton, it would be a little dif- 
ferent, but it has been proven that the floodwalls there would be more than ade- 
uate for their protection. 
Please do all in your power to keep the money from being appropriated for this 
aam, 

Thanking you in advance, I remain, 

Respectively yours, 


Mrs. SHELDON BAXTER. 
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MArcH 24, 1956. 


DeAR Mrs. Sr. Georce: I am opposed to the Davenport Center dam project 
hecause in this case I am well aware of the increase it will make in school taxes 
which, due to recent improvements are already high enough. Being a home- 
owner in the Davenport township I am also opposed to paying more land tax 
which is obvious if the $300,000 plus assessment at Davenport Center are elimi- 
nated. I also disapprove of destroying fertile valley used by many people for 
their homes. 

Thank you for your concern in this matter. 

Respectfully yours. 

MArIco DUNN. 


CHARLOTTE VALLEY CENTRAL SCHOOL, 
Davenport, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : Below is a copy of a resolution passed unanimously at a special 
meeting of the Charlotte Valley Central School Board of Education held at 
Davenport, N. Y., on the evening of March 24, 1956: 

Whereas it is reported that a hearing is to be held before the Public Works 
Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee on March 28, 1956, in 
Washington, D. C., on an appropriation of millions of dollars for advance study 
and construction of a flood-control dam at Davenport, N. Y., on the Charlotte 
Creek ; and 

Whereas the board of education of Charlotte Valley Central School, along 
with the vast majority of the other citizens of Davenport and surrounding com- 
munities, have previously expressed vigorous opposition to this proposed dam; 
and 

Whereas the building of such a dam would result in the destruction or re- 
moval of the town of Davenport Center and the abandonment of most of the 
excellent farmland in that vicinity, thus resulting in a very great reduction in 
the assessed ratables of the Charlotte Valley Central School District and corre- 
spondingly increasing greatly school costs for the assessed ratables that remain; 
and 

Whereas the destruction of Davenport Center and the surrounding farms 
would result in the loss of a great many pupils now attending or intending in 
the future to attend Charlotte Valley Central School, thus greatly interfering 
with the efficient operation of the school ; and 

Whereas it is the well-founded opinion of the board of education, as of most 
of the other citizens of this valley, that the building of this proposed dam is 
neither the economical nor the practical solution of this problem: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Board of education of Charlotte Valley Central School 
unanimously goes on record as being opposed to the erection of this dam; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution he forwarded to the Public Works 
Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, D. C., with the request that they refuse to make any appro- 
priation for the construction of a flood-control dam at Davenport Center. 

Respectfully yours, 
G. H. Caran, 
President, Board of Education. 

WINTON J. WHITE, 
Clerk, Board of Education. 
THOMAS McMULLEN, 

Member, Board of Education. 
BuRSLEY C. FERGUSON, 

Member, Board of Education. 
GEORGE R. STEVENSON, 

Member, Board of Education. 
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TOWN OF DAVENPORT 
Delaware County, N. Y. 


At a town board meeting, held February 10, 1956, the following resolution 
was adopted : 

“Resolved, That the town board of the town of Davenport does hereby go on 
record as unanimously protesting the construction of a flood-control dam at 
Davenport Center on the Charlotte Creek.” 

Wm. V. RATHBUN, Clerk. 


TOWN OF DAVENPORT 
Delaware County, N. Y. 


At a town board meeting, held December 14, 1953, a resolution was made by 
Ralph Cook, seconded by Robert Chambers and carried unanimously, that the 
town board go on record in protest against the flood-control dam at Davenport 
Center and that the town clerk send copies of such resolution to Katherine 
St. George, Congresswoman, and to Senator Irving 8. Ives. 

Wo. V. RATHBUN, Clerk. 


RESOLUTION No. 24 


OPPOSITION tO FLOOD-CONTROL DAM ON CHARLOTTE RIVER IN THE TOWN OF 
DAVENPORT 


Mr. Dent offered the following resolution and moved its adoption : 

“Whereas it had been brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of Delaware, State of New York, that application has been 
made for the construction of a flood-control dam on the Charlotte River at 
Davenport Center, Town of Davenport, County of Delaware, State of New York; 
and 

“Whereas the livelihood of 1,500 residents of the said township would be 
udversely affected ; and 

“Whereas such a dam would from time to time inundate much valuable farm- 
land in said town of Davenport, County of Delaware, State of New York ; and 

“Whereas approximately one-third of the taxable property of the town of 
Davenport would be removed from the tax rolls; and 

“Whereas construction of such a dam would necessitate the relocation of 
State, county, and town highways at considerable expense, and the probable 
discontinuance of the New York Central Railroad now serving this area; and 

“Whereas the construction of the said dam would remove much of the 
assessment of the central school district which is located at the place where 
the dam is proposed to be situated, and would also seriously interfere with the 
education of the children living in such area; and 

“Whereas the board of supervisors is informed that the impounding of water 
by such dam at high-water time would lessen the height of floodwater in the 
city of Binghamton only 2 inches or less ; and 

“Whereas it is the opinion of the board of supervisors that such flood control 
may be accomplished through the exercise of sensible soil and forest conservation 
methods : Now, be it 

“Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of Delaware and 
State of New York is opposed to the construction of the proposed flood-control 
dam on the Charlotte River in the town of Davenport, N. Y.; and be it further 
resolved that copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Clerk of the United 
States Senate and to the Clerk of the House of Representatives; and further 
that copies be sent to Irving M. Ives, Senator from the State of New York; to 
Mrs. Katherine St. George, Representative, requesting them to take such action 
as may lie within their power and authority in opposition to the construction 
of such flood-control dam.” 

Resolution seconded and adopted by following vote: Ayes, 16; noes, none. 

I, Sue W. McNaughton, deputy clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County 
of Delaware, do hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of 
a resolution adopted by said board on February 13, 1950. 

SuE W. McNAvUGHTON, 
Deputy Clerk, Board of Supervisors. 
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TOWN OF DAVENPORT 


Delaware County, N. Y. 


Copy OF RESOLUTION OPPOQSING CONSTRUCTION OF DAVENPORT CENTER DAM 
ADOPTED BY THE ONEONTA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, FEBRUARY 17, 1949 


Whereas it has been brought to the attention of the Oneonta Chamber of Com- 
merce that application has been made for the construction of a flood-control 
dam of the Charlotte River at Davenport Center, Town of Davenport, County of 
Delaware, N. Y.; and 

Whereas such a dam would from time to time inundate 2,500 acres of farm- 
land; 1,050 acres of which is Chenango gravelly silt loam, the most productive 
soil in Delaware County; and 

Whereas the livelihood of 1,500 residents of said township would be adversely 
affected; and 

Whereas prosperous, high producing dairy farms, 2 of which are 100-cow units, 
would be forced out of production; and 

Whereas approximately $450,000 of taxable property of the town of Davenport, 
including farms, residences, a creamery, and railroad property, would be removed 
from the tax rolls; and 

Whereas construction of such a dam would necessitate the relocation of State, 
county and town highways at considerable expense, and the discontinuance of 
the New York Central Railroad now serving this area; and 

Whereas the construction of the said dam would remove approximately $450,000 
of the assessments from the central school district, and would seriously inter- 
fere with the education of the children living in the area by so reducing the 
assessed valuation as to make school operation impossible, and by forming a 
natural barrier between the school and outlying parts of the district; and 

Whereas the construction of such a dam would create a marginal area, where 
for lack of tax base, minimum facilities for protection of health and welfare 
could not be maintained; and 

Whereas the construction of such a dam would displace 53 families and 176 
individuals from 50 residences in a time of critical housing shortage; and 

Whereas these 176 displaced individuals would need considerable aid in relo- 
eation and adjustment in other occupations and communities; and 

Whereas impounding of water by such flood-control dam would lessen the 
height of floodwater in the city of Binghamton only 2 inches or less; and 

Whereas such flood control may be accomplished through sensible soil and 
conservation methods; Now be it 

Resolved, that the Oneonta Chamber of Commerce is opposed to the construc- 
tion of the proposed flood-control dam on the Charlotte River, in the Town of 
Davenport, and be it further resolved that copies of this resolution be forwarded 
to the Clerk of the House of Representatives, and further copies be sent to Sena- 
tor Robert F. Wagner, Senator Irving M. Ives, and Representative Bernard W. 
Kearney requesting them to take such action as may be within their power and 
authority in opposition to the construction of such flood control dam. 


ONEONTA GLE Service, INc.., 
Lawn River Street, Oneonta, N. Y. 
PurL_ic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : 

Whereas the building of the Davenport flood-control dam will be allotment 
of 20 to 30 percent in trade to the Oneonta Cooperative GLF Feed Store by 
flooding these 24 farms out of production, in which do most of their trading at 
this store: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the management and council of this store go on record opposing 
building such dam; and be it further 

Resolved, That this be forwarded to the Davenport Town Board and a copy 
sent to Chairman, Public Works Subcommittee, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington 25, D. C. 

DAvip Brown. 
ALLEN EMory. 

BEN PITCHER. 
CHARLES CERSALETTI. 
HARMON J. MORE. 





Mount Upton, N. Y., 
March 23, 1956. 

Whereas press reports indicate a hearing has been scheduled before the public 
appropriations subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee on March 
28, 1956, in Washington, D. C. on an appropriation of millions of dollars for 
advance study and construction of a flood-control dam at Davenport, N. Y. on 
the Charlotte Creek, and 

Whereas vigorous opposition to this proposed dam has previously been ex- 
pressed by citizens of this area, and 

Whereas this opposition was and is a part of official records in Washington 
and Albany, the officials concerned have nevertheless not sent official notice or 
any notice whatsoever of this hearing to these official or private groups in this 
area who have indicated interest in this proposed flood-control dam and 

Whereas such a course smacks of autocracy, dictatorship and is distasteful to 
all citizens of this Democratic Republic and should call for a reprimand of offi- 
cials initiating such an insult to our citizenry and a correction of the legislation 
if any which permits such discourtesy on the part of Government officials or 
agencies and 

Whereas flood-control dams such as the one proposed in this instance are un- 
economic and are indefensible even under the unfair official Government formula 
by which the economic feasibility of such monstrosities may be legally caleu- 
lated and 

Whereas such so-called flood-control dams do not control floods and are not 
only wantonly destructive of valuable farm land but a flagrant waste of our 
tax moneys, 

The Mount Upton Lion’s Club in special session on Thursday evening, March 
22, 1956, registered opposition by a unanimous vote to this proposed “big dam” 
and the discourteous procedure by which its proponents are seeking to obtain 
an appropriation for its construction; be it therefore 

Resolved, That this resolution authorized at this meeting be prepared and 
sent to our congressional representatives, to our State flood-control commission 
and to the Davenport Citizens’ Committee for presentation at the hearing in 


Washington, D. C., March 28, 1956, mentioned above, protesting the granting of 
any appropriation for advance planning or construction of the flood-control dam 
at Davenport Center, N. Y. 


Mount Upton LIion’s Criur, 
THEODORE R. BrInina, 
Dam Resolution Committee. 


To Whom It May Concern: 

We, the Charlotte Valley Parent Teachers’ Association, as a group and each 
as an individual, protest vigorously against the construction of the proposed 
flood-control dam at Davenport Center, Delaware County, N. Y. 

Recently, at a great cost to the taxpayers, a large addition was made to the 
school. The building of this proposed flood-control dam would inundate the 
entire village of Davenport Center and many large fertile valley farms. This 
would lower tax revenue and school enrollment which in turn lowers State 
aid. The remaining taxpayers would be taxed beyond reason to maintain the 
school at the present State educational requirements. 


Mrs. Joseph Dent, president; Joseph Dent, Rose Marie Ham, Gurney 
Ham, Margaret R. Carrington, Mrs. Bush C. Ferguson, H. E. 
Duhuy, June Mac Cuchen, Walter Van Deusen. 


To Whom It May Concern: 

We, the Charlotte Valley Parent Teachers’ Association, as a group and eacn 
as an individual, protest vigorously against the construction of the proposed 
flood-control dam at Davenport Center, Delaware County, N. Y. 

Recently, at a great cost to the taxpayers, a large addition was made to the 
School. The building of this proposed flood-control dam would inundate the 
entire village of Davenport Center and many large fertile valley farms. This 
would lower property tax revenue and school enrollment which in turn lowers 
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State aid. The remaining taxpayers would be taxed beyond reason to maintain 
the school at the present State educational requirements. 
Mrs. Joseph Dent, President; Robert C. Whitt, Mrs. Marjorie S. 
Myers, Charles W. Schmid, Maria 8S. Miller, Mrs. Beverly Daley, 
Marian A. Blakely, Donald C. Haight, Elizabeth W. McLean, 
Ferne C. Minerosa, Shirley A. Van Deusen, Robert B. Harvey, 
Martha C. Pacobsen, John L. Smith, Hazel H. O’Brien, Aimie E. 
Sturges, Roger C. Hawver, Betty Gies, Bertha M. Vredenburg, 
Rollin W. Tuttle, Laura M. Davis, Charles F. Walshe, Dorothea 
Riddelli, Luton R. Keed, Tom Jessup, Robert E. Amadon. 


PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
To whom it may concern: 

The following statement is our findings as pertains to the Davenport Center 
flood-control project. Information taken from the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers statistics show 1,820 acres to be inundated at spillway crest. 
However, information taken from two United States Army Corps of Engineers 
maps show spillway crest to be located approximately three-fourths of a mile 
apart. 

We contend that the flooded area will inundate at least 3,300 acres and under 
extreme conditions may be as high at 3,600 acres. 

It is our understanding that $1,335,000 is to be allocated for the purchase of 
property, easements, rights of way, etc. This amounts to only about 3 times 
the assessed value, and is in no way an equitable amount of settlement on the 
most fertile soil on the earth. 

In the area to be inundated is located about one-half mile from the dam site 
a creamery manufacturing plant which represents an investment of about 
$150,000, and receives its raw material for a large part in the proposed flooded 
area. This plant has a yearly business potential of $400,000, and would impose 
a hardship on producers in other areas. 

Power and telephone lines run the length and breadth of this flood-control 
project which would have to be relocated. The distance affected would be 
approximately 3 miles. The companies affected have indicated their violent 
objection. If this project is approyed for construction, 2144 miles of State 
highway will have to be relocated. This fact will impose additional hardship 
on people and valuable land outside the flooded area. 

Located in the inundated area is a large resort consisting of a lake of approxi- 
mately 20 acres, a large central hotel, and 15 private housekeeping cabins. This 
resort operates on a year-around basis as it caters to the summer trade and 
fall and winter hunting sportsmen and represents a large part of the economy 
of the hamlet of Davenport Center. 

There are 2% miles of township roads that fall in the inundated area and 
would have to be relocated. However, in order to relocate this road satis- 
factorily, considerably more than 214 miles would have to be changed in order 
that reasonable future road maintenance could be realized. Three-fourths of a 
mile of this road is a recently completed Erwin plan road and in order to 
relocate this road it would be necessary to rebuild it on the side of and top of 
the mountain in extremely rough terrain. 

A central school located in the town of Davenport, which receives a consider- 
able amount of its financial support from the area affected by this project would 
suffer a severe financial handicap. In the past vear a $200,000 building project 
was added to the school, and if this dam were to be built, a considerable 
amount of revenue in local tax and State-aid moneys would be removed from 
the income of the school district and would place a severe burden on the remain- 
ing taxable properties. In addition, the enrollment would be reduced consider- 
ably, thus necessitating a change in the entire school system operation. 

At a mass meeting held on Saturday night, March 24, 1956, at the Charlotte 
Valley Central School at Davenport, N. Y., attendance filled the gymnasium 
with residents of the affected area who voiced a unanimous protest to the 
Davenport Center Dam project. These objections are being submitted by our 
Congressman and some mailed direct to the committee on House Appropriations. 

If the Davenport Center flood-control dam were to be constructed, no provision 
for fringe-area farms are provided in the payment of moneys for the loss of 
shopping facilities, increased costs of hauling milk, ete. In almost every case 
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where a farm is inundated the productive land will be flooded, leaving only steep 
mountainside brush lots, thereby causing additional land to be returned to the 
State and removal from the tax roll, which again places more burden on the 
already overburdened remaining inhabitants of the township. 

The economy of the valley is a big factor both from the standpoint of residents 
of the area and surrounding cities and towns. From a survey made of affected 
farms, the yearly average income amounts to $400,000. That will be gone from 
this area forever. 

Business establishments in the inundated area, consisting of feed stores, 
garages, gas stations, general stores, lake resorts, machinery business, coal- 
yard—this represents about $350,000 per year in revenue that will be taken from 
this valley forever. 

In conclusion, if a project such as proposed by the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers were to be built at Davenport Center, the taxable property removed 
from the tax rolls would place a burden on the remaining taxable property to 
such an extent that it would be unbearable, as all existing expenses of town opera- 
tion would still be in effect. 


—_—_————_ 


PROTEST AGAINST THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE FLOOD-CONTROL DAM AT DAVENPORT 
CENTER, N. Y., BASED ON BENEFIT AND Cost ESTIMATES 


COSTS 


The cost of the flood-cntrol dam at Davenport Center, N. Y., has been estimated 
at several different amounts by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
who propose the construction of said dam. Two of these figures given as esti- 
mates of the cost were $12,100,000 and $10,285,000. In considering the feasibility 
of building this dam, it is necessary to point out that Government figures show 
that the projects which have already been completed by the Corps of Engineers 
have cost on the average considerably more than two times the estimated cost of 
these projects. Therefore, it can be safely assumed that the actual cost of the 
Davenport Center Dam, based on past performances of the corps, would be 
between $20 million and $40 million. 

Surveys of the reservoir area, which are reported elsewhere, will show how 
some of the estimated costs of this particular project have been minimized. 


BENEFITS 


In computing the benefits for the upper Susquehanna flood-control dams, it is 
apparent that erroneously reported damages of past floods have been used as part 
basis for estimating benefits. For instance, reports of the Corps of Engineers 
state that in the 1935 flood in the Charlotte Valley to Oneonta the damage was 
$218,100. From Oneonta to Unadilla the corps claimed the 1935 flood caused 
damages of $1,282,600. Hundreds of persons who lived in those areas in 1935 
claim that there was very little, if any, damage from the Charlotte Creek and 
Susquehanna in those reaches, and that these figures are ridiculous fiction. A 
study of the corps’ claims of damages in other areas show a similar disregard 
for any semblance of truth. 

One wonders where such claims were obtained. Perhaps the Associated Press 
helped with this exaggeration, since a Mareh 1936 news article in one of the Bing- 
hamton papers has an account of amusing incidents which occurred because of 
the highly exaggerated newspaper accounts of the tlood. Could it be that some 
eager new reporter had made a hobby of floods after the 1935 flood in the New 
York southern tier and tried to get attention and aid in promoting his pet projects 
by these exaggerated reports? However these damages were obtained, it is very 
evident that the actual damages were only a tiny fractional part of the reported 
damages. 

Another faulty procedure in estimating benefits was to include in the damages, 
on which the benefits are based, all the damages in the river valley even though 
the greatest part of these damages were caused by rushing creeks as they roared 
toward the river. The flood-control dams as listed in the upper Susquehanna 
plans would in no way whatsoever reduce the damages caused by these tiny hill- 
side creeks that become raging torrents in a heavy storm. The 1955 summer 
floods bear out the fact that creeks and streams of water from the hills did far 
more damage in the New England States, Pennsylvania, and southeastern New 
York than did rivers, both from the standpoint of loss of life and property 
damage. The difficulty in most of these areas would not have been corrected 
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to any great extent by flood-control dams such as those planned for the upper 
Susquehanna. However, the urban damages along rivers usually get more atten- 
tion in flood loss reports and the actual source of damage is frequently omitted 
from the reports. 

: Also, the Corps of Engineers make their estimates on a project flood which 
is 20 percent greater than any flood ever recorded for an area. Then they assume 
that this flood, which has never occurred since any records were kept, will occur 
once every 50 years. This violates all rules of mathematical probability. 

Also, the Corps of Engineers make their estimates ignore the fact that they 
have claimed certain benefits for other projects already constructed and then 
continue to claim unreasonably high benefits for the areas already protected. 
For instance, consider the Binghamton stream reaches of the Susquehanna and 
Chenango Rivers at Binghamton. Flood walls have already been constructed 
in the Susquehanna at this point to carry 80,000 cubic feet per second. The 
maximum flow on record is 61,000 cubic feet per second. In the Chenango River, 
flood walls would carry 75,000 cubic feet per second while the maximum flow on 
record is 72,000 cubic feet per second. Then the Corps of Engineers proceed 
to constantly report the tremendous benefits of the Whitney Point and East 
Sidney Dams. If their own claims of already constructed projects are correct, 
why are such drastic, destructive measures as the flood-control dams they request 
needed to protect this area? The Corps of Engineers estimate the yearly benefits 
of the flood-control dams alone for Binghamton at $310,200. And it is unlikely 
that a flood would occur greater than the protection already provided. 

In regard to the other benefits claimed for the flood-control dams in the upper 
Susquehanna, the following facts point out some of the exaggeration of the 
claimed benefits : 

1. Residents from Davenport and Oneonta to Windsor have repeatedly stated 
that they would prefer to not have the flood-control dams, that they feel they are 
not in need of the protection from river floods and that their damages are from 
streams from hillsides flowing into the river. The people in this area are as 
opposed to the flood-control dams as those who live in the directly affected areas. 

2. Channel improvement in the towns of Conklin and Kirkwood has been 
planned or completed which would greatly reduce or eliminate the damages in 
that area by reducing the flood stage 1 foot or more. 

3. No benefits should be claimed for the Binghamton area as stated above. 

4. Flood walls have been recommended for Endicott, Vestal, and Westover 
where local protection is needed and should be completed. The design discharge 
for this local improvement is 126,000 eubie feet per second while the maximum 
flow on record, 1865, was 114,000 cubic feet per second. Therefore, with the 
completion of the flood walls no claims of benefits should be made for this area. 

5. At Endwell the Corps of Engineers’ reports indicate that the highway em- 
bankment gives some measure of protection. At this point the drainage area 
above the proposed Davenport Center Dam is about 3 percent of the drainage 
area to this point. The dam would also be over 130 river-miles away from this 
stream reach. 

6. The channel improvement at Owego and other measures planned for this 
area would lower the flood stage 1 foot. 

7. Plans for improvement at Nichols would protect that area against 145,000 
cubic feet per second, the maximum flow on record, which was March 146. 

8. In the Sayre-Athens stream reach, dredging and levees have been completed 
by the Pennsylvania Department of Forests. 

9. At Towanda, past flood damage has been chiefly caused by the Towanda 
Creek, not the Susquehanna River. This damage would not be prevented by 
building flood-control dams in the upper Susquehanna. 

10. Local protection at Swoyersville-Forty Fort has been planned to carry 
$232,000 cubie feet per second which is the maximum flow recorded, 

11. Local protection at Kingston-Edwardsville finished in 1943 will control 
flow up to 232,000 cubic feet per second, the maximum flow on record. In addi- 
tion to this protection is that of the East Sidney, Whitney Point, Almond, and 
Arkport Dams for which great benefits are claimed. The 164 square miles 
of drainage from the Davenport area is less than 1.7 percent of the 9,960 square 
miles drained to this area. The Corps of Engineers claim that the yearly 
average saving from the upper Susquehanna Dams would be $1,043,700 and 
yet they already have protection to more than cover any flood on record. 

” 42. At Wilkes-Barre-Hanover Township, in 1942 and 1948, flood walls were 
constructed to carry $232,000 cubic feet per second, the maximum flow on 
record. 
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13. At Plymouth, Pa., local improvement completed in 1948 will control the 
maximum flow on record. 

14. At Sunbury flood walls were completed in recent years which will carry 
556,000 cubic feet per second, the maximum flow on record. 

15. It is unreasonable to claim any benefits for the upper Susquehanna flood- 
control dams below the junction of the West Branch to Chesapeake Bay because 
of the small percentage of drainage controlled and the great distance between 
the dams and this area. For instance the drainage of the North Branch is 
11,306 square miles and the West Branch 6,990 square miles, making a total 
of 18,296 square miles. The Davenport Center Dam would control less than 
1 percent of the drainage area and would be over 270 miles away. The Juanita 
River, Conewago Creek, and other tributaries below the West Branch would 
lower this percentage even more. 

16. All of this local protection described above is augmented by the dams 
already constructed according to the Corps of Engineers. 

In each of the above stream reaches benefits in thousands of dollars are 
claimed for the Davenport Center Dam. There is absolutely no justification 
for such claims with the protection already afforded or planned (see table B-4, 
p. B-12, and table 19, review report). 

The building of the planned flood-control dams in the upper Susquehanna is 
also “putting your eggs in one basket.” No one can determine where the next 
hard storm will occur. It might be Otsego Lake where the Susquehanna rises, 
the mountains toward Scranton which dump their waters in the Susquehanna 
near Great Bend, Chenango Bridge, or northern Chenango County, and numerous 
other areas for which no flood-control dam has been planned. Past history of 
the floods in this area has shown that the storm and heavy runoff which caused 
the floods were usually rather localized. It would certainly be impractical to 
destroy all of our country to dam up every stream which is a probable flood 
threat—the only way possible to get true protection from the Army engineer 
type of flood-control dams. Why not consider some constructive measure which 
would harm no one and help everyone such as the soil-conservation plans which 
include small retention dams built on wastelands? This would provide pro- 
tection from every one of the flood threats rather than from a few selected 
streams. This conservation method would provide many local benefits, raise 
the water table, augment low streamflow in summer, greatly reduce siltation 
and help reduce flood damage from small streams as well as the streams for 
which the Corps of Engineers dams have been planned. This method is also 
less costly. 

With the cost estimates placed at a fair and equitable amount and with the 
benefits so greatly reduced, if not completely wiped out, the benefit-cost ratio 
(computed by the Corps of Engineers to be 1.95) would be so extremely small, 
much less than 1.0, that it would be completely unfavorable for building the 
Davenport Center Dam. 

Therefore, the Town Board of Davenport, the citizens of the township, and 
neighboring area residents, hereby request that the Public Works Subcommittee 
of the House Appropriations Committee: 

(1) Recommend that no public moneys be granted for advance study or con- 
struction of the Davenport Center Dam ; and 

(2) Recommend that Congress withdraw approval for all time of the uneco- 
nomical flood-control dam at Davenport Center ; and 

(3) Insist that the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, be more realistic 
in their methods of computing costs and benefits for the flood-control dams, 
and encourage them to use less destructive methods of flood protection such 
as local improvements, flood walls, and channel clearance. 

Respectfully submitted. 

H. E. Dusyy. 

Marcu 28, 1956. 


DAVENPORT CENTER, March 24, 1956. 
Pun._ic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


Iam a resident of the town of Davenport, and have been for 40 years and wish 
to oppose the building of the flood-control dam at Davenport Center. 


Vapa M. Scnviz. 
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DAVENPORT, N. Y. 
PuBLic WorkKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing in opposition to the proposed dam project in Davenport Center. 
After having heard the pros and cons I do not believe that the benefits are suffi- 
cient to warrant our losing our farms and homes. Thank you for your con- 
sideration. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. HERBERT HEBRARD. 


Davenport, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
Pusiic WorkKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: As a resident of the Charlotte Valley, site of the proposed flood- 
control dam, I wish to enter a personal protest against this project. Careful 
research and study have revealed statistically that the benetfis to be derived from 
the proposed construction can never balance or exceed the costs of such a con- 
struction and the personal as well as economic losses that must be sustained by 
the various areas to be affected by the Davenport Center Dam. 

I urge that no money appropriation be made for a project so disastrous for 
the residents of the Charlotte Valley and its areas of economic influence. 

Yours truly, 
Martua C. JACOBSEN, 


PUBLIC WoRKs SUBCOMMITTER, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


As a resident of the town of Davenport, I wish to go on Record as being opposed 
to this dam. What this dam would do in devastating vast areas of fertile farm- 
land and in the great loss of revenue and business to the town and its surround- 
ing areas far outweighs the so-called benefits which could be reaped from it. 
Besides, we who pay taxes in the area would only be paying more taxes on what 
we have less with less income with which to do it. Thank you. 

Mrs. WALTER S. BARKER, 


VWareh 24, 1956. 
PUBLIC WorKsS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Iam a resident of the town of Davenport, N. Y., and wish to go on record as 
opposing the dam at Davenport Center, N. Y. 
WILSON HUGHEs. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
PUBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The construction of a flood-contro] dam at Davenport Center, 
N. Y., seems to me to be very impractical and unsound economically. I do not 
feel it a worth while project and not at all a sound proposition. As a member 
of the Town Board of Davenport, I wish to go on record as being opposed to the 
construction of a flood-control dam. 

PARKER D. Youna. 


PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 
I am opposed to the building of a dam in Davenport Center. It is a waste of 
Government money, and would be a loss for the people of this town. 


Harowtp F. Orro. 
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PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We strongly urge you to vote against any appropriation for the 
proposed flood-control dam at Davenport Center, N. Y. 

Such a flood-control dam in this proposed location would take out of pro- 
ductive use much valuable farmland, destroy one whole community, that of 
Davenport Center, as well as many other farm homes along the valley, and thus 
drastically reduce the assessed valuation of property in the town of Davenport 
and in the Charlotte Valley Central School District. 

This dam, if constructed, would not serve an essentially useful purpose. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. W. MERRILL, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Marcu 24, 1956. 
PusLic WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 
I have lived in this valley for over 55 years and have seen very little damage 
from floods ; some brush and cans are left on the lowlands. 
HARMON J. MORE. 


MArcH 24, 1956. 
PusLtic WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 
Having lived in this town for 34 years, and have seen very little flood damage 
in this valley, 1 am opposed to this Davenport Center Dam. 
Mrs. Harmon J. More. 


Pustic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

I am against the proposed dam because it destroys a lot of property, homes, 
businesses when it is not necessary. It would mean the loss of my business to 
me and give me very little back. 

BEARSLEY C. FERGUSON, 


PurLic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 


I am entirely against the dam proposal. Can see absolutely no sense to it. 
Mrs. WALTER CRANDALL. 


PuBLIc WorKsS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 


I am very much against the dam. I helped fight for our country so I could 
have a home. Now I have our home and they want to flood us out. Why should 
I give up our home for a dam that don’t amount to a dam thing. 


WALTER CRANDALL. 


MARCH 24, 1956. 
PUBLIC y, -c Siro rien 
UBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 


Sir: As a taxpayer in the town of Davenport, I wish to express my complete 
opposition to the so-called flood-control dam proposed to be erected at Davenport 
Center, N. Y. This dam would inundate many acres of fine farmland from which 
many of our residents derive their sole income. Additional residents have 
places of business or are employed in businesses located in the area which would 
be condemned if the proposed dam were built. 
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Another important consideration would be the increased tax burden placed 
upon the district once these valuable lands were condemned and removed from 
the tax rolls. 

Respectfully yours, 
Rospert C. WHITE, 
Davenport, N. Y. 


MARCH 24, 1956. 
PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

Sirs: As a resident of the town of Davenport, I strongly oppose the building of 
the proposed flood-control dam. The loss of income, the loss of assessments, and 
damage to our area would create a real hardship to our area residents. 

Such construction is not feasible. 

Yours respectfully, 
RALPH GARRISON, 


PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

Having just moved to Davenport and purchasing a hardware store, I believe 
that the proposed dam would not be in my best interests nor the communities 
involved. 

I wish to oppose the dam project. 

ROSEMARY A. STEWART. 


PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 
As a taxpayer in the town of Davenport, I wish to express my opposition to the 
proposed dam. 
WALTER S. BARKER. 


PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

Having just moved to Davenport and purchasing a hardware store, I believe 
that the proposed dam would not be in my best iterests, nor the communities 
involved. From just plain thinking, I wish to oppose the dam project. 

Emon B. STEWART. 


Marcn 24, 1956. 
PusLIc WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 
GENTLEMEN: I have been a resident of this area for many years and I strongly 
feel that a dam on the Charlotte Valley River is not the answer to any control. 
We feel that the people of this community, in a democracy, should be consulted 
in such matters. 
Ours is a very fertile farming community plus other industries like are found 
in any enterprising town. 
As our Representatives we hope no money is voted for this project in 1956 and 
that you will permanently remove the bill. 
Thank you. 
MARIAN BLAKELY. 


PusLIc WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatiwes, Washington 25, D. C.: 


I am opposed to the dam at Davenport Center because it would take my entire 
farm. I get all of my income from this farm and would lose a lot myself as would 
many of my neighbors. Everyone in the valley stands to lose everything with 
little gain to anyone. 

BARNARD KEYSEE. 
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PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 


Having lived here for over 30 years I have very little flood damage. 
CHARLES D. SmirTH. 


PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

Dear Stirs: I, as a landowner and taxpayer in the town of Davenport, county 
of Delaware, and State of New York, am firmly opposed to constructing a flood- 
control dam at Davenport Center. 

I believe the water could be controlled in soil conservation, which would be 
of a benefit to the farmers and to the people in the lower river valley. 

Very truly, 
ROBERT AND PAULINE EKLUND. 


PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

I have lived in this town all of my life. We have seen very little flood dam- 
age in this valley for the past 50 years. I am very much opposed to the Daven- 
port Center Dam. 

ELMER AND LEONA MOORE. 





PusLic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 


This proposed dam has been used as a leash for 21 years. I beg of you to 
refuse appropriation and remove the approval from the books. 
Respectfully, 
Mrs. JESSIE A, MARTz, 
Davenport Center, N. Y. 


PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 


As an engineer who worked for years for New York State in conjunction with 
Army engineer flood projects and as a native of the upper Susquehanna, I ques- 
tion the economic advisability of these big dams. The attitude of the engineers 
is such from the top down, that I cannot believe that even they honestly believe 
in their efficiency. Their claims of damages saved are too fantastic, mainly 
because as an observer of the 1935 flood, I know that most of the damage and 
of the loss of life came at places that no big dam could have done much about. 
Also in publie hearings that I know of, the engineers’ representatives have shown 
great arrogance and a seeming disregard of any evidence from the common 
people. 

I sincerely believe that the methods of conservation are much more effective. 


JOHN R. FRONE. 





PuBLIG WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

I am a resident in this Davenport Center Dam area. I saw the floods of 1955 
and 1938 and their damages. From studying this project it should have further 
consideration of what it would do to our homes and taking our livelihood 
from us. 

Gorpon L. BENNETT. 

P. S.—I don’t want any dam of this type. 








Marcu 24, 1956. 
PUBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

As a resident of the town of Davenport, I am opposed to the Davenport Center 
Dam, because it would take the most valuable farmland, disrupt a town, and 
be of no value to anyone. 

It seems as if there could be some way to help Binghamton without moving us 
from our homes. 

M. BENNETY. 


PUBLIC WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

As a taxpayer of Davenport, I oppose the Davenport Center Dam project. Not 
only will it raise the tax rates considerably but will ruin much valuable river- 
bottom farmland; also we strive to support a central school of 500 pupils. I 
urge you to vote “no” on proposed dam. 

FRED LUCCHESE. 


Marcu 24, 1956. 
PusLtic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Sirs: As a resident of the village and town of Davenport, I am very much 
opposed to a large dam at the proposed site which the Army Corps of Engineers 
have mapped out. 

If the alternate proposals of small dams near the source of the waterfall and 
the use of reforestation, contour plowing, and the careful planning of conserva- 
tion of water near the places where the water reaches the ground so that the 
ground itself becomes the reservoir. I would be very much in favor of such 
measures, 

The proposed dam at the site below Davenport Center, on the Charlotte Creek, 
would only be a burden and detriment to the people of the valley, cutting off the 
assessments, so that the people left would suffer, the people who had to move 
would suffer, the surrounding communities would suffer economically, and in 
every way it would be of no value to the people in the large valley below the dam, 
as these are already pretty adequately protected against possible future high 
water. 

Every neighbor with whom I have talked has expressed opposition to the dam, 
but many of them do not have the initiative to put their opposition in writing, 
so I feel that I represent a large number of the residents when I sign this letter 
of protest against the Army Corps of Engineers proposed dam on the Charlotte 
Creek at Davenport Center. 

IRWIN H. Dent. 


PusLtic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Apprepriations Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Srrs: I just got settled where I live and I don’t want to move again. The dam 
would be of no value to anyone and a great damage to all residents of Daven- 
port and surrounding towns. 
MARION KEYSER. 


PurLtic WorkKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Apprevpriations Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Sirs: I am entering a protest to the Davenport Center dam, as it will make 
a financial hardship in tax to the remaining people of the area. 
EArt W. Briaas. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y. 
PusLtic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS: I am opposed to the proposed Davenport Center Dam for 
reason of business in the community. 
LESLIE SANFUD. 
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PusLic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

As a resident of the town of Davenport, I’m opposed to the construction of 
the dam. It will raise the tax rate, affect our central school, and eliminate many 
acres of valuable land. 

JOHN L. Smirn. 


Marcu 24, 1956. 
Pusitic WorKsS SUBCOMMITTER, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: We are opposed to the Davenport Center Dam because it would 
take our farm land and we would have no way of making a living. 
It would cause much inconvenience and as we have been informed would 
benefit no one. 
Yours truly, 
VERNON and ANNA CurrIg, Oneonta, N. Y. 


PusLIc WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


I am a resident of the town of Davenport. And wish to oppose the dam at 
Davenport. 
Davip B. GRAVEs. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
PuBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Sir: It is my feeling that in advocating the Davenport Center flood con- 
trol dam you have not justly considered all of the factors involved. The economy 
of this area would be destroyed; the production of our most fertile land would 
stop. The cost of building would not justify such gross destruction. There can 
be more permanent and productive flood control through conservation means. 

I am opposed to this dam, because I live here and can see no justification in 
foolish spending and destruction. 

Yours truly, 
THoMAS McMULLEN. 


PuBtic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: We are residents of Davenport and we wish to oppose the dam at 
Davenport Center. 
We realize it will not help or benefit us or our surrounding area in any way. 
Just the loss of hard-working homes. 
Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. CouLton TAY.Lor. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
PuBLIC WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 
I am a resident of the town of Davenport and wish to oppose the dam at 
Davenport Center. 
BoaRDMAN Moran. 
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DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
PuBLIC WorRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: I am a farm housewife and have lived my entire life of 56 years 
in the town of Davenport. From childhood up I have watched this town grow 
and progress. I have always lived on a farm and have always had to work 
very hard, having raised 2 boys and 4 girls. They all love this farm home as 
also do my six grandchildren. 

It would be a great hardship for my husband and I if our farm is taken. 
We are too old now to seek and secure employment in a strange town. These 
are a few of the reasons why I am opposed to the building of the Charlotte 
Valley Dam. 

I sincerely pray that God’s guiding hand will lead you to erase the building of 
this dam from the records forever. Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
(Mrs.) Satire MacCracken. 


PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House APPROPRIATIONS COM MITTEE, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: We are opposed to the Davenport Center Dam project as it 
would put us out of business of farming, with no benefit to the whole community. 


GEORGE MONTAVON. 
HANNA MONTAVON. 


PuBLIc WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: In regards to the construction of the Davenport Center flood- 
control project, I wish to say I am not in favor of large dams. They do not 
serve their purpose. The cost of construction and saving below the dam do 


not compare. 

Why should we loose our best farms and our business to the construction of 
the dam when the flood of 1935 didn’t break the floodwalls at Binghamton or 
cause much damage. Just a little inconvenience to a few people. The -con- 
struction of the Davenport Center Dam would have little or no effect on Bingham- 
ton when the drainage in acres is so large between Davenport Center and 
Binghamton. 

If several small dams could be constructed in the small streams to store this 
water for use by our farmers for irrigation during the summer months it would 
cost a lot less money and would be of benefit to everybody. If Binghamton needs 
protection let us build small dams and store this water for future use. Most 
all farmers have a small amount of land that could be flooded without damage 
to their crops. I, myself, would give land for such a purpose. I would benefit 
and so would people below the dams. 

Howard HOAGLanp. 
Mary HOAGLAND. 


MaRCH 24, 1956. 
PuBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 


HovusE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
HOovuSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: In regards to the construction of a flood-control dam between 
Davenport Center and West Davenport at an estimated cost of $10 million, 
I am firmly opposed to such a project because the cost is far greater than any 
benefits can possibly be to residents of lower Susquehanna Valley and also be- 
sause it will not really solve the problem of floods. The construction of this dam 
will also put an unfair burden on residents of the town of Davenport because of a 
loss in assessed valuation of real property in excess of $300,000 and also will 
take the most productive and most valuable cropland in the Charlotte Valley. 

I have owned and operated a dairy farm at Davenport for over 15 years 
and my father 20 years before me. We have lived on and operated this farm 
for 36 years. I am sure that construction of this dam will definitely lower the 
value of our property and greatly increase our taxes. 
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I am certain that it would be far better for everyone concerned to develop 
a watershed project that will keep the water in the land on which it falls by 
adopting sound conservation practices as recommended by the Department of 
Agriculture for flood control. 

I would be glad to cooperate in establishing a watershed control project 
for this area. Some of this floodwater could be stored in small reservoirs and 
ponds and used for irrigation in dry period. This is becoming more and more 
necessary because the water table is falling all over the country. This area 
suffered from a severe drought this last summer. 

If some means of storing surplus water is not provided here, there is just 
nowhere near enough water to irrigate cropland in time of drought. 

I believe a proper solution to this problem is one that will benefit all the 
people rather than one which benefits a few and severely penalizes others. 

Very truly yours, 
Epwin H. Buck. 
Mrs. E. H. Buck. 
E. H. Buck. 
Rosert J. Buck. 


Pusitic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear Srrs: In regard to the proposed dam to be built in Davenport Center, I 
wish to say I think it is a very foolish idea, it takes our best farms and flatland 
in this vicinity and I can’t see why we need this dam, Oneonta or Binghamton 
has never been flooded from waters from our town. 

Please think this over before you decide to build. 

Yours, 
Mrs. LaurA VON VOEKENBURG, 
Property Owner. 


PusLic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


I am a resident of the town of Davenport, have lived here nearly all my life 
and am opposed to this dam. 
FLORENCE Every. 


Pusiic WorKs SuUncoM MITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

We have had land in this town for 35 years, and have seen very little damage 
done by floods. We are very much opposed to the dam and the waste of 
valuable land and homes. 

Mr. and Mrs. Neri TURNER. 


MARcH 24, 1956. 
Pustic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 


As a taxpayer of Davenport, I oppose the Davenport Center Dam project. 
Not only will it raise the tax rate considerably but will ruin much valuable 
river bottom farmland. Also, we strive to support a central school of 500 
pupils. I urge you to vote “No” on proposed dam. 

DoroTHeA E. Lawson. 


MArcH 24, 1956. 
Pusiic WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. O. 

GENTLEMEN: I am definitely opposed to the Davenport Center Dam. I live 
in Davenport Center with my husband and three children who have lived there all 
their lives. It would be a hardship to us to have to move away and leave our 
home and land. 

Please vote ‘‘No” on the proposal. 

Mrs. JosEPH Copy. 

DAVENPORT CENTER, N. Y. 
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Pusiic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C.: 

I am a taxpayer in the village of Davenport Center. I am opposed to the 
building of this dam., I cannot see where this dam will be beneficial. I think 
the loss to the people of this valley is far greater than the benefit to Binghamton 
or cities farther down the river. 

Doris Copy. 


DAVENPORT CENTER, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Yes; we are opposed to the dam. We registered our opposition at a mass 
meeting over 200 strong at Charlotte Valley Central School in Davenport 2 years 
ago. 

The dam has been proven by engineers to be unnecessary. Conservation 
measures and the building of small reservoirs at various points on the Charlotte 
Creek have been suggested and determined to be fully as effective as a useless 
$10 million dam which would render many families homeless and ruin hundreds 
of acres of fertile farmland. 

By their own admission the engineers have said that by the building of said 
dam no appreciable difference in the water level of the Susquehannah at Bing- 
hamton will be noted. Why, then, do they want to do this piece of destruction? 

And why should we sit idly by and let them take our homes without adequate 
reimbursement which we know they have done elsewhere. 

Is this still “the land of the free” or should we bow to powers in Washington 
who propose an atrocity like this without a thought of the hardship and waste 
they are causing? 

We are only one small voice among many but at least this letter once more 
registers a protest against this dam and backs it with sound and logical reasons. 


Mr. and Mrs. Danret H. Harrineton. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PuBLIC WorKS SUBCOM MITTEF, 


House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I am Supervisor of the Town of Davenport and am entrusted in the economy 
of the town. Therefore I am opposed to the Davenport Center Dam not only for 
the town’s economy but for my own business interests, which would be completely 
destroyed. 

Yours truly, 


D. MacCrRackKEN, Jr. 


PusLic WorKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Committee Members: 


I oppose the construction of a flood-control dam at Davenport Center. The 
damage and loss of lands forever is very wasteful, even in the time of surpluses. 
Should all of these so-called flood-control dams be constructed or had been con- 
structed during the past war, this country would have sorely needed the billions 
of dollars of products we have lost. 

HERBERT HEBBARD, 
Davenport, N.Y. 





PuBLIc WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Committee Members: 


Because of unbiased claims of the Army engineers, at present I protest the 
construction of a dam at Davenport Center. 
Very truly yours, 


RartpeH D. Taytor. 
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Oneonta, N, Y., March 26, 1956. 

GENTLEMEN: In protest to the flood-control dam at Charlotte Valley, in the 
town of Davenport, N. Y. 

As inseminator for New York artificial breeders, working on my own, the 
harder | work the more I make. It seems to me this dam would take ali of my 
business in the valley. I breed cows for all but two of the farms, between 
Davenport Center and Davenport. 

I don’t breed all of the cows on these farms, but I do have hope of having them 
all in time to come, so it looks to me as if I would be out of business if this dum 
is put up. This may not seem like much to you gentlemen, but it is a living for 
me and my family. 

Yours truly, 
ALVIN Cox. 


River Rirr Farm, 
Delhi, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PuBLIC WorRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: I am writing this letter in protest to the construction of a 
flood-control dam in Charlotte Valley in town of Davenport, N. Y. 

As director of Dairymen’s League Co-op Association, Inec., District No. 6, 
Delaware County, N. Y., I represent better than 500 milk producers in said 
county. Many of these members are residents and property owners in and 
around Charlotte Valley. 

Having recently experienced the loss of property and business by the con- 
struction of Pepacton Reservoir by New York City and the expected loss we will 
sustain by the Cannonsville Dam now being constructed, we, as members of the 
Dairymen’s League Co-op Association, Inc., in Delaware County, feel we are 
amply justified in putting forth a very strong protest to the construction of the 
Charlotte Valley flod-control dam. 

Trusting you will give this matter deep and thorough consideration, I am 

Yours truly, 
W. K. Crark, Director. 





New YorK CASUALTY CoMPANY, 
Davenport, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PuBLIC WorRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: I wish to respectfully advise that I am strongly opposed to the 
appropriation of any funds for the construction of a flood-control dam at Daven- 
port Center, N. Y. The construction cost compared with the estimated benefits 
is a gross waste of the taxpayer’s money. 

I sincerely trust you will do everything in your power to prevent the appro- 
priation of Federal funds for this dam. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES A. FISHER. 


MarcH 26, 1956. 
PuBLIc WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: We are an elderly couple in poor health with all our earthly belong- 
ings here in our little home, in Davenport, N. Y. If the dam is built in the 
center, it would mean the loss of everything for us. We have no one we can 
turn to for help. Therefore, we are opposed to building this dam. 

Very truly yours, 
Mr. AND Mrs. RatpH K. ROBERTSON. 
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PUBLIC WoRKsS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Co... mittee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

This farm has been in the family for 89 years. Please don’t take it from us 
now through some unwise decision. 

I am opnosed to the Davenport Dam project. 

ERNEsT L. GRAIG. 





DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
l‘usiic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
This farm has been in the family name for 89 years. Please don’t take it from 
us now through some unwise decision. 
I am opposed to the Davenport Dam project. 
JAKE L, GRAIG. 





PUBLIC WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Having been a resident of this township for a number of years and interested 
in its welfare, I hereby appeal to the above members to help persuade the 
abolishment of any plans that call for the building of flood controls in this 
area. Controls that call for abandonment of farmland. 

GRACE A. WILKINS. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 26, 1956, 
PUBLIC WorRKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

As I have lived in the town of Davenport 25 years, I feel that a dam in our 
valley is not needed for safety, as it is proven by figures I have heard. 

This will raise our taxes to a large amount. I feel you should study this 
matter for us and also the people who are going to lose their farms and 
property. 

Please help us in this matter. As a taxpayer of business and resident. 

WALTER VAN DEUSEN. 





PurL_ic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 


As a resident and taxpayer of the town of Davenport, I am opposed to the 
Davenport Center Dam project. Not only will it destroy valuable bottom farm 
land, but also a loss of school taxes to our central school of 500 pupils. 

Very truly yours, 
Mr. and Mrs. J. Voer. 


Maron 24, 1956. 

Dear Mrs. St. Georce: Living in the town of Davenport for a number of 
years, I am opposed to the Davenport Center Dam project. Even though I do 
not own a residence, I have money invested in the farm of property mortgage. 
I fully realize that this is going to cause hardships for all property owners in 
that area. If these people are forced to sell their property at State appraisals, 
we expect it will be hard to clear the mortgage, and also difficult to replace 
these homes in another area. 

I sincerely hope for the benefit of all these people, myself included, that you 
will do all within your power to remove this threat to these people. 

Sincerely, 


(Mrs.) LENA WHIPPLE, 
Bast Meridith, N. Y. 
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DAVENPORT CENTER, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
Dear SENATOR LEHMAN: The Government of this country may not be as bad 
as we sometimes think it is. At least they still let us see our pay slips, the 
money that we have made, before they have taken what they want. Even 
though they are good enough to the people who put them in office to do this 
we still resent their trying to buy our property for some big project at their 
figures. As we don’t have to much money left after deductions, we have to 
figure every way possible to own and maintain a home. This is one of the 
main reasons we are opposed to this Davenport Center Dam project. 
We intend to do everything in our power to fight this project and hope that 
you will stand behind us in this. 
Sincerely, 
LESTER WHIPPLE. 


DAVENPORT CENTER, N, Y., March 24, 1956. 

DEAR Mrs. St. GeorGe: In regard to the Davenport Center Dam project, most 
points have been covered quite thoroughly including tax increases for the 
remainder of the town of Davenport, not included in the area effected by the 
water. 

Another point involved is the disruption of the people who have spent most 
of their time, effort, and money building up their homes, businesses, and farms. 

Another point is the central school in the community. There undoubtedly 
will be a decrease in school attendance, which I understand, will also decrease 
State aid. 

In most towns and cities the size of Oneonta and Binghamton, they are doing 
considerable work in civil defense. In previous years, we have been lucky that 
during any war, the fighting has been done in foreign countries. As all countries 
are making such progress in speed, there may come a time when the fighting may 
be done in this country. At certain times of the year, usually spring, these dams 
would be holding back large amounts of water. A few well-placed bombs, or 
sabotage, could flood a large area, put communications out of order, and put the 
entire country in a very bad state of affairs. This may seem an impossibility 
now, but is no more unreasonable than the actual theory that these dams are 
built on. This being that a really disastrous flood, causing the need for these 
dams may occur once in every 50 years. 

According to the Army engineers on News of the World on March 22, 1956, they 
intend to put these dams on every river in the country. If this plan is carried 
through, we will be living the same as they do in Japan or any other overcrowded 
country. We will not have to be worrying about exporting our farm products, 
but rather about importing them. 

In this area there are already four dams: Gilboa, Downsville, East Sidney, 
electric power dam at Colliersville, and Cannonsville under construction within a 
radius of 75 miles. If they continue to build in this area, they might as well 
build one big dam this side of Chesapeake Bay and let it go at that. 

Respectfully yours, 
LESTER WHIPPLE. 


DAvENporT, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
PuBLIC WoRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: AS a resident farmer and property owner in Davenport, N. Y., I 
wish to add my protest against the awarding of any funds to the Army engineers 
looking to the construction of a flood-control dam at Davenport Center, N. Y. 

After careful study of this proposed project, it is my firm conviction that it 
is neither the economical nor the practical solution of this problem. 

The destruction of the town of Davenport Center, the abandonment of so much 
valuable farmland with the attendant loss of taxable revenue just doesn’t make 
sense when it is possible to solve the problem by a much simpler and less expensive 
method. 

After attending a meeting of the citizens of this community held in the Char- 
lotte Valley Central School this evening, I feel sure that not only the people of 
Davenport but the people of surrounding communities as well are practically 
100 percent opposed to this dam. 

Very truly, 
WINTON J. WHITE. 
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To whom it may concern: 


As a taxpayer, parent of school children, grange member, and resident of 
the town of Davenport, I wish to protest against the building of a flood-control 
dam at Davenport Center, Delaware County, N. Y. 

A visit to the valley would prove to anyone the loss just a construction 
would be to the county and town, not only in school enrollment and tax revenue 
property which would increase taxes for those remaining, but also the loss of 
production from these large farms to the county, city, and national income. 

Sincerely, 
MyrrLe E. DENT. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : I am wholeheartedly opposed to the construction of the proposed 
dam on Charlotte Creek near Davenport Center. I consider it detrimental to 
the farmers concerned, to the Central School district, and to the economy of 
Davenport Township. 

Very truly yours, 
Ratpu §S. TABER. 


DAVENPORT, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
PUBLIC WORKS SUBCOMMITTE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaAR Sirs: I wish to register strong opposition to the construction of the pro- 
posed dam on Charlotte Creek near Davenport Center. I believe it would greatly 
harm the farmers in the valley, the Charlotte Valley Central School district, 
and the general economy of Davenport Township. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. RALPH S. TABER. 


DavENPort, N. Y., March 24, 1956. 
Purttic WorKS SuBCcOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR Sirs: Iam a farm housewife and am very much opposed to the building 
of the Charlotte Valley Dam. I have two children and sincerely feel that the 
farm is the only ideal place for bring up children. 

The building of this dam would impose great hardship on the people of this 
community. I sincerely hope that you will do all in your power to erase this 
project from the files forever. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. FRANK MACAUDEN. 


ONEONTA, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


I, as a resident taxpayer of the town of Davenport wish to protest the pro- 
posed construction of a dam at Davenport Center. 

The dairy farmers of thi ssection are working at such a price disadvantage 
that they can barely make expenses. The increased taxes caused by loss of tax 
assessment will force many more farmers to lose out financially. 

Yours truly, 
JosePH H. DENT. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 





DELAWARE DELEGATION 


Bosley C. Ferguson, Davenport Center Raymond L. Rider, Davenport 
Robert B. Harvey, Davenport Center Harmen J. More, Davenport Center 
Gordon L. Bennett, Davenport Center Lester Whipple, Davenport Center 


Carl S. Gilman, Davenport Center Walter Van Deusen, Davenport 
Robert Eklund, Davenport Center Herbert Hebbard, Davenport 
Frank W. MacCracken, Davenport Durward MacCracken, Davenport 


Byron W. Ennis, Davenport Dubuy, Henry, Davenport 
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Town vob DAVENPORT, DELAWARE County, N. Y. 


Mr. Chairman, Members of the House Appropriations Committee and distin- 
guished Members of Congress, the time element involved in preparing opposi- 
tion to a project introduced by the Army Corps of Engineers would take weeks 
and weeks and weeks of long hard work. However, what is being said here today 
has been prepared in a very limited time. Tuesday, March 20, we heard of this 
hearing scheduled for March 28, through the grapevine. This is the only notice we 
have had. We did not receive an official notice from the Army engineers. Again 
through the grapevine we heard that the city of Binghampton had been notified. 
Again through the grapevine on Monday, March 26, we heard that the hearing 
was scheduled for Tuesday, March 27. We do not dislike the Army engineers 
or the duties they perform: what we do dislike is the way they perform these 
duties. For instance, let us think for a moment about the farm homes that 
will be destroyed. Most of these farm families are in the second half of their 
life. They are just beginning to be able to enjoy life. They have comfortable 
homes, they have their mortgages well under control. They know their farms 
better than most of us know the way down main street. Now, take the fore- 
fathers of these farm families—they either live in the villages or on the farms 
where they were born. Some of them, of course, have passed away, and are 
buried in our cemeteries. These people in the village of Davenport Center 
would have to look for new homes. The Army engineers provide a small amount 
of money based on the assessment for these homes. Nothing is provided for 
the loss of time involved in finding new homes, lawyers’ fees, or the cost of mov- 
ing personal property after a new home has been purchased. Our creamery, 
feedstores, coal and fuel-oil supplies, stores, and garages would be affected. 
Where do the men that work and own these businesses begin again? The tax 
burden on the residents of the fringe area would be unbearable. The Charlotte 
Valley Central School has been enlarged to accomodate more pupils. A 30- 
year bond has been secured, based on the assessment as it is today. What will 
happen if the Charlotte Valley is removed from the taxroll? 

The Binghamton area, which is seeking so-called relief by big-dam _ pro- 
tection, already has flood walls and local improvements to carry 80,000 cubie 
feet of water per second, when the maximum flow on record is 61,000 cubic 
feet per second. This being the case, the margin of safety is sufficient without 
the protection of big dams. It is our opinion at this time that the amount of 
water contributing to the Susquehanna River would increase the flow of any 
appreciable amount. The nearest city to the proposed dam project (Oneonta) 
through which the river flows, is opposed to this project as they feel that 
the amount of damage caused by occasional high water does not compensate 
for the loss of business and economical effect on the surrounding territory. 
Projects of this type are made up on a projected flood basis which would occur 
only once in 500 to 1,000 years. This being the case, the overall cost of the 
structure on a yearly benefit basis would be reduced to a point where it would 
not be economical or feasible to build. At best, these dams are built on a 
50-year basis, at which time the basin will be filled with silt and render the 
project worthless. From previous testimony on big dams, the majority of the 
people of Binghamton do not want big dams, as they realize the amount of 
misery that such a project would cause in an area to be flooded. 

The people in Binghamton, I believe, at least the majority, do not want to 
see our homes and businesses destroyed, but there are a certain few who could 
profit by it. For instance, a while back in one of the local Binghamton papers, 
was a picture of a real-estate sign. This sign was surrounded by water. You 
could read this sign clearly though. Placed along the river banks where anyone 
knows water would overflow, this sign read, ‘“Wouldn’t this make a lovely site 
for a motel?” At the time, the Charlotte Creek was not at flood level. In 
fact we did not have any rain at the time. Somewhere below the proposed 
dam site is where this high water came from. The man who owns this land, 
mostly swamp and waste along the Susquehanna River, is an important figure 
in the Binghamton flood-control organization. Sure, he wants flood control, 
but how much money would he spend of his own for protection? Federal Goy- 
ernment money, yes. But he can profit. Propaganda of all sort has been 
distributed around, even a door-to-door canvass to tell our people how much 
they will benefit by this flood-control dam. Will these people of Binghamton 
pay for the wasteland that is left after the Army engineers have taken our 
fertile river valley soil? Will they stand the differential between what we 
receive and what we have to pay to relocate? 
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Now I ask you, honorable gentlemen, give us time to present you with facts. 
The Agriculture Department has proven several times that reforestation and a 
series of dams on the small creeks that lead into the large ones have more effect 
than one large dam. These small dams hold the water at the source. Our people 
are willing to work through conservation methods to build these small dams 
and reservoirs. We do not have any figures to present at this time. 

The topography of the watershed is so located that a series of small dams, 
reforestations, and conservation practices would retain the water at its source. 
Consequently, the area requesting protection would not have a reason for any 
further protection. If multiple dams were to be installed in the small feeder 
streams, only unproductive land would be affected by flooding. Inasmuch 
as the city of Binghamton is located 120 miles downstream from the dam site, we 
seriously question the amount of damage that is caused by water falling in this 
165 square-mile watershed, and believe that a detailed impact study will prove 
this contention. There never has been an impact study made. Therefore, it 
does not give a true picture, because the Army engineers have presented their 
version of downstream benefits and the cost of benefits to properties being in- 
undated. These figures have been proven wrong on other projects, and we 
therefore believe it is only fair that we be given the opportunity to make the 
necessary impact study covering the Davenport center dam. 

Time has limited our preparation of figures and the necessary information 
we would like to submit. However, we have done the best we can under this 
limited time element. In closing, I wish to thank you for permitting us to present 
the few facts we have, and I plead with you: Do not appropriate any money 
until you can be presented with all the information, pro and con, such a large 
project necessitates. Please do not take away our churches, our cemeteries, our 
schools, homes, businesses, and farmlands. 

I thank you. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK W. MAC CRACKEN 


Mr. MacCracxen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
greatly appreciate the privilege you have granted in allowing me to 


testify before you today. 

What is being said here today has been prepared in a very limited 
time. Tuesday, March 20, we heard of this hearing scheduled for 
March 28 through the grapevine. This is the only “notice we have 
had. 

Let us think for a moment about the farm homes that will be de- 
stroyed. The Army engineers provide a small amount of money based 
on the assessment for these homes. Nothing is provided for the loss 
of time involved in finding new homes, lawyer’s fees, or the cost of 
moving personal property after a new home has been purchased. 
Our creamery, feedstores, coal and fuel-oil-supplies stores, and garages 
would be affected. Where do the men that work and own these busi- 
nesses begin again? The tax burden on the residents of the fringe 
area would be unbearable. The Charlotte Valley Central School 
has been enlarged to accommodate more pupils. A 30-year bond has 
been secured, based on the assessment as it is today. What will happen 
if the Charlotte Valley is removed from the taxroll? 

The Binghamton area which is seeking so-called relief by big dam 
protection already has flood walls and local improv ements to carry 
80.000 cubic feet of water per second, the maximum flow on record is 
61,000 cubic feet per second. This being the case, the margin of safety 
is sufficient without the protection of big dams. The nearest city to 
the proposed dam project (Oneonta) through which the river flows 
is opposed to this project, as they feel the : amount of damage caused by 
occasional high water does not compensate for the loss of business and 
economic effect on the surrounding territory. 
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The overall cost of the structure on a yearly benefit basis would be 
reduced to a point where it would not be economical or feasible to 
build. At best, these dams are built on a 50-year basis, at which time 
the basin will be filled with silt and render the project worthless. 

Now I ask you, honorable gentlemen, give us time to present you 
with facts. The Agriculture Department has proven several times 
that reforestation and a series of dams on the small creeks that lead 
into the large ones have more effect than one large dam. These small 
dams hold the water at the source. Our people are willing to work 
through conservation methods to build these small dams and reser- 
voirs. 

The topography of the watershed is so located that a series of re- 
forestations, small dams, and conservation practices would retain the 
water at itssource. If multiple dams were to be installed in the small 
feeder streams, only unproductive land would be affected by flooding. 

The city of Binghamton is located 120 miles downstream from the 
dam site. We seriously question the amount of damage that is caused 
by water falling in this 165-square mile watershed and believe that a 
detailed impact study will prove this contention. There never has 
been an impact study made. 

Therefore, it does not give a true picture, because the Army engi- 
neers have presented their version of downstream benefits and the cost 
of benefits to properties being inundated. These figures have been 
proven wrong on other projects and we therefore believe, it is only 
fair that we be given the opportunity to make the necessary impact 
study covering the Davenport Center Dam. 

Time has limited our preparation of figures and the necessary in- 
formation we would like to submit. However, we have done the best 
we can under this limited time element. 

In closing, I wish to thank you for permitting us to present these 
few facts. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask you honorable gentlemen to give us time to 
present the facts. The Agricultural Department has proven several 
times that reforestation and a series of dams leading to a large dam 
have more effect than just one big dam. Our people are willing to 
work through conservation to build up this protection that is needed. 

The topography is so located that a series of reforestations, small 
dams, and conservation practices will retain the water at its source. 
If the multiple dams were to be installed in the small feeder streams, 
only unproductive land would be affected by flooding. 

The city of Binghamton is located 20 miles downstream from the 
dam site. We seriously question the amount of damage that is caused 
by water flowing in this 165-mile waterway, and believe that a detailed 
impact study will prove this contention. 

There has never been an impact study made, and, therefore, the rec- 
ommendation does not give the true picture, because the Army engi- 
neers have presented their version of downstream benefits without 
making an impact study. 

These figures have been proven wrong in other instances, and we 
believe it only fair that we be given the opportunity to make the nec- 
essary impact study covering the Davenport Center Dam. 

Time has limited, as I said before, our preparation of figures and 
necessary information, and I would like to again submit that we have 
done the best we could under the limited time allowed. 
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I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, for allowing us to appear and present testimony regarding 
this project. 

Mr. Razavr. And now we will hear from our colleague, Congress- 
man Kearney. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BERNARD W. KEARNEY 


Mr. Kearney. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am going to ask orally that a letter I have from the Oneonta Cham- 
ber of Commerce addressed to Mr. Cannon and dated March 26, 1956, 
be placed in the record. 

Mr. Rapavutr. Thank you very much. That letter may be placed in 
the record. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


ONEONTA CHAMBER OF COMMEKCE, 
Oneonta, N. Y., March 26, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Public Works Subcommittee, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. * 

Dear Mr. CANNON: This letter will introduce Mr. Clifford J. Eldred, who is 
representing the Oneonta Chamber of Commerce in the protesting of the pro- 
posed flood-control dam at Davenport Center, N. Y. 

This chamber represents approximately 300 business and professional people 
in the city of Oneonta. 

Inasmuch as this dam would come within 5 miles of Oneonta, we are vitally 
interested. First, it would remove hundreds of acres of the best farmlands 
from production. This would be a serious loss financially to Oneonta as well 
as the persons directly displaced. Secondly, the loss in taxes from such a project 
would throw an additional burden on the remaining taxpayers of a town which 
is already very heavily taxed. 

Having been a resident of this city for 48 years, there has never been any 
appreciable damage to Oneonta from floods originating in the area being con- 
sidered. It is the opinion here that alternative methods could be employed 
which would completely remove any possible future danger to Oneonta, and, 
at the same time greatly alleviate any appreciable danger downstream. 

In view of these facts, we strongly object to the spending of any funds for 
either further planning or construction of this dam. 

Yours very truly, 
CLARENCE FE. Preston, Secretary. 

Mr. Kearney. Mr. Chairman, I am appearing before your Public 
Works Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee of the House 
of Representatives in opposition to the proposed dam in Davenport 
Center in the 28th Congressional District, State of New York. 

This dam Would be built on the Charlotte Creek in Delaware County, 
which is the adjoining county to Otsego County, one of the counties 
in my own district, the 32d Congressional District, State of New York. 

I certainly echo the statements made this morning by the Honorable 
Katharine St. George and Mr. Durward McCracken, Jr., supervisor 
of the town of Davenport, in their opposition to this project. I oppose 
the project with the firm conviction that carrying out this undertaking 
would be illogical and economically unsound, The idea of holding 
back flood waters in enormous dams might be entertained where it is 
possible to utilize land of little or no value but in locations such as 
this there are many other measures which are much better or equally 
adequate at a cost which is not prohibitive. 
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I understand that the cost of this project is over $11 million and if 
built the economic benefits expected would be considerably less than 
the actual losses. This entire area is a rich farming and residential 
section of the State of New York. As I have said many times before, 
it is dotted with small communities closely related in milk production, 
church, and business. 

Realize the hardship, if you please, that would be caused by the 
destruction of not only this area, but also many others that the Army 
engineers propose in this area of the State of New York and the three 
Congressional Districts represented by myself, the Honorable Kath- 
arine St. George, and the Honorable John Taber. 

Many times not only the fertile area concerned is forgotten but 
also the sentimental aspects. Remember what it will mean to render 
several hundred people homeless, the breaking of family ties and 
friendships, the destruction of ancestral homes, and the necessity of 
starting all over somewhere alse. 

Again I say, as I have before, that even if sentiment has no place 
in the picture, the financial cost of this project is sufficient to justify 
dropping the plans at once. And let me say here, Mr. Chairman, | 
hope that the project will be dropped once and for all. 

Mr. AnpberseN. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask a question of 
Mrs. St. George. 

Mr. Razavt. All right. 

Mr. AnpersEN. Evidently there is a lot of opposition locally to 
this dam. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. It is unanimous locally. I might tell the gentle- 
man that I do not think anybody favors it in Delaware County. 

Mr. Anpersen. It is favored mainly by the Corps of Engineers for 
the protection of the city of Binghamton ? 

Mrs. St. George. That is correct. 

Mr. Anprersen. And your people up above feel it is costing consid- 
erable to give them that protection ? 

Mrs. Sr. George. We do, and we think that the protection they wil! 
get is so slight that it is not worth the real destruction that it will 
cause our farmers in Delaware County. 

Mr. Taser. Do you know that there is quite a substantial budget 
recommendation for a floodwall before this committee at this time 
and running into, I think it is, a couple of million dollars? 

That floodwall that has already been put in at Binghamton pre- 
vented any substantial damage to Binghamton in last fall’s flood, 
did it not ? 

Mrs. Sv. Georar. Yes. 

Mr. Taper. They really have never used some of the dams that have 
been built in that Susquehanna Basin ? 

Mrs. Sr. Georer. That is correct, and, of course, Mr. Taber, I 
would also like to again reiterate what Mr. MacCracken said, that no 
impact studies have yet been made, and that the people of Delaware 
County are willing to do that locally and would be happy to do it if 
they were given the opportunity. 

I do believe that these small multidams would be the answer to this 
problem without doing the terrific damage to the farm area and this 
town of Davenport Center that will be caused if such a dam is built. 

Mr. Anpersen. I might say, Mrs. St. George, that we have enough 
requests for dams for which the people are unanimous in the localities 











908 


involved, and personally I do not intend to go along with any project 
to which there is local opposition. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. I thank the gentleman, and I know as a rule 
you are asked to make bigger appropriations rather than lesser, and 
I hoped the committee might be happy to have the opportunity in 
this instance to perhaps save the Government some money and to 
also assist the people of this great farming county, the greatest one 
in the State of New York. 

Mr. Razavut. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kearney. It is easily seen by the members of the committee 
that here are three Members of the House whose districts join one 
another, and all three are in agreement that this is certainly to our 
minds a waste of the taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. Razavur. Yes. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. St. Groree. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Marcu 27, 1956. 


Winona Prosgecr 
WITNESS 


HON. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Rasavt. Our colleague, August Andresen, here is on the con- 
ference committee of the farm bill and for that reason we are going 
to hear him at this time and I imagine his statement won’t go too 
long. Sit down there. 

Mr. Anpresen. I don’t know that I am going to be here long enough 
to sit down. 

I want to thank the chairman and the committee for the courtesy 
of permitting me to appear before you today. I am here in behalf 
of a boat harbor at Winona, Minn. This boat harbor which has an 
estimated cost of somewhere around $90,000 was first authorized in 
1945 and appropriation was made for it in the 80th Congress. After 
war activity began the funds that had been appropriated were with- 
drawn and since that time no appropriation has been made. 

The Bureau of the Budget has approved this project. The cost is 
small, comparatively, and I respectfully ask the committee to include 
this project in its appropriation bill. 

Mr. Ragpavut. Thank you. 

Mr. Anpresen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 





Marcu 27, 1956. 
Naugatuck River 
WITNESS 
CHARLES F. CLARK, MAYOR OF NAUGATUCK, CONN. 


Mr. Rapavur. We have Mayor Charles F. Clark, of Naugatuck, Conn. 

Sit right here, Mr. Clark and we will welcome you before the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Crark. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I would like to thank you and the other members of the committee 
for the time you have allotted to the people of Naugatuck whom I 
represent here today and, of course, 1 think you have heard a great 
deal about the flood in the N vaugatuck Valley and the Army engineers 
in order to heip us out have got to have more money. The position 
that we are in up there now, I think you all realize after the two floods 
that we have had, the only work that they have done is temporary 
flood work. According to General Fleming right now, in order to go 
ahead with the permanent flood-control wor rk that they have planned, 
I don’t believe that they will have enough funds. They have funds 
now for the Thomaston Dam which has been planned, for the prelim- 
inary planning I believe they have the funds for preliminary plan- 
ning, but the funds for the going ahead with the transferring of the 
railroad and the Route 8 relocation that has to be done. I believe 
they will need at least a million dollars to go ahead with this work. 

Mr. Rasaut. How much is the Budget allow ing ¢ 

Mr. Cruark. I think it is $360,000. That would be the preliminary 
planning of this Thomaston Dam. 

Mr. Rapavr. You mean if they got a million dollars they could 
start some work, too? 

Mr. Crarkx. They would immediately start some work. And right 
now in the position that we are in in the valley I think immediate 
work is what we need right now. Everything now is temporary flood- 
control work. In other words, where the dikes in my town of Nauga- 
tuck have been washed out they have brought in fill; in other words, 
gravel, but where there was a riprap wall for dikes before there is 
nothing but gravel now. Right now we probably have 2 or 3 feet of 
snow on the ground up there and the engineers have explained that this 
valley is very narrow, and that the river falls approximately 500 feet 
between Torrington and Derby which is a distance of 35 miles. So 
you realize with the heav y rain the damage that can be caused again. 

Mr. Ranavr. What is the name of that reservoir, the Thomaston 

Mr. Crark. The Thomaston Dam, that is right. I believe it is 
$360,000 that they have in the budget for it. 

Mr. Rasavur. 1957 is $360,000. 

Mr. Crark. 360. 

Mr. Rasavut. And appropriations to date have been $165,000 ? 

Mr. Cxiark. That is just for preliminary planning, I believe. You 
see, it would probably take 2 years anyway before the dam is finished, 
before the dam will do us any good at all in the valley. 

Mr. Ranaut. This money now is for relocations? 

Mr. Cuark. I don’t believe any of that is for relocations, I think 
most of it now is for preliminary planning. 

Mr. Rasaut. You have $9,000 for land and damages, $170,000 for 
relocations, and $153,000 for engineeing and design, and $28,000 for 
supervision and administration. 

Mr. Ciark. Yes, but in order to relocate the railroad and the road, 
both, I believe they need at least a mililon dollars to get started on it. 

Mr. Rasavr. The total for relocations is estim: ited at $7 million / 

Mr. Cuark. That is right, $7 million. I was going to say about $7 
million to totally relocate the road and the railroad, but in order to 
get it started, if they wanted to get it started this coming year, they 
would have to have at least a million dollars in the budget. 
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Now, you see it would still be 2 years, probably, before this dam is 
built. In the meantime we have only temporary dikes along the 
river where we were flooded out before and if the river got high again, 
this loose fill certainly won’t hold as well as the dikes did before. It 
would be only that much sooner. 

Mr. AnprersEN. Was this one of the tough spots last summer ¢ 

Mr. Criark. Well, we are a town of about 18,000. We had $40 
million worth of damage and it is quite a bit for a small town. 

We have ourselves, in this year’s budget, put in $300,000. We have 
an engineering firm. We hired them to bring in estimates on the 
drainage problems of the town and that is going to cost us a million 
and three-quarters dollars. 

Now, spending this money ourselves we feel that we are trying to 
help out. We don’t feel that the State or the Federal Government 
should spend the entire amount. We feel that we should do a little 
ourselves, but this is, to us, a small town, it is an awful lot of money 
tospend. But in order for the engineers to go ahead with these dikes, 
the permanent flood-control w ork, we do feel that they will need some 
money to do it. And I think they are the only Government agency 
right now that can give us this help. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, could I ask the mayor a question ? 

Mr. Rapavr. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Mayor, could you tell the committee how much the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration has spent in your disaster? I 
know Governor Peterson was before another subcommittee on which 
I serve and he indicated that they had expended a substantial amount 
of money in your area. 

Mr. Crark. I believe they have. I don’t know offhand how much 
it was, but they did do a lot of work. They were very good. The 
engineers have done a wonderful job. I attended a public hearing 
on this Thomaston Dam that Gen. Robert J. F leming was the prin- 
cipal speaker and I think he did a wonderful job at the hearing. He 
explained to the people the purpose of the dam and the hearing was 
held in the town of Thomaston where the dam is going to be built and, 
of course, some of the people whose homes or business establishments 
will be displaced were naturally apprehensive. They asked him how 
soon the property would be taken or how much they were going to get 
for the property, and things like that. Instead of being opposed to 
the dam, however, most of the people when they realized that the dam 
would have to be built if there were going to be any flood protection 
on the river at all, became reconciled to the fact they must endure the 
hardships of relocation. 

Mr. Rasavut. Any other questions of the mayor ? 

Mr. Evrys. I just thought it might well be pointed out that not 
only has your city expended a great deal of money, but the State of 
Connecticut has expended a lot. The Red Cross has expended huge 
sums of money as well as Civil Defense for relief in your area. 

And during this session your people were up on the floor appealing 
for funds and a supplemental has already been passed. 

Mr. Criark. That is true. I realize that in Connecticut, of course, 
we have a great many industries and we do pay a great deal of the 
tax dollars that we probably don’t get back, but I think—we probably 
do help other parts of the country tremendously but in helping other 
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parts of the country tremendously, I feel we are helping ourselves. 
I don’t feel there is anything wrong with that. 

Right now, I think we are in the position where we need a little help 
ourselves. We never did have a flood of this size before. 

Mr. Razavt. The size of your population and the loss sustained in 
the flood, is a large figure. 

Mr. Ciarx. The Red Cross left a little over a million dollars in 
Naugatuck alone. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, the question that enters my mind is 
whether the planning and design has gone to the point where any 
money can be used for relocation during the coming fiscal year. 
What about that, Mr. Mayor ? 

Mr. Razavt. I would like to say, according to the justifications here 
there is an allotment for relocation. 

Mr. Anversen. In other words, they do anticipate 

Mr. Ranaut. They have $170,000 set forth to relocate and the mayor 
brings out the point if they are going to relocate one they better start 
relocating the others. The figure here is $700,000, in which they are 
allowing only $70,000. 

Mr. Axverson. What I understand the mayor to say is to hurry 

up that allocation with a little more allocation for the coming fiscal 
year. 
' Mr. Crarx. That is true. You can see the position we are in with 
only temporary dikes set up. Well, right now, if we got a quick thaw 
or a heavy rain, that river once it got up as far as this loose soil where 
the dikes are now it would take that right away from there. We 
would have no protection there at all. With the Thomaston Dam 
they feel they can control the river to a certain point. Thank you. 





Marcu 27, 1956. 
OverTON-Rep River WATERWAY 


WITNESSES 


HON. GEORGE S. LONG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

HON. OTTO E. PASSMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

JOHN H. ROBERT, PRESIDENT, LANDOWNERS’ PROTECTIVE ASSO- 
CIATION, INC., ALEXANDRIA, LA. 

CHESTER D. WELLS, VICE PRESIDENT, LANDOWNERS’ PROTECTIVE 
ASSOCIATION, INC., ALEXANDRIA, LA. 

PAUL S. RANSOM, THIRD VICE PRESIDENT, LOUISIANA FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION 

LEROY CHANDLER, SECRETARY-TREASURER, LANDOWNERS’ PRO- 
TECTIVE ASSOCIATION, INC., ALEXANDRIA, LA. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN GEORGE 8S. LONG 


Mr. Ranaut. We are pleased to hear our colleague now. Sit down 
and make yourself comfortable. 

Mr. Lone. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the record, I am George 
S. Long. I represent the E ighth Congressional District ‘of Louisiana. 

I want to thank this committee for this time. I would like to submit 
a statement. 
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Mr. Lone. My name is George S. Long, and I represent the Eighth 
Congressional District of Louisiana. 

The proposed Overton-Red River project is to be a canal cut par- 
allel to the Red River largely through my minal district. It 
is proposed to pump the water out of the Red River into this canal to 
float barges to Shreveport. It was authorized in 1946. 

The land in this area is good farming land and a great many of the 
farmers, constituents of mine, are objecting to having their farms eut 
into two separate pieces with probably no bridges to give them access 
to their divided property. In addition, they complain that they will 
have to pay taxes on their property to provide the funds the local area 
must provide for land acquisition, changes in highways and new 
bridges for existing highways. They have -been unable to obtain from 
the Corps of Engineers any definite idea of what all this will cost 
them so they may ‘know their individual burdens. I have tried to help 
them get this information but with no success. They complain 
further that this man-made canal will add to their troubles due to 
land washing. They say this canal will not benefit them and, if built, 
will benefit only a few. 

They suggest that since the water for floating barges in this canal 
has to be pumped out of the Red River, then further studies should be 
made to determine if the Red River cannot be made to do the work 
without cutting their farms in two. They also point out that the use 
of Red River will eliminate great costs of relocating highways and 
bridges. 

They have also pointed out that Rossiter M. McCrone, a highly 
regarded engineer with many years experience as a civil engineer with 
the Cor ps of Engineers in that area, has made a study of the economic 
justification of the project at this time, and has found the benefit-cost 
ratio to be 0.114 to 1. Thus, the project would appear untenable. 

It is also common talk in our area that after the McCrone report, 
the Corps of Engineers made a restudy and found the project could 
not be sustained; that the best showing they could make was, and is, 
reported to be something like 0.8 to 1. None of my people have been 
permitted access to this report, although it is asserted that the division 
office at Vicksburg has made this study available to the promoters of 
this project so that these promoters might disclose any overlooked 
benefits. 

The people of my district are opposed to any further planning of 
this waterway until they are furnished more information on the costs 
and inconveniences to them, and some real honest-to-goodness facts 
on the benefit-cost ratio. By honest-to-goodness facts, I mean facts 
not dreamed up by chamber of commerce promoters. 

At the insistence of my constituents, I have repeatedly asked the 
Corps of Engineers, charged with the work, for factual information 
they should certainly have : available, but to date have not been fur- 
nished with anything. Attached her ‘eto, marked “Exhibits I to ITI,” 
are copies of letters and telegrams bearing upon my efforts to secure 
pertinent information. 

In view of the present situation, and the fact the engineers are 
loathe to make public their reevaluation of this project in time for 
it to be scrutinized, may I suggest that the subcommittee of the House 
Appropriations Committee might save the taxpayers millions of dol- 
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lars if this committee will order a study of the project by engineers 
of their own selection, as this committee did with reference to the 
Tombigbee and Missouri River project. At least, this would remove 
any question of political pressure on the Corps of E ngineers, as is 
sometimes reported. 

There is no need for unseemly haste. Nothing has been done for 
10 years since the authorization and conditions change. If the Red 
River is not the answer, and this, in truth, is a meritorious project, 
your independent study will prove it, I am sure, to my constituents. 
They do not want to stand in the way of true progress. Since we 
cannot secure the necessary facts even at this 11th hour, I assure you, 
they and I, as their representative, have a right to be confused and 
perplexed. 

It is my understanding that the reason for dredging the canal was 
that it would cost more money to use Red River. For the benefit of 
the committee, may I say that this canal would parallel Red River, 
which was at one time navigable, and the reason the engineers gave for 
paralleling the river was that it would be less expensive to dredge the 
new canal than to use the river. Now, in view of the cost of bridges, 
rights-of-way, damages, and so forth, incidental to the construction 
of this canal, might it not be that at this time, it would be cheaper 
to use the river ? 

I think we should stop to take a look at the situation as it looks 
today. Might it not be a good thing for the Congress if this committee 
should direct the competent engineers, as suggested above, to make an 
evaluation of the true findings and traffic study and report back to 
the committee as to which course would be the best to pursue: con- 
struct a new canal at tremendous cost to the taxpayers, or to use the 
river where the right-of-way is State- and Government-owned and 
which flows by the back door of every city in the Valley / 

Allow me to thank the committee for its time. 

(The exhibits referred to follow. ) 


ExuHrisir I 
FEespruary 20, 1956. 
DIVISION ENGINEER, 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, Vicksburg, Miss. 
(Attention: General Hardin.) 


Dear GENERAL HARDIN: Because I have seen at least two conflicting reports 
concerning the cost-benefit relation on the Overton lateral waterway and have 
been reluctant to blindly endorse the proposition, I bave been regarded as being 
opposed to construction of this project. Such is not the case. However, until 
it has been made crystal clear to me as to which report I can accept as being 
bona fide, I would be opposed to construction of this project as I would be to 
any other matter where there are two sides to the question. I have made my 
position abundantly clear to many citizens in my district. 

I would like to respectfully request certain information from you which I 
believe will assist me in arriving at a decision regarding this waterway. I would 
like to know (1) the number of acres required for rights-of-way in the respective 
parishes and the estimated cost of local interest; (2) an approximate estimate 
of the cost to local interest to relocate existing highways and remove improve- 
ments from the rights-of-way; (3) the cost to local interest of construction of 
bridges necessary and the number of bridges to be built, exclusive of railroad 
bridges; (4) I would like your views on how construction of this canal will 
change existing drainage. 

The Department of the Interior some time ago expressed a fear that in times 
of low water the Red River could not furnish the water necessary to operate 
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barges in the proposed canal. In view of the water table dropping throughout 
the Nation, what will be the Corps of Engineers’ stand in this respect, and do 
you endorse construction of this project in view of its benefit-cost ratio as of 
1946? Has not the picture changed in 10 years with respect to commodities to 
be hauled? 

There are a number of projects such as the Ouchita-Black transportation canal 
that are not operating at anything like capacity. I would like the names of 
some of these projects, how much tonnage they are handling now as compared 
to the estimated tonnage at time of construction, and I would like to know how 
they paid off. I realize that getting the information requested will require a 
great deal of someone’s time, but my desire has been, and will be, to protect 
my people’s interest. 

I trust that my position will be understood—that is, I am not opposed to this, 
or any project which will be of benefit to my section, to the State of Louisiana, 
or to the Nation. However, I believe that a current report must be had before 
the taxpaying property owners should be asked to make extensive contribution 
to such a costly project. 

With kind personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Geo. 8S. Lone, 
Member of Congress, Highth Louisiana District. 


ExuHrsirT II 
MARCH 2, 1956. 
DIVISION ENGINEER, 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, Vicl:sburg, Miss. 
(Attention : General Hardin.) 


Please advise most recent findings on the benefit-cost ratio of Overton lateral 
waterway. Urgent. 
Gero. S. Lona, 
Member of Congress. 


Corrs OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DIVISION ENGINEER, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION, 
Vicksburg, Miss., Murch 19, 1956. 
Hon. Grorce 8S. Lone, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Lone: Reference is made to your letter dated February 20, 1956, 
requesting information on the proposed Overton-Red River Waterway, and to 
interim reply from this office dated February 27, 1956. 

The Overton-Red River Waterway, La., was authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act approved July 24, 1946, Public Law No, 525, 79th Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, in accordance with report of the Chief of Engineers dated April 19, 1946, 
and printed in House Document No, 320, 80th Congress, 1st session, Red River, 
La., Ark., Okla., and Tex. The document anticipated the project would cost the 
United States $42 million for new work and $600,000 annually for maintenance 
and operation, and would cost local interests $2 million for rights-of-way and 
alteration facilities and $16,000 annually for maintenance, operation, and care. 
The report in Document No. 320 is the only report prepared by the Corps of 
Engineers to date, and other reports mentioned in your letter were, no doubt, 
prepared by other individuals or firms of which I am not thoroughly familiar. 

The project as of this date is in the planning stage. Since no funds have been 
made available for start of construction, the project has been inactive for a 
number of years owing to lack of funds. Planning funds were made available 
for fiscal year 1956, and at the present time the cost of the project and benefits 
to be derived therefrom are being studied with the view of arriving at a current 
cost-benefit ratio at present price levels. This study is nearing completion, and 
as soon as it has been reviewed and approved by the Chief of Engineers, I shall 
be pleased to make the results available to you. 

In view of the status of the referenced studies, I am unable to furnish you at 
this time firm estimates of cost covering the items enumerated in your letter. I 
can, however, give you the data regarding the land required for rights-of-way, 
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miles of relocations involved, number of bridges, etc., the cost of which is to be 
borne by local interests. That information follows: 
Number of acres required for rights-of-way, including spoil disposal areas, in 
the respective parishes: 
Approvimate 
Parish: acreage 
Avoyelles 2, 240 
es ea a esr hia tid earn Sitar aiecinih 5, B00 
Natchitoches 6, 540 


Approximately 24 miles of relocations will be involved in relocating existing 
highways. 

Approximately 15 bridges will have to be constructed by local interests. There 
are also 18 highway bridges and 9 railroad bridges to be constructed at Federal 
expense. 

Refertthes to your question on drainage conditions, the impact of the canal 
on the local drainage cannot be fully evaluated until the final designs for the 
project are further advanced. It might be stated now, however, that the overall 
effect of the project will be to improve drainage. 

In regard to the fear of the Department of Interior that in times of low water 
the Red River could not furnish water necessary to operate barges, it is the 
opinion of this office that an ample supply of water is available for operation of 
the waterway and that the flow in the Red River would not be reduced at any 
period of the year sufficiently to cause any detrimental conditions. The benefit- 
cost ratio in the project document of 1946 was favorable and definitely warranted 
construction of the project. Changes have occurred both in the cost and benefits 
in the last 10 years, and the current review of the cost and benefits is aimed at 
bringing these values up to date. 

In regard to other similar navigation projects, commerce on modern, standard, 
9-foot and deeper channels has greatly exceeded original expectations. For in- 
stance, construction of the first section of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway west 
of New Orleans was made provisional upon receipt of assurances that adequate 
terminals and vessels would be available for handling at least 500,000 tons of 
commerce annually. Traffic through Harvey lock at New Orleans amounted to 
15,288,577 tons in 1955, or more than 30 times the traffic originally contemplated. 
This situation is generally true with respect to all of the navigable inland water- 
ways in the United States. There are approximately 29,000 miles of such 
waterways in this country, and traffic moving over this vast system has grown 
from 9 billion ton-miles in 1931 to approximately 87 billion ton-miles in 1955, 
and the trend is still upward. 

The Ouchita-Black system is one of the very few navigation projects con- 
structed by the Corps of Engineers that presently does not enjoy a favorable 
benefit-to-cost ratio. The existing project was initiated in 1902, and the present 
channel depth of 6.5 feet is not adequate for modern barge traffic. This depth 
will not permit use of full draft of the type barges employed on the Mississippi 
and Atchafalaya Rivers and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, thus materially 
increasing transportation costs. 

You may be sure that your interest in the soundness of this and any other 
project involving expenditure of public funds, both Federal and State, as well 
as local funds, is shared by the Corps of Engineers. It is precisely for this 
reason that the first work undertaken with the planning funds made available 
for 1956 was a reevaluation of the costs and benefits on the basis of current 
conditions and costs. 

Trusting that this interim report will serve your purposes until more con- 
clusive data can be developed, I am 

Sincerely, 
JOHN R. HARDIN, 
Major General, USA, 
Division Engineer. 
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Mr. Rapaut. Next is Mr. Chandler. 

Mr. Cuanpter. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, before 
I make a statement I would like to introduce some of the men who came 
with us here to Washington to appear. 

Mr. Ragpavr. First, put your name on the record. 

Mr. Cuanpier. My name is Leroy Chandler. I am secretary- 
treasurer of the Landowners’ Protective Association. I am a farmer 
in Rapides Parish, La. 

I would like to present Mr. Chester D. Wells, who will submit a 
statement. Mr. Wells is vice president of the Landowners’ Protective 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER D. WELLS 


Mr. Wexts. My name is Chester D. Wells. I live in Alexandria, 
La., in Rapides Parish. I own and operate a retail dairy farm. | 
am also vice president of the Landowners’ Protective Association. My 
farm lies in the alluvial section of the Red River Valley, and cutting 
my farm in two, is what I suppose is the right-of-way for the Over. 
ton-Red River lateral canal. I must say that one of the spokesmen 
for the canal assured some farmers present at a meeting who voiced 
their dissatisfaction with the location, as laid out by the engineers, 
that this was only a temporary survey. However, they have run a 
line through my place twice, and both times it hit in precisely the 
same spot. I have seen the maps laid out by the Louisiana Department 
of Public Works and these maps come just where the survey ran. 

Aside from the fact that my valuable farm will be practically ruined 
by construction of this canal, I am opposed from a taxpayer’s angle. 
In addition, I am opposed to construction of this or any other project 
that would take out of cultivation any land in this narrow valley 
whether it belongs to me or whether it belongs to farmers in another 
parish. I know that this Nation is already importing about 25 percent 
of its food, including fish, and at the rate ‘the population is increasing, 
it will be only a few ‘short years until every acre of land in this Nation 
will be priceless. Asa matter of fact, it is becoming that way already 
in this very same Red River Valley where I live. 

I heard one of the directors of the Red River Valley Association 
make astatement to a group of about three hundred farmers in Rapides 
Parish that the taxpayers would only spend about $8 million to buy 

rights-of-way and build bridges. Although 8 parishes originally 
were involved in this scheme, Grant Parish is withdrawing because it 
lies wholly across the river from the canal and the farmers and 
taxpayers have just about ding donged to death the men responsible 
for the inclusion of Grant Parish in the scheme in the first place. This 
leaves 7 parishes to get up the money which this man said would not 
exceed $8 million. 

At this same meeting a member of the Corps of Engineers admitted 
that 30 draw bridges costing in excess of one-half million dollars each 
will be necessary, not including railroad bridges. This item alone 
would come to more than $15 million. I believe the 20,000 acres of 
land will cost more than $20 million, and I am using a very conserva- 
tive figure. I consider that $50 million cost to the taxpayers of the 
seven parishes will be a very conservative figure, because many pipe- 
lines, many powerlines, many highways, cemeteries, and other im- 
provements will necessarily be removed from within the right-of-way. 
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Neither the association of which I am a member, nor a single solitary 
person within this Red River Valley will oppose construction of locks 
and dams in the Red River. I have asked a competent engineer about 
the feasibility of the Red River once again bearing tratlic as it did 
years ago and he tells me there is no reason why it can’t do so again. 
Not a foot of land will have to be purchased. Not a single bridge 
would need to be built. Not a dollar spent for removal of improve- 
ments, access roads or relocation of any highway. The Red River 
passes by the back door of every city and town of any consequence 
in the valley and is lying there ready to be used. The water is there. 

This engineer tells me that the main objection from an engineering 
stadnpoint is that 12 locks would need to be constructed at a cost 
of $10 million each in the river, as compared to 9 locks in the pro- 
posed canal. This is so much less money than will be necessary for 
construction of the Overton Canal that I don’t see how its possibilities 
could have been overlooked. The fact that the Red River carried 
so much silt in times of flood poses no greater problem than does the 
Ohio River and certainly it has been made navigable by a system 
of locks and gates. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, let me assure you that we who will be 
called upon to pay the fiddler in order that an east Texas concern 
can dance are not finding the tune very pleasant. I assure you further 
that for every single proponent of this wild expenditure of hard- 
earned money you hear from, I can produce 100 who are opposed to 
it Just as strongly, and I don’t believe the people will ever stand for 
the useless waste. 

The argument that Shreveport, Coushatta, Natchitoches, Boyce, 
Alexandria, Bunkie, and Marksville and all the little towns up and 
down this canal will suddenly bloom industries employing every per- 
son in Louisiana is simply not true. I can ask the question to Mr. 
Passman about the Ouachita-Black in his own congressional district 
Why hasn’t Monroe, Riverton, Columbia, Harrisonburg, and Jones- 
ville become suddenly industrialized? They are located on a navi- 
gation waterway that has been in operation for many years. There 
is no freight being hauled on this waterway, but it is being hauled 
alongside the waterway by trucks and railway. Why hasn’t Simms- 
port, Melville, Krotz Springs, and those little towns suddenly become 
rich and flourishing? They are situated on one of the deepest rivers 
in the United States. Gentlemen, I ask you to look at all sides of 
this question before you recommend any appropriations for this useless 
project. 

Allow me to thank you for your time. 

_ Mr. Cuanopter. I would like to introduce Mr. John H. Robert who 
is president of the Landowners’ Association, from Rapides Parish, 
La. Heisa farmer. 

Mr. Rapavr. We will hear from Mr. Robert. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. ROBERT 


Mr. Roserr. My name is John H. Robert. I am a farmer in 
Rapides Parish and I am president of the Landowners’ Protective 
Association, Inc. This organization was formed for the purpose of 
supplying mutual aid and benefit to the landowners and taxpayers, not 
only of the Red River Valley, but to the entire State. 
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Too long have the taxpayers remained at home on voting days 
whenever a tremendous tax burden was being placed upon them, simply 
because they lack sufficient information on the proposition to go to the 
polls and cast their vote .in an intelligent manner. This association 
has gone on record, and I would like to go on record again for the 
association, and will take the stand in the future, that it is opposed 
to the construction of the Overton-Red River lateral canal, until it has 
been made crystal clear, by those in authority, how certain requisite 
action will be handled : 

1. Upon what basis will the appraisal for the farmers’ property be 
made; 

2. Who will make this appraisal and will it be a panel of local real- 
tors or will the Corps of Engineers real-estate section establish the 
values of the appropriated properties; 

3. What is to be done about severance pay on the land that is cut off 
from a farmer’s acreage and becomes lost to him; 

4. Where will the bridges be placed with respect to farm-to-market 
roads? 

In House Document No. 320 of the 80th Congress, 1st session, in 
the third paragraph of the then Chief of Engineers, Gen. R. A. 
Wheeler’s letter to the United States Senate, under date of April 19, 
1946, it is pointed out that under the authorization for the Overton- 
Red River lateral waterway, local interests will furnish all necessary 
lands, easements, rights-of-way and all disposal areas, and in addi- 
tion, make all necessary changes in existing highways and highway 
bridges, and will construct all nee essary highw: ay bridges; will make 
all necessary changes in public utilities except railroad facilities; will 
maintain parts of all r: ailroads, highways, bridges, and utilities af- 
fected by the improvement, as well as a number of other items. 

On February 20, 1956, Congressman George Long addressed a letter 
to General Hardin, division engineer at Vicksburg, requesting infor- 
mation as to the cost to local interests in constructing necessary high- 
way bridges. On March 19, 1956, General Hardin replied to Con- 
gressman Long, and stated that about 15 bridges will be built by local 
interests and that 18 highway bridges would be built at Federal 
expense. 

This is the type of information, or rather lack of information, that 
has shaken the faith of the taxpayers in the Corps of Engineers, as 
far as this report is concerned. The authorization provides one 
thing—the Corps of Engineers, who seem to be enthusiastic propo- 
nents of the proposition, regardless of the cost-benefit ratio, put an 
entirely different construc tion upon the meaning of the law. 

The proponents of the canal have rade statements that $8 million 
will cover the entire cost to local interests. This simply is not true. 
I believe that more than $10 million will be spent in my own parish 
of Rapides. There is no class A farming land that can be had for 
$50, $100, or $500 an acre. I know of not one single farmer who will 
voluntarily sell his right-of-way from his farm because land is almost 
priceless throughout “Red River Valley. It is no wild guess when 
IT make the statement that more than $75 million will be the cost to 
local interests, over and above the cost to the Federal Government 
to construct the canal itself, construction of the railroad bridges and 
construction of the locks. 
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Therefore, gentlemen of this committee, I ask you to very carefully 
examine the other sides of this question. Up to this date, I assure 
you that you have heard from the very small minority segment of the 
taxpayers. I urge that you do not approve either construction or 
planning money for this gh 

I want to thank you for allowing us the time to appear before you. 

Mr. Cuanpier. Mr. Chairman, if I may, Congressman Passman 
is here and one of the witnesses is from his congressional district and 
is his friend and he would like to introduce him. 

Mr. Passman. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, of course, 
I do not have any position on the Overton Canal. Even though I am 
2 member of the Appropriations Committee, it is necessary to come 
before your committee and beg for money and I shall be doing that 
a little later in the afternoon. 

I have no position on the canal in that it doesn’t affect my district 
and I haven’t had the opportunity to study the report and the plans. 
Therefore, it is not my purpose to make a statement in connection with 
the Overton Canal. But I do have a very outstanding young man, 
not only from my congressional district but from my home town. He 
is one of the leaders in the farm movement down in my congressional 
district. It is an honor and a pleasure, and I might say a privilege, to 
introduce to the members of the committee Mr. Paul S. Ransom, of 
Monroe, La., who desires to make a statement with respect to the 
Overton Canal. 

Paul Ransom. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL S. RANSOM 


Mr. Ransom. I would like to submit that for the record and briefly 
make a statement to the committee. 

I am Paul Ransom from Monroe, La., third vice president of the 
Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation. My testimony will be the posi- 
tion of the Louisiana Farm Bureau, the largest general farm organi- 
zation in Louisiana. 

It is not the intention of the farm bureau to discuss any hypothetical 
merits or demerits of this proposed project; but rather to deal in real 
issues and ramifications of this project, and to pose questions in 
regard to them that have not been answered. 

A canal of this size and scope will create many problems, and I 
intend to pose only a few of them. 

What payment, if any, is to be made to the landowner for destroyed 
property, and more specifically, in the case of farm property, on 
what rate will the payment be based ? 

In such cases where this canal might bisect a farm in such a way 
as to destroy its usefulness as a farm unit, what provisions have been 
made to buy this entire farm acreage. And if provisions have been 
made, what price will be put upon farmland and what will be the 
source of revenue ? 

What will be done in regard to disposition of the spoil? Where 
the canal impairs drainage on a farm or destroys present drainage 
systems, will the landowner be reimbursed for his destroyed drainage 
system? If so, what type of compensation is planned for this pro- 
cedure ? 

Many major highways, farm-to-market roads and secondary roads 
of a variety of natures will be severed. The question I now pose is: 
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How many, and more specifically, which of these roads will be killed, 
how many of these said roads will be bridged, at what cost, and from 
what source will revenue be obtained ? 

The question also comes up of severed communications systems, 
pipelines, et cetera. Will they be reunited and at whose expense ? 

The position of the Louisiana Farm Bureau is this, that until such 
time as the promoters of this project can answer these questions spe- 
cifically and satisfactorily, we ask this committee to hold in abeyance 
any fund for this project. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Taper. May [ask a question ? 

Mr. Rapavur. Yes. 

Mr. Taser. Who are the promoters? 

Mr. Ransom. I haven’t had an opportunity to meet too many of 
them; however, I would imagine you would have to say your chamber 
of commerce in the area would benefit by it, and groups of that nature. 

Mr. Taser. Well, is this a case of the farmers on one side and the 
folks that live in urban communities on the other, or what is it ? 

Mr. Ransom. I would say, not. We are not opposed to the canal as 
such, we are opposed until these questions which affect farmers and 
landowners are answered. And they have not been answered at this 
time. 

Mr. Taser. Without knowing who the proponents are, it is rather a 
difficult proposition for the committee to find out anything about it. 

Mr. Ransom. In the Eighth Congressional District, our organiza- 
tions have asked the ones who are pushing this canal, if they could 
answer these questions. The answers have not been forthcoming. 

Mr. AnpersEN. How long a canal is proposed ? 

Mr. Ransom. I am not familiar with the exact length. I under- 
stand it is in excess of 200 miles. 

Mr. AnperseNn. In excess of 200 miles ? 

Mr. Ransom. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Murray. You are opposed to any appropriation for planning 
this year, then, is that correct ? 

Mr. Ransom. That is correct, until these questions regarding land- 
owners and farmers can be answered. We have been more or less 
caught in the middle of the thing and we should know the answers to 
these problems. 

Mr. Murray. They are not answered yet and therefore there should 
he no appropriations for this year, in your opinion ? 

Mr. Ransom. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. What is the estimated overall cost of the project? 

Mr. Ransom. I have no idea. I am not familiar with that. I am 
more or less presenting the Louisiana Farm Bureau’s position and we 
are not intending to discuss any hypothetical merits or demerits of 
the canal. We haven’t gone into that. We are more or less in- 
terested in these questions that affect our people. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You want certain questions answered ? 

Mr. Ransom. That is correct. 

Mr. Taser. Would you be able to tell us or submit to the committee 
clerk through Congressman Passman who the proponents are? 

Mr. Ransom. Mr. Chairman, are you familiar with that? 

Mr. CHanpter. I can tell them, yes. 

Mr. Taser. Give it to Mr. Passman. 
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Mr. Rapsaut. He will make known to the committee. 

Mr. Taper. Thank you. 

Mr. Ransom. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chandler is familiar with all these 
questions you are asking. Iam not from that district. Could he take 
my place and answer these questions? 

Mr. Rasavut. Yes. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Cuanpnter. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rapavt. Isthat the Overton Red River Waterway ? 

Mr. CHANDLER. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Rasaut. $88 million. 

Mr. Taper. Almost. 

Mr. Cuanpier. Mr. Chairman, may I say the $88 million is the 
appropriation on the part of the Federal Government. That is their 
participation. There is at least that much more that would be neces- 
sary from the taxpayers of the 8 counties, 8 parishes through which 
this canal passes. 

You asked the question how long it was. There are 174 miles of 
land and about 32 miles that it will traverse existing waterways. 

I would like to start with what I intended to say, Mr. Rabaut, if 
I may. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right. 

Mr. CHanpieR. We organized a group of landowners and taxpay- 
ers, organized the Landowners’ Protective Association, purely to have 
a medium to get information over to the people, the landowners who 
are going to finally pay the cost of the canal. Certainly, as far as 
the local interests are concerned. 

The proponents of the canal, that question was put, is a group of 
men for the most part the Red River Valley Association which or- 
ganization you are familiar with. The property owners have, because 
of lack of information, said nothing about this so far until it became 
pretty obvious that money is going to be spent either for planning 
money or to initiate construction, and the people down there are 
pretty well up in arms, sir. 

They had told the property owners in meetings that some $8 million 
would be required on the part of the local interest, in the same breath 
competent engineers from the Corps of Engineers in the New Or- 
leans District admit that some 33 bridges are necessary and in the 
authorization in this House Document No. 320, a copy of which I have 
here, of the 80th Congress, 1st session, it sets forth that local interests 
will pay for every bit of the construction except the locks, the dredg- 
ing of the canal itself and railroad bridges. 

Now, the local interest will construct the highway bridges, as I 
say, some 33 which are necessary, at a cost that is estimated to be a 
half a million dollars each. 

Mr. Rasavut. What benefit will the canal bring to the area? 

Mr. Cuanpier. Very dubious benefit. The canal will furnish prob- 
able benefits to those shippers who might live on one terminus, who 
might be seeking a deep water outlet. It ends at Shreveport, however. 

Now, may I say this: This document was put together by the Corps 
of Engineers based on traffic studies by the Louisiana Department 
of Public Works in 1945. 

_Mr. Rapavr. I understand it is going to take the traffic from a 
river, is that right ? 

Mr. Cuanpter. From a river. 
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Mr. Razavr. Or was taking it from some other place and diverting 
it this way, is that right 

Mr. CHANDLER. I don’t believe; no, sir. 

Mr. Rasavrt. I think that Congressman Long said something about 
that. 

Mr. Cuanpier. Well, I didn't hear him. I didn’t understand that. 

Mr. Ranaut. Didn’t you say it was going to take traffic from a river 
and divert it over to the canal ? 

Mr. Lone. I said that they would have to pump the water out of 
the river into the canal, it wouldn’t have any water in it. Is that 
what you meant? 

Mr. Rapavt. Yes. 

Mr. Cuanpier. This canal ends in the plains. This canal doesn’t 
connect two waterways at all. It comes from deep water of the old 
river and ends at Shreveport. It just stops there. It is not a con- 
necting line, sir, at all, and the water to operate it will be furnished 
by the Red River, and I might say in this document that the Bureau 
of the Interior have expressed a fear that at times of low water the Red 
River would not furnish the water to operate the canal. They have 
also expressed dissatisfaction with it and opposition to it because of 
its effect that it would have on the fish. 

The Red River furnishes a great deal of our fish interests down 
there. This canal will bisect one of the largest recreational fishing 
sections in Louisiana that is worth more than $2 million a year to that 
area. That is the Spring Bayou area, as we call it, where there must 
be 40 lakes. It will bisect it as far as we know. It will do away 
with that section of our State as far as recreation is concerned. 

But what I want to say, sir, is this: The point I want to make is 
that $8 million is not a true reflection the local interests will have to 
put up because these bridges alone, 33 bridges at a half a million 
dollars each, is close to $17 million. 

Now, it has been stated by the proponents of the proposition that 
the k: and would cost some $50 per acre, and I assure you that this canal 
goes through one of the finest alluvial sections of this Nation, and the 
land, the recent transfers in big tracts, has been in excess of $700 an 
acre, and I can verify that with certified copies of the transfers from 
the assessors in the parishes. 

Mr. Taper. How many acres would be involved ? 

Mr. CuHanpier. 19,350 acres, about 60 percent of which—$1,000 land, 
$900 land. In fact, it is priceless. 

Mr. Taper. Would the av erage be 500? 

Mr. Cuannter. I would say the average, sir, will be a thousand dol- 
lars, if we are going to consider that they must have severence pay. 
No provision at all has been made for severence pay. If this canal, 
which has a hundred-foot bottom and about a 7-to-1 or 6-to-1 slope, will 
make it about a 350-foot top, plus a 50-foot or 100-foot berm, plus a 
50-foot spoil-bank area on each side, plus a strip of land in there for 
access roads. 

Mr. Razaut. Who will pay for those things? 

Mr. Cuanpier. That is w shat we want to know, Congressman. The 
landowners are going to pay. 

Mr. Taser. Does the Federal Government pay ? 

Mr. Cuanpter. No; it is set forth right here. May I read this 
to you? 
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Mr. Rasaut. Well, it is a regular provision. 

Mr. Cuanpnter. It is a regular provision; that is right. The local 
interest shall pay for that. Teculd like to read it, if I may. 

Mr. Rapavt. It isn’t necessary. 

Mr. Cuanbter. It is right here on page 2 of this report. 

Now, we think that it 1s going to cost more than $60 million, that 
js a conservative estimate. 

Mr. Taser. That is to the local interest / 

Mr. Cuanpier. To the local interest. In the beginning this report 
said it would cost $2 million to the local interest and $42 million to 
work for the Federal Government. 

Well, it has grown by leaps and bounds. Now the engineers esti- 
mate it at becoming around $80 million to $90 million, really. There 
are all sorts of horseback opinions on what it will cost. But the local 
interest must furnish all these things. There was not a single pipe- 
line, Congressman, in this valley at the time of authorization. ‘Today 
there are nine. I have their names right here operating in, for the 
most part, all eight parishes, gas pipelines, crude pipelines, and those 
people are paying a big, big share of the taxes that help pay for our— 
help make our living down there. 

In other words, that pay for the schools and pay for the police, 
jury, roads, and so forth and so on. The Federal Government will 
simply appropriate money, some $90 million, $85 million, to dig the 
canal, build the locks, and build railroad bridges. Everything else, 
removal of improvements from right-of-way, all suits brought against 
the Federal Government in which the plaintiff wins will be paid for 
by the taxpayers. 

Mr. Taner. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. CuHanpuer. May I make one more statement, sir? 

Mr. Rapavut. Yes. 

Mr. Cuanpier. No small group of men can possibly speak for the 
people that pay the taxes in these eight parishes, they just can’t pos- 
sibly do it. They have sat and they might have been thought com- 
placent about it, and maybe that they were agreeable to it, but it was 
simply because of lack of information. Now, these people are stirred 
and if they had the means to get up here, they don’t have the means 
to get up here, but if they did have the means to get here you could 
have an array of irate citizens here that would reach from here to 
Louisiana, because I 

Mr. Rasaut. We can understand that. That is only natural. 

Mr. CHanpier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpersen. And you people are doing a pretty fair job this 
afternoon. 

Mr. Cuanpter. Well, this is the other side of the picture and there 
are more sides than just the Red River Valley side. I am a member 
of the Red River Valley Association and I have the most for them, but 
this is another side. 

I would like to submit a statement, if I may. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right, you may submit your statement for the 
record and put it in at this point. 

Mr. Cuanpier. Thank you. 
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(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT RELATING TO PROJECTS ON RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM By LAND- 
OWNERS’ PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, INC., ALEXANDRIA, LA., LEROY CHANDLER, 
SECRETARY-TREASURY 


My name is Leroy Chandler, I live in Rapides Parish, La. I am a farmer, 
a member of the Rapides Parish Farm Bureau and I am secretary-treasurer of 
the Landowners Protective Association, Inc. This is a new association and 
it was formed expressly to counteract any proposition which we believe to be 
detrimental to the well being of the taxpayers of Louisiana. Although this 
association has been newly formed, we believe only lack of time prevents our 
membership from embracing 90 percent of the taxpayers. 

The Red River Valley from Shreveport, La., to the Mississippi River, is one 
of the most fertile valleys in the United States. However, it is a narrow valley 
and is crisscrossed and traversed by many railroads and highways which have 
taken their toll in cultivable land for rights-of-way. We feel that any project 
which would take out of cultivation a 500-foot wide strip will need more justifica- 
tion than a statement made 10 years ago by the Corps of Engineers, the Red 
River Valley Association or any other association. 

The Overton-Lateral Waterway has never really excited the enthusiasm and 
response that the committees in Congress have been led to believe. It has been 
regarded, since authorization in 1946, as not being remotely practical and the 
enthusiasm for its construction is coming from one source only. The land- 
owners, Who must furnish the rights-of-way, the property owners who must pay 
the taxes, the power companies, the pipeline companies (and there are nine of 
them between Shreveport and the mouth of this proposed canal), the railroads 
and all others who pay the largest share of taxes, are opposed to construction 
of this canal, or any other canal unless and until it can be shown beyond any 
reasonable doubt that economic justification is there. Such justification has not 
been shown in this instance. 

The 1955 Louisiana State Legislature appropriated $25,000 to be used by the 
Overton-Red River Waterway Planning Commmission to promote this canal 
On October 10, 1955, a group of 16 men, all members of the Overton-Red River 
Waterway Planning Commission, met in Natchitoches, La. In addition to the 
members, the meeting was attended by about five employees of the Louisiana 
Department of Public Works, a bonding attorney, and the director of the Red 
River Valley Association. The directors moved to take a membership in the 
Red River Valley Association for the years 1955 and 1956 for $1,000 per year and 
to employ the Red River Valley Association as a public-relations medium at 
a salary of $500 per month, and the motion was carried unanimously. This 
group immediately began a sales job on chambers of commerce, city councils, 
and other civic bodies in the valley. The committee is assured that neither the 
Overton-Red River Waterway Planning Commission, these five employees from 
the Louisiana State Department of Public Works, nor the executive director of 
Red River Valley Association are authorized to speak for the taxpayers of the 
lower Red River Valley, who will be called upon to bear the tax burden of this 
wholly unnecessary project. 

In 1945 a traffic survey was made by the Corps of Army Engineers and a re- 
port of their findings was written and submitted to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives on April 19, 1945, from the Chief of Engineers, Gen. R. A. 
Wheeler. This report is House Document 320, 1st session, 80th Congress, and is 
titled “Red River, La., Ark., Okla., and Tex.” In a letter of transmittal to the 
Speaker of the House, Mr. Robert B. Patterson, Secretary of War, said in his 
closing paragraph, “The Bureau of the Budget advises that, while there is no 
objection to the submission of the report to Congress, the project should be con- 
sidered of low priority.” In a letter to the Chief of Engineers under date of 
April 12, 1946, the Acting Secretary of the Interior expressed the view that 
diversion of water near Shreveport to supply water for operation of the canal 
during times of extreme low water have a severe effect upon fish life and 
pointed out, in addition, that a probable need for additional irrigation water in 
the Red River Basin might arise and, in their opinion, sufficient water would 
not be available. 

On February 8, 1946, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in re- 
porting to the Chief of Engineers, said that they found as a result of their traffic 
survey, the principal commodities to be hauled were petroleum and petroleum 
products and cotton, with a lesser variety of other commodities in smaller vol- 
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umes. In addition they found that the drainage benefits totaled $300,000 
annually. 

At the time this survey was made only one pipeline company was in operation 
through the Red River Valley between Shreveport and Old River. This was 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., who had a small line through Bossier Parish. To 
date, 9 companies operate in and through the 8 parishes eifected from Shreveport 
to Old River. They are Interstate Pipe Line Co., in all parishes; United Gas 
Vipe Line Co., in all parishes; Southern Natural Gas & Pipe Line Co., in Red 
River and De Soto Parishes; Texas Gas Transmission Co., in Bossier, Caddo, 
Natchitoches, Red River and De Soto; Mid Valley Oil Pipe Line Co., in Bossier 
and Caddo Parishes; Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., in Natchitoches, Rapides, 
De Soto, and Grant; Trunk & Gas Pipe Line Co., in Rapids and Grant; Gulf 
Interstate Pipe Line Co. in Avoyelles and Rapides. Thus the picture has 
changed considerably since 1946 in regard to petroleum products which was 
the main products to be hauled. In addition, more than $8 million has been 
spent in drainage projects in this particular area which has cured, except for 
1 area in Natchitoches Parish, those problems. 

The 1945 estimate by the Corps of Engineers included over 95,000 tons of 
flour and grain preparations. Refuting this, the Federal estimate showed only 
5,798 tons of flour and grain were moved on the entire Mississippi system. 
The 1945 estimate included 68,000 tons of cotton; the Federal estimate showed 
that only 1,253 tons of cotton were moved in 1954 on the entire system. The 
1945 estimate included 19,000 tons of lumber. The Federal record showed that 
only 5 tons of lumber were moved on the entire Mississippi River between Ohio 
and Baton Rouge. The 1945 estimate included 487,000 tons of petroleum prod 
ucts; the Federal record showed that 1,420,958 tons of petroleum products were 
shipped on the Mississippi from Helena, Ark., but none were received there by 
water. This commodity is being moved by the aforementioned pipelines and 
cannot be properly included in the traffic survey. We know what has happened 
to the cotton situation, not only in the Red River Valley, but in the entire South. 
Pointed out above are only a few of the items in which there exists a wide dis 
parity, in what has been claimed, and may have been true in 1945 and 1946, and 
what is true today. In 1945 total benefits expected to result from operation 
of the Overton Waterway was $3% miliion, which was comnared to the total 
estimated annual charge of $2,740,000; thus the Board of Envineers showed a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.29 to 1. In 1955, operation of the waterway is estimated 
at $5,550,000 and the benefits expected to result from this operation is $633,000, 
with the resulted benefit-cost ratio being 0.114 to 1. 

On January 24, 1956, in Alexandria, La., the Louisiana Farm Bureau’s board 
of directors voiced formal opposition to the proposed Overton Canal. They 
listed, as major reasons for their opposition, the fact that it would split the 
narrow farming area, causing tremendous hardship and loss to the individuals 
involved. Another factor in their opposition was that although the lion’s share 
of the cost of the canal was to be borne by eight parishes in Louisiana, the 
benefits would go mainly to certain manufacturers in east Texas. Third, it 
would entirely disrupt the present highway traffic pattern and would change 
the existing drainage drastically. 

On January 30, another meeting was called in Alexandria by the entire Rapides 
Parish membership of the Farm Bureau and I was asked to present the facts as 
I knew them to this group of farmers. A report was handed me titled “Red 
River, La., Ark., Okla., and Tex., Red River Below Fulton, Ark., and Overton- 
Lateral Waterway.” This was a current, January 1956, evaluation of economic 
aspects of the waterway. This report was written by Rossiter McCrone, a con- 
sulting engineer at Vicksburg, Miss. In order to properly identify this engineer, 
a telegram was sent to the division engineer in Vicksburg advising this report 
by Rossiter McCrone was to be used at a meeting and inquiring whether Engi- 
neer McCrone wrote the report in 1946, which report is House Document 320 
of the 80th Congress referred to elsewhere in this statement. A telegram was 
received from General Hardin, the division engineer at Vicksburg, advising that 
Rossiter McCrone was a member of the staff of that office at the time the Over- 
ton Waterway report was prepared and that McCrone participated in its prepa- 
ration. Certain proponents of the waterway were present, including members 
of the New Orleans district, Corps of Engineers, and officers of the Red River 
Valley Association. At the conclusion of the meeting, the Farm Bureau voted 
unanimously to oppose the planned canal and declared themselves irrevocably 
opposed to anything which would tend to trespass upon the farmers of Louisiana. 
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On February 20, Congressman George Long addressed a letter to Gen. John 
H. Hardin, the division engineer at Vicksburg, and requested certain informa- 
tion in order that a number of items could be made clear to him, namely, on 
what basis were the farmer’s affected acres to be purchased, and an estimate 
of the costs, to local interests, of (1) rights-of-way; (2) removal of improve- 
ments from rights-of-way; (8) number of bridges to be built; (4) location of 
the bridges to be built; (5) the eventual cost to the landowners of this canal, 
as well as a number of other pertinent questions. No answer was received from 
the Corps of Engineers, and on March 2, 1956, Congressman Long sent a tele- 
gram asking that information be given him without further delay on the matter. 
On March 3, General Harden wired Congressman Long that his findings were 
not yet complete and that he would advise as soon as more information was 
available. 

The only possible conclusion is that this waterway cannot be economically 
justified. The Corps of Engineers, who for more than 175 years have only recom- 
mended those projects which were economically sound and which bore a favor- 
able benefit versus cost ratio, will not, I believe, take further stand on this 
matter. Therefore, gentlemen of the committee, we petition you to render an 
unfavorable report on requests for either planning or construction money for 
the Overton-Red River lateral waterway. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 
CURWENSVILLE Dam, PENNSYLVANIA 
WITNESS 


HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Ranaut. We have next here Congressman Flood but he is yield- 
ing to Mr. Van Zandt. 

Congressman Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. So we will hear the gentleman on the Pennsylvania 
projects. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I want to express to my colleague from Pennsyl- 
vania appreciation for yielding to me. 

I have a short statement, Mr. Chairman. 

On behalf of the residents of Clearfield, Pa., I appear before you 
to present their request that every possible effort be made to include in 
the 1957 public works flood-control appropriation bill the sum of 
$150,000 to cover the cost for planning purposes by the Army engi- 
neers of the proposed Curwensville Dam at Curwensville, Pa., which 
was authorized by the 1954 Flood Control Act. The dam will be con- 
structed on the West Branch of the Susquehanna River about 214 
miles upstream from Curwensville. 

According to the Army engineers, the estimated cost of the dam will 
be $24,200,000. The dam is part of a flood-control project conceived 
by the Army engineers to curb floods which have caused great dam- 
age and loss. of life in the West Branch Basin in the past. The 
earliest recorded flood on this river occurred in 1692, with other floods 
occurring at intervals from then until 1846. 

The most severe recorded flood on the river and the most damaging 
one experienced was that which occurred on St. Patrick’s Day 1936, 
when the West Branch of the Susquehanna River overflowed its 
banks and flooded a large portion of the borough of Clearfield, Pa. 
Other communities down river also suffered heavy flood damage. At 
1936 prices the damages incurred by this flood were in excess of $67 
million along the main reaches of the river. 
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Since 1936 there have been additional floods not as severe, however, 
as the flood of 1936. The residents of Clearfield Borough take the 
position that the St. Patrick’s Day disaster of 1936 could happen 
again and, for that reason, they have asked me as their Representa- 
tive in Congress to urge the recommendation of the Army engineers 
be concurred in and that the sum of $150,000 be made available to them 
for planning purposes. 

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Anpersen. How much damage, Mr. Van Zandt, was done in 
the 1936 flood ? 

Mr. VAn Zanpr. About $67 million. It affected Clearfield Borough 
as well as the communities of Lock Haven, Williamsport, and Sunbury. 

Mr. ANDersEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaut. Do I understand that the Bureau of the Budget has 
presented it to you? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. No, I conferred with the Bureau of the Budget and 
Army engineers and was given the impression that if the amount of 
$150,000 is inserted in the bill they would have no objections. 

Mr. Rapaut. Did they say to you they would give you a budget 
estimate on it ? 

Mr. Van Zanot. No, they did not. 

Mr. Razavt. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Thank you, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Thank you. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 
Brar Creek, Pa. 
WITNESS 


HON. DANIEL J. FLOOD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Raxpavt. All right, Mr. Flood, our colleague from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. Fioop. Mr. Chairman, this is a 

Mr. Razaut. Identify yourself on the record to the young lady. 

Mr. Fioop. Daniel John Francis Flood, of the 11th District of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a return engagement. I have been playing 
this circuit with this project since 1946 when it was first aut orized. 
This committee in its individual and collective wisdom and good judg- 
ment, and impressed by the disasters of last summer, after a series of 
disastrous floods for many many years, in the supplemental appro- 
priation appropriated $300,000 to begin immediate construction on 
this project. The bids are to be opened on the 12th of next month, 
construction should begin, the breaking of the ground, on the 26th of 
next month. 

The $300,000, of course, is to terminate on July 1 of 1956. This is 
known as the Bear Creek Dam in Pennsylvania. It is strictly a flood- 
control project. The purpose for the control is to protect the great 
Lehigh Valley developments into the Pennsylvania seaboard from the 
Pocono Mountains. 

The distinguished gentleman from New York, Mr. Taber, is well 
acquainted with the area and the terrain and the problem. 


59 





75562—56—pt. 2 

















928 


The project is listed for $18 million we authorized. It will take 
about 514 years to finish. It will be the biggest earth-filled dam of 
this sort this side of the Mississippi River. 

Mr. Ranaut. How long is it? 

Mr. FLoov. Long? I imagine it is about 314 miles. It isn’t too long. 
There is a natural gorge to. some extent in the area. It is on the Lehigh 
River at the confluence of the Lehigh River and what is known as 
Bear Creek, Mr. Taber, in that area. 

The project itself is entirely in my congressional district. The 
benefit in some as far as the flood control is concerned is in the district 
of Congressman Walter, the Bethlehem-Allentown-Easton triangle in 
which is found the Bethlehem Steel and vast defense industries and 
hundreds of millions of dollars. They have had disastrous experi- 
ences for many, many, many years. 

This last one, this summer, of course, was the straw that broke 
the camel’s back and this committee, knowing that, acted immediately 
to have the project begin and it will be underway within a few weeks. 
This, of course, is a request for the coming fiscal period, July 1, 
1956, to July 1, 1957, for money to continue the work which will soon 
begin under the supplemental, and our request today is simply for 
$2,250,000 for the continuing fiscal period. 

Mr. Rasavur. That is here. 

Mr. Fioop. I would like to submit a statement in addition, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavtr. Without objection, the statement will be placed in 
the record. 

We thank you very much. 

(The statement of Congressman Daniel J. Flood follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, I come before you today to speak in support of my request 
for funds to carry on the extremely important work of constructing a dam at 
Bear Creek, Pa., which is located about 12 miles from Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

In order to bring the members of the committee up to date concerning this 
project, I would like to inform them that my request for $300,000 in supple- 
mental appropriations was recently approved by the Congress. 

This amount was necessary for the purpose of getting the project started and 
will permit continuation of the construction until July 1 of this year. 

I have been informed that ground breaking for this project will take place 
on April 26, with the opening of bids scheduled for April 12. 

At this point I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that the Bear Creek project 
will be, upon completion, the largest earth-fill dam east of the Mississippi River, 
and it has been designed in such a manner as to prevent devastating floods in 
the highly industrialized Lehigh Valley and part of the Delaware Valley. Such 
important cities as Allentown, Bethlehem, Easton, Reading, Hazleton, Scranton, 
and Wilkes-Barre will be aided by the construction of this dam. 

During the first phase of the construction an excavation for a major approach 
channel will be made, an excavation in rock for the intake tower substructure, 
and boring for a distance of 1,150 feet to provide an outlet tunnel 16 feet in 
diameter. 

The tunnel will be blasted through a mountain, which will provide rocks and 
boulders for the dam. The dam will rise 234 feet above the bed of the Lehigh 
River, just below the junction of the Lehigh River and Bear Creek. It will be 
3,000 feet long. 

Boulders and rock will be excavated for the major portion of the outlet chan- 
nel, and a concrete lining 1% feet thick will be constructed in the circular tun- 
nel to provide free flow of the water. 

In addition to the above-mentioned features, the first phase of the construction 
will consist of an intake structure housing three hydraulically operated slide 
gates, each 5 feet 8 inches wide by 10 feet high, for the purpose of reservoir 
control and a duplicate set for emergencies. 

The dam will require about 90,000 cubic yards of common excavation, 20,000 
cubie yards of rock excavation, 13,000 cubic yards of rock excavation in the 








SM 


Se 





929 


tunnel, 4,500 cubie yards of tunnel concrete, 1,200 cubic yards of other concrete, 
75 tons of steel reinforcement, 80 tons of structural steel for tunnel supports and 
8,000 barrels of portland cement. 

During the first phase of the contract, no mechanical or electrical work will 
be involved, but the work will consist principally of earth and rock excavation, 
tunnel work and concreting. 

The embankment of the dam will contain about 3,605,000 cubie yards, 5,407,500 
tons of rolled earth fill, and approximately 585,000 cubic yards of rock or 
boulders taken from the mountain, and removed from the excavations. 

The reservoir capacity at spillway crest will be 110,000 acre-feet, and the 
reservoir capacity below conservation pool level is 2,000 acre-feet. 

The reservoir shoreline at the lowest. level would be at an elevation of 1,300 
feet and the shoreline at the spillway level would be at an elevation of 1,450 
feet. The reservoir at its widest point, which has an elevation of 1,450 feet, will 
be about 4,000 feet. 

I feel that an important point to keep in mind concerning this project is its 
geographic location—being far from inhabited land and would not require the 
relocation of railroads, homes, and utility lines. 

Over the past several years we have been confronted with the extremely 
serious problem of floods, especially in the eastern portion of the country. 

One of the major and most important benefits that will result from the con- 
struction of this dam will be the prevention of about $35 million in flood damage, 
which this area has experienced in the past. 

In all, about 20 communities, small and large, stand to benefit from the 
construction of this dam and, specifically, more than 1,300 families will receive 
protection from the effects of floods which devastated the area in the spring of 
1942 and again last August. 

When river stages are rising above normal and weather forecasts indicate that 
the stages may reach or exceed fiood stages at the possible damage centers 
downstream from the dam, the three slide gates which I mentioned at the intake 
end of the outlet tunnel will be closed, thus fully impounding the incoming 
waters at the reservoir. 

Another salient feature that should result from the dam’s construction is the 
development of the area into a new and larger vacationland since the northeast 
extension of the Pennsylvania Turnpike is about 2 miles from Bear Creek. 

In addition to this huge project, other improvements are planned at Allen- 
town for the widening and deepening of the channel in the river and easing the 
abrupt turn and approaches at the mouth of Little Lehigh Creek. 

Furthermore, improvements are also planned for the city of Bethlehem, the 
heme of the giant Bethlehem Steel Co. plants. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t feel it is necessary for me to tell this highly informed 
and intelligent committee what it means to the safety and defense of this great 
land of ours to protect and improve facilities in the key production centers of 
the Nation. 

Such centers are vital to our survival and projects such as the one at Bear 
Creek will guarantee our survival as well as improving the everyday living 
facilities of the area’s populace. 

It is estimated that once the project gets underway, which will be April 26, 
it will take about 514 years to complete the construction. 

The first phase, for example, will take in itself about 18 months and the 
entire cost of construction is estimated at about $18 million. 

I therefore submit for your consideration my request in the sum of $2,250,000 
in order to carry on the work for the 12-month period beginning July 1 of this 
vear. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this opportunity to submit my request 
for these most vital funds. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 
OMoLtacaAH Dam 
WITNESS 
H. §. MILAM, PETROLEUM ENGINEER, CHELSEA, OKLA. 


Mr. Raxzavt. Mr. Milam, please identify yourself for the record. 
Mr. Minam. I am H.S. Milam and I live in Chelsea, Okla. I am 


a petroleum engineer and I represent about 40 producers and more 
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than a thousand men who earn their livelihood producing crude oil 
from the Alluwe Field in Rogers and Nowata Counties in Oklahoma. 

Now then, we are in the upper end of the Arkansas Basin develop- 
ment program out there, and that is an oilfield. I am sorry I don’t 
have more of these maps but I didn’t know I was coming up here. 
There are some other fellows that could do a better job than I can, 
but they are pumping their wells and others of them are having to 
drill to keep their production and I am just the guy who couldn't 
say “no,” and here lam. And that is the best map I have. 

But this is the Verdigris River and this yellow portion is the area 
that the Oolagah Dam is going to cover with water. That is in times 
of flood, they will have gates in the bottom of that, but it is going to 
be just full, the flood is not going to go right on out the river. So this 
is the area of the field that I want to talk about. 

Mr. Raravutr. You want to talk about the field that is going to be 
flooded by the Oolagah Dam. 

Mr. Miram. The Oolagah Dam on the Verdigris River has been 
approved as one of the dams of the Arkansas Basin development pro- 
gram, but it is one which can be delayed until after many of the 
other dams have been built, because, unlike many of the other dams, 
the back water from Oolagah Dam will destroy a tremendous and 
vital natural resource. 

About 8 miles north of the proposed Oolagah Dam site on the 
Verdigris River is the south end of the Alluwe oilfield, one of the 
oldest and most prolific oil-producing fields in the United States. It 
is roughly 6 miles wide by 24 miles long, right along the Verdigris 
River. It produces a good quality of crude oil from the Bartlesville 
sand formation, from a depth of approximately 300 feet in the south 
to 700 feet in the north part of the field. 

The productive formation responds to secondary recovery by arti- 
ficial water drive. In other words, the oil-producing wells can be 
made to produce many times their present production by redrilling 
the properties and injecting chemically treated water under high 
pressure into “injection wells.” New producers are drilled and gen- 
erally all old wells, some of them 50 years old, are plugged. Thus a 
“second crop” of oil is produced. This “water flood” method can 
and will produce many additional millions of barrels of oil if develop- 
ment of these reserves is allowed to continue. 

Just how many barrels of economically recoverable oil remain can 
be estimated only after a most careful study by a competent engineer- 
ing firm specializing in secondary recovery, and we are arranging 
to do just that, cooperating with producers, pipeline companies, and 
the United States Corps of Engineers. 

Production from crude oil from only that part of the Alluwe oil- 
field served by one of the pipeline companies in 1953 was 1,993,766 
barrels. In 1954 it was 2,234,795 barrels. And in 1955 it was 2,- 
447,931 barrels, so continued development has more than made up 
for normal production decline. This amounted to an average daily 
production in 1955 of 6,706 barrels, making it one of the principal 
producing fields in Oklahoma. Gross income from the 1955 pro- 
duction was over $6 million. About $2 million of this money was 
paid out in wages, about $2 million of it was paid for material and 
supplies, and the remaining $2 million went to pay royalty owners, 
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to pay back the investment, for additional development, and finally 
for whatever profit there was left. This amount of money places the 
Alluwe oilfield in the big-business class, tremendously important to 
the economy of northeast Oklahoma. 
A report made in 1951 by the Bureau of Mines indicated— 

there are 19,500 oil-productive acres within the reservoir area below 650 feet 
elevation— 

the limit of the flood control pool at that tim 
they plan to use as the limit for the flood control— 





and an additional 5,800 acres between that elevation and elevation 661 feet— 


the upper limit of the ultimate flood-control pool. 

In 1941 there were approximately 10,896 wells on 54,480 productive 
acres in the Alluwe oilfields. Then by deducting the 19,500 acres and 
the 5,800 acres, this will leave 29,180 acres above elevation 661 feet. 
And that is the area on the outside of the yellow portion here. 

This same Pureau of Mines report said— 
the reservoir area may contain upward of 67 million barrels of recoverable oil. 
That is in the yellow area, 

Now, since that report was made, production has been increasing and 
yet we believe there are still more than 50 million barrels of oil out 
there that can be produced by present methods of recovery. We are 
working at it, and we would like to be permitted to continue to work at 
it. This is a tremendous natural resource, and several thousand wells 
will have to be drilled, water-injection wells and producing wells. 

Many of the water-treating plants are on low ground because that 
is the most economical place for them to be operated. Now, that is 
the water plants that treat the water to be used to inject into these in- 
jection wells. As near as I can count there are 26 of them located along 
the river and they are pumped into the wells. They were built close 
to the river because of the water supply, and because the return water 
produced with the oil will flow by gravity from the tank batteries to 
the water-treating plants. 

Mr. Rapaur. What do they do with the water that comes out ¢ 

Mr. Mina. That is conducted through pipelines back to the water- 
treating plants where we treat it and put it back into the ground again. 
It is a water cycling process. 

Mr. Rarnavur. Yes, take the oil out. 

Mr. Minan. Yes, sir; it is separated out and we use the oil over 
again. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Mitam. One pipeline company has in service 184.62 miles of 
pipe, largely a gravity pipeline gathering system extending from the 
oil tanks on 516 different leases “downer: ade along the c1 reeks to only 
5 pump stations. 

Now, that may sound kind of odd but these tanks located on these 
different leases are connected to a pipeline system that flows more or 
less down the creeks and it goes into a pump station down there at 
Spencer Creek, Lightning Creek, Alluwe, and then it is pumped 
through a pipeline through this yellow portion and then to the 
refineries. 

At these pump stations the oil is pumped into a main line up the east 
side of the Verdigris River for about 18 miles, and then it turns west 
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und connects with the main trunklines to the refineries to the north 
and east of Oklahoma. Most of this pipeline and all of the pump 
stations are below the 651-foot elevation. 

Water to be held behind the proposed Oolagah Dam to prevent flood- 
ing on the Verdigris River below the dam, or when the Caney River is 
at flood stage, it comes in below the dam, or when Bird Creek is at flood 
stage. it comes in below the dam. Or the Arkansas River at flood 
stage, or other possible reasons with which I am not familiar, will cause 

tanks to float and break pipeline connections, wellhead connections will 
be broken, water-treating and pumping plants will be shut down, 
causing not only a loss of current production, but a loss of ultimate 
production. 

At that time the pipeline company cannot run any oil, so the whole 
Alluwe field will be shut down. When the water is eventually lowered 
it will be many days before the mud flats dry up enough for repair 
crews to get through to repair the water plants, pipelines, wellhead 
connections, t? inks, and other equipment, over a semblance of roads the 
county stopped maintaining when the land went off the tax rolls. 

It is a common occurrence for an old well, its location unknown, to 
start seeping oil or water, or both, 600 to 1,000 feet from an injection 
well, so it would be very risky business under present pollution laws to 
have any injection well within one-fourth mile of the 651-foot contour 
line. This would eliminate possibly another 6,000 productive acres, 
so the 29,180 productive acres above elevation 651 feet would be 
reduced to approximately 23,000 productive acres out of the 54,000 in 
the whole field. 

Any pipeline company running oil could not afford to operate under 
these conditions, so in all probability there would be no pipeline outlet 
for any of the oil production from the Alluwee field. In other words, 
we might readily lose our market. 

Several of us have been in conference with representatives of the 
United States Engineers office in Tulsa to acquaint them with our 
operations, and let them know of the problems encountered during 
times of flood on the Verdigris River, and to solicit their aid in working 
out some mutual arrangement. We are also cooperating to the fullest 
extent with the pipeline companies. 

We respectfully ask that our independent engineering report be 
given the consideration it deserves, and request. permission to submit 
it to the proper governing bodies through the United States Engineers 
when it is completed. 

Gentlemen, here a tremendous reserve of crude oil is threatened by 
the construction of the proposed Oolagah Dam, and merits your care- 
ful consideration. 

Mr. Rapaur. There has been a total of 69 floods on this river? 

Mr. Minam. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. And the damage of $22 million. Now, have you 
brought this to the attention of the committee before ? 

Mr. Mitam. Probably one reason I am up here is because my dad 
was up here 15 years ago and they thought I ought to come back now. 
Yes, it was stopped 15 years ago by my father, Mr. Whitehill, and Bill 
Goldforth. 

Mr. Rapsaut. Was anything done about it here? Appropriations 
to June 30, 1955, were $339,000. Appropriations last year were a 
million dollars. 
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Mr. Miram. We have purchased land for the dam site, the area has 
been cleared, and I think now a contract has been let for some of the 
earth movement, some of the earth fill work. We kind of placidly 
let this thing go by because we will be flooded like we were flooded 
before, but we came to realize that they are not going to pay us 
for our loss up in there. They haven’t said anything about it. There 
are going to be 2 holes in the bottom of this dam to draw the water 
back down at bank full below the dam, so instead of being covered 
up 2 to 3 days at a time, we may be covered up 2 or 3 weeks at a time. 

Now, we haven’t been flooded for a year or 2 or 3 down there. 

Mr. Ranaut. But you could start operation afterwards? 

Mr. Mitam. We could, but the county is not going to maintain any 
roads for us down in there. And there are a lot of other dams to be 
built in the Arkansas Basin and they won’t cover up an oilfield. 

Mr. Rapavt. No, the point I am trying to make is that the Gov- 
ernment has gotten into this thing in the last few years up to $1,397,- 
000 and they are in here for fiscal 1957 for $3 million additional. And 
now you come in about the oil business. 

Mr. Mitram. The Army engineers 

Mr. Ranaut. What was the reason they dragged their feet before ’ 

Mr. Mitam. The Army engineers have been misinformed as to the 
effect that there are about 3 million barrels reeoverable oil there, when 
in reality there is a whole lot more than that. 

Mr. Taser. How much ? 

Mr. Mizam. Fifty million, taking the Bureau of Mines’ figures. 

They have been told most of it can be recovered within 3 years’ time. 
They are right, if we had all of our wells completed within the next 
week or so. But it takes a lot of drilling in there to complete the 
property to develop it for water drive. 

Mr. Taser. How long is it until the dam is completed so that it 
would begin to flood this? 

Mr. Mira. Three years. 

Mr. Taser. Three years? 

Mr. Mina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Taper. Well, couldn’t you get your wells fixed up in that time? 

Mr. Miram. No, sir. 

Mr. Taser. Why? 

Mr. Miztam. We are drilling now, the field is being drilled now at the 
rate of about 450 or 500 wells a year. It is still going to take about 
5,000 wells to completely recover all of the recoverable oil. 

Mr. Rasavut. Do you have a pool down there? 

Mr. Mira. It is about 50 years old; yes, sir. And it is what we call 
a natural dissolved gas drive in which the—it is like a bottle of soda 
pop, you shake it up and it spews out bubbles. That is the way the 
oil comes out of the sand. You will get some of the soda pop out of 
the bottle but there will still be some left. That is the same way the 
oilfield works there. The oil that is left in there, we can push water 
through the sand and crowd the oil into the wells and produce it, but 
it takes time. It takes a lot of wells and now, in 3 years’ time, yes, 
we can get the cream of the production. It will taper off—the produc- 
tion will decline for another 6 or 7 or 8 years, but we can get the cream 
of it in 3 years, if we had all those wells. 











934 


Mr. Rasaut. What would be the effect of this water that is on top, 
the water that would go into the dam, would that be helpful to you or 
detrimental to you as far as oil is concerned ? 

Mr. Mixa. It will just cover up our physical operations on top of 
the ground. 

Mr. Rasaut. Would it help you otherwise? 

Mr. Mitam. No, sir. 

Mr. Raravt. The only fault I have to find with it is that you come 
in now after we have gone into an expenditure of $1,397,000 and the 
Army engineers are on deck with an improvement of 3 million more. 

Mr. Mixam. If some of the other works could be carried on and let 
that portion of the dam remain as is for a few years we will get a lot 
more of this reserve out. 

Mr. Razavt. All right, we will take that up. 

Mr. Murray. I would like to ask a question. 

There was a period of time after you first operated the oil before you 
went into flushing out this oil, is that correct 

Mr. Minam. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Murray. When did you start flushing out the oil? 

Mr. Mizam. The field was developed along about 1905 to 1910 and 
produced like I explained just natural gas drive, being pumped. How- 
ever, the production declined approaching the economic limit in 1917 
and 1918 and vacuum was supplied to these wells to suck more oil into 
the well. However, it was approaching its economic limit in 1925-26, 
and 1927, and somebody found out they could select certain wells for 
gas injection. So they converted these vacuum pumps over to pres- 
sure pumps and started injecting gas into these wells and that pro- 
duced production about three times. 

However, that was approaching its economic limit about 1935, 1936, 
or 1937, and then somebody found out where the casing was leaking, 
permitting the water to run into a well that we could pump water into 
that well, and the water would move through the oil aa sand fore- 
ing the oil ahead of it into the producing well. 

Mr. Murray. When did you discover that process ? 

Mr. Mizam. About 1935 it was first tried in the field. It has been 
going on for 20 years. 

Mr. Murray. It has been going on for 20 years? 

Mr. Mizam. But it takes aes, Satna to do that. It doesn’t cover 
the whole field all at once. It will take another 10—if there were 10,000 
wells in the field in 1941, it will take us approximately 8 or 10,000 
more wells to develop it for water drive. They are not equipped, the 
old wells are not equipped to stand the high pressures of the water. 

We operate 5, 6, 700 pounds of pressure. 

Mr. Murray. Well, how many years have you been going at it now 
with this latest method? It has been over 10 years, hasn’t it? 

Mr. Mixam. Yes, sir, it has been 20 years; 1936, 20 years. 

Mr. Murray. And how many more years would you estimate to get 
to the point where you 

Mr. Mita. I am going to say another 20 years. 

Mr. Murray. Well, is your actual complaint a question of how much 
you should be paid by the Federal Government for your property ? 





935 


Mr. Minam. It is a matter of time. We would like—I say we would 
like, I may be getting off the deep end, but if some of this money that 
might have to be spent up here to buy this oil field could be spent on 
Keystone or Dardanelle or Euphalia, and let this thing go for 5, 10, 
or 15 years, then come in and finish this, there will be a tremendous 
lot of oil taken out of this field before then. 

Mr. Murray. You are going to get paid for any condemnation pro- 
ceedings, you are going to get paid for any damage, any interest you 
have in that land and that is going to be predicated on the fair value 
of the land, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Minam. But the lease owner is not always the land owner. 
They buy the land, yes, what they are going to do with the lease owner 
we don’t know yet. 

Mr. Murray. But if the lease owner is fairly compensated for what- 
ever his interest is then you certainly would not object to the dam, is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Mitam. Yes, sir; I would object, because there is going to be a 
thousand men up there thrown out of work and there are going to be 
2 or 3 towns lose 90 percent of their business, and the country will lose 
50 million barrels of oil. 

Mr. Murray. Your last statement is not actually as the record dis- 
closes because from the understanding I have of the project, you are 
going to save oil downstream so it will balance off one against the 
other. 

Mr. Mixa. I do not know of any other oil crews downstream that 
would be benefited any. 

Mr. Murray. I am not at all sure that you could not get the oil out 
even with that lake in there. 

I do not have any point of view whatsoever about the project, but 
[ cannot understand your argument when you predicate your oppo- 
sition on an economic loss to you when our laws provide for compen- 
sation. I cannot understand that type of argument. 

Mr. Mizam. Well, our wells are 330 feet apart and think of the diffi- 
culties of operating underwater. They could not be operated that way 
because of plugs and so forth. 

Mr. Murray. They could not be operated that way so that you could 
economically operate your wells? 

Mr. Mitam. That is right. 

Mr. Murray. They could possibly be operated, is that correct? 

Mr. Mitam. They could 

Mr. Murray. In other words, to retrieve the oil, they could not be 
operated in such a manner that an oil operator could make any 
money. 

Mr. Mitam. That is right, it would just cost too much. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you. 

Mr. Rapaut. We have to take into consideration the fact that there 
have been damages from floods there to the extent of $22 million. 

We have a note here to take the matter up with the engineers when 
they come before us and we will get both sides of this question. 

Mr. Mitam. Thank you. 
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Maxrcu 27, 1956. 


LOWER MISSISSIPPI FLOOD CONTROL, AND MISSISSIPPI RIVER-GULF OUTLET 
WITNESS 


HON. OTTO E. PASSMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Ranaut. We will be pleased to hear from Congressman Pass- 
man at this time. 

Mr. Passman,. Off the record, Mr. Chairman. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rapavt. It is a great privilege for us to have a member of the 
Appropriations Committee to sit on the other side of this table and 
give testimony. 

Mr. Passman. My colleague, Congressman Hébert, was called to 
New Orleans. He is interested in planning money for the Mississippi 
River-Gulf Outlet. I ask permission of the committee to insert his 
remarks in the record after I complete my remarks. 

Mr. Razavt. They will be put in the record at the appropriate place 
as requested by the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. Passman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, may 
I, at the outset, express my sincere thanks to you for the privilege of 
appearing before you at this time. My appearance here is for the 
purpose of supporting the appropriation of sufficient sums to permit 
continuance on an economically sound basis, during fiscal 1957, of the 
nationally important flood-control work on the lower Mississippi 
River and its many tributaries. 

At the expense of possibly being repetitious, I should like to review 
briefly some of the significant facts pertinent to this matter : 

The harnessing of the unpredictable, meandering, mighty Missis- 
sippi and its tributary rivers in the lower Mississippi Valley was 
planned as an overall project more than a quarter of a century ago. 
Slowly, but surely, this serpent of nature =) Seine brought under con- 
trol; but notwithstanding the progress which has been made through 
the years, the total project even now is probably less than 80 percent 
complete. 

Congress has authorized a total expenditure of $1,314 million prior 
to this year, for pursuing this work, Over a period of years, the Con- 
gress has appropriated approximately $906 million toward the fur- 
therance of the overall project, leaving a balance of some $408 million 
yet to be appropriated under the existing authorizations. 

The average annual appropriation for the flood-control work of the 
lower Mississippi River and tributaries for the 8 years prior to fiscal 
1956 had been $57,100,000, including an extremely unfortunately re- 
duced sum for fiscal 1955. The appropriation for fiscal 1956 was in 
the amount of the budget request. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, you have heard many 
witnesses testify in support of an adequate appropriation to the over- 
all project and its specific phases. The Secretary of the Army, the 
Chief of the Corps of Army Engineers, the President’s Budget Direc- 
tor and others have established the fact that the very minimum neces- 
sary to continue the essential flood control and related work on the 
lower Mississippi River and its tributaries for fiscal 1956 would be 
$56,030,000. 
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May I earnestly urge that you recommend appropriation of no less 
than this amount. Although I am confident this total does not con- 
stitute an adequate sum to enable prosecution of the work in the most 
satisfactory and profitable fashion, it would, nevertheless, probably 
permit continuance of this vital project, which has a ratio of benefits 
to costs exceeding 5 to 1, without delays of an unduly damaging 
nature. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I should like to point out again, as I have done 
in prior years, that the project could surely be carried on more 
economically and profitably for the Nation if the annual appropria- 
tion could be increased to a minimum of $65 million, and desirably 
more. Especially is this true when it is considered that the Old River 
closure undertaking, which is the Nation’s No. 1 specific flood-control 
project at this time, is now a part of the overall effort. 

With all of us being keenly mindful of the fact that the project 
is providing the basic structure for development of one of the most 
important areas of the United States—while eliminating and control- 
ling floods which in years past had wrought damage and _prop- 
erty losses mounting into the billions of dollars, which had claimed 
hundreds of lives, and resulted in untold suffering for thousands—I 
am confident that the members of this committee, in evaluating the 
testimony which has been presented, will regard the amount requested 
in the budget as the absolute minimum which might be safely appro- 
priated. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, may I discuss briefly with you and the mem- 
bers of the committee the Old River control structure, which is essen- 
tial to the preservation of the midcontinent’s outlet to the sea and to 
world markets and which is also essential to the protection and 
security of a broad area and to a vast agricultural and industrial 
complex. 

This is indeed an emergency project. No delay whatsoever can be 
afforded in this work. 

The diversion of the Mississippi at Old River through the Atacha- 
falaya has created an emergency flood-control problem which, to a 
large extent, also threatens existing flood-control works in the lower 
basin. If control measures are not pursued as planned, total diver- 
sion could occur. It has been established that unless adequate ap- 
propriations are made to proceed with this particular project, with 
completion at the earliest possible date, the losses sustained could well 
go into the billions of dollars. 

These are facts which are, of course, recognized by the committee, 
and which have ben recognized by the Congress in authorizing the 
Old River closure project. Therefore, trusting that I may be par- 
doned for repeating, for the purpose of emphasis, I hope that you will 
consider as a minimum amount to be appropriated for Old River con- 
trol the $6,700,000 budget request for heal 1957: and I also hope that 
you will give careful consideration to the possibility of appropriating 
more. 

There is yet another extremely important matter, Mr. Chairman, 
and members of the committee, which I respectfully ask you to per- 
mit me to discuss with you. This concerns a request, which I now 
make of you, for the appropriation of at least $300,000 in planning 
funds—over and above the other items comprising the lower Missis- 
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sippi Valley flood-control requests for fiscal 1957—in connection with 
the Mississippi River-Gulf outlet. 

This project has been authorized by H. R. 6309, which passed the 
House August 1, 1955, and passed the Senate March 19, 1956. Today, 
the bill has not "yet been signed by the President; but it is expected 
to be signed, and become public law without delay. 

An element of urgency is truly involved in proceeding with this 
proposal. Now, following the authorization, it is extremely impor- 
tant that planning by the Cor ps of Engineers may proceed in an 
orderly manner. 

It may not be amiss for me to review some of the facts in connection 
with this proposed New Orleans-to-Gulf tidewater channel. Of the 
estimated $154 million cost of the paejact, plans call for an eventual 
Federal Government expenditure of $88 million. The 70-mile seaway 
could cut 40 miles off the Mississippi River distance to the gulf, avoid 
currents, and provide an alternate route, which is a point of vital 
national defense importance. 

The Mississippi River Basin’s great inland-waterway system would 
be strengthened immeasurably by addition of this vital facility to 
the port of New Orleans. Provision of the facility would benefit 
directly the entire central portion of the United States by an esti- 
mated minimum benefits-to-cost ratio of more than 2% to 1. And, 
this does not take into account the inestimable real and potential bene- 
fits to the great Mississippi Valley region and the entire United 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say again sincerely, thank you and the mem- 
bers of the committee for affording me the opportunity of appearing 
before you in support of adequate flood-control appropriations for 
fiscal 1957 for the lower Mississippi River and its tributaries, and to 
seek your favorable consideration of the request for $300,000 in pre- 
liminary planning funds for the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaut. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. F. E. H EBERT 


We will insert in the record at this point the statement of Congress- 
man F, Edward Hébert. 
(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


Members of the committee, I regret that I am unable to be present personally 
to present this statement, but I do appreciate the courtesy allowed me in filing 
this paper. 

My colleague from Louisiana, Otto E. Passman, and a member of your com- 
mittee, has graciously and ably taken the leadership in presenting the request 
for planning money in reference to H. R. 6809, popularly known as the Mississippi 
River-Gulf outlet. 

It is my privilege to have introduced this legislation and my honor to have 
my name on the bill. When originally introduced my colleague from New 
Orleans, Hale Boggs, introduced an identical bill as did my colleagues from 
Louisiana in the Senate, Allen J. Ellender and Russell B. Long. 

It would be repetitious to repeat here the testimony and arguments favoring 
an appropriation of some $300,000 for planning money in connection with this 
project, which is not a local one but one of great magnitude affecting the entire 
Mississippi Valley. I feel that the presentation which has been made on behalf 
of the appropriation is most adequate and convincing. I unhesitatingly join 
with my colleagues and the civic leaders of the Nation who are behind this 
project in respectfully urging favorable consideration of this request by your 
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committee. As has been pointed out, while the bill has not been signed by the 
President, it is expected to be signed within a matter of hours. 

As you well know, the bill passed the House without a dissenting vote and 
also passed the Senate under similar circumstances when it was sent to the 
floor with the unanimous support of the committee which handled the legislation. 

This project has been under study for many years and has advanced to its 
present position with the approbation and support of the Corps of Engineers, 
the governors of all the Mississippi Valley States, the organizations dedicated 
to the prosperity and progress of the Mississippi Valley and to many individual 
leading citizens, coupled with widespread newspaper editorial support. 

While the project lies entirely within my congressional district it belongs 
not exclusively to this district but to the Nation, not only as an economic venture 
but a most important part of the defense pattern of the country. 

I again express to you my deep gratitude for the opportunity of making this 
short statement and assure you I shall appreciate whatever favorable considera- 
tion you might give this request. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 


Wapsasu RIver 
WITNESSES 


HON. WINFIELD K. DENTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 

HON. CHARLES W. VURSELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Razavut. We are going to hear from our colleague, Congressman 
Denton of Indiana. 

Mr. Denton. I would like to introduce our colleague, Con 
Vursell, first. 

Mr. Razavt. All right, Congressman Vursell. 


gressman 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES W. VURSELL 


Mr. Vursett. [think I can get through by reading a short statement 
I made here and I know that time is very important for this overworked 
committee. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my purpose in 
coming before the committee today is to support an appropriation 
request, for $340,000 to be expended on bank stabilization, and for the 
purpose of such channel-construction work that is necessary to protect 
from erosion the abutment approach to the New Harmony Bridge, 
which crosses the Wabash River connecting Carmi on the Illinois 
side, and New Harmony on the Indiana side of the river. 

I requested an appropriation of $500,000 in the 2d session of the 
8ist Congress for practically the same purpose, which was authorized 
by Public Law 516, 81st Congress, 2d session, in the Rivers and Harbors 
bill of that date. 

Apparently, the Bureau of the Budget did not approve this and the 
officers of the White County Bridge Commission went ahead and did 
the work and paid for it out of the proceeds made available through 
(he collection of tolls. 

Since that time, in fact about July of last year, all of the outstanding 
bonds which had been issued many years ago for the building of this 
bridge were paid off, and the offices of the White County Bridge 
Commission attempted to turn over to the State of Illinois and the 
State of Indiana the bridge in question, to be operated by these States 
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free of tolls according to the contract under which the bridge com- 
mission had been operating. 

The Governors of Illinois and Indiana, through their highway 
departments, I am informed, each asked their engineers to examine the 
condition of the bridge, and to report back to them an estimate of any 
costs they thought would have to be expended on the bridge, on the 
abutments, or on the channel. 

Naturally, their purpose was to determine something of the initial 
cost that would have to be borne by the two States before they deter- 
mined whether or not they felt it desirable to accept the bridge, and 
operate it, free of tolls in the future. 

I have been informed that such investigation was made by the 
engineers representing the 2 States, and report was made that it 
would require considerable channel costs, and some other costs, to the 
extent that up to the present time the 2 States have not been willing 
to accept and operate the bridge in question. 

Now, in the meantime, I think it was about December 1955, the 
officers of the White County Bridge Commission—having paid off the 
bonds—felt that the people were entitled to a reduction in tolls and 
they proceeded to reduce the tolls by about 50 percent. 

Since that time the question has arisen as to the necessity of doing 
some channel work on this river at the earliest date possible, and I 
have been informed that within the past 2 months competent engi- 
neers have again investigated the bridge to determine the necessity of 
channel work to preserve this important artery of commerce between 
the 2 States and have reported to Congressman Denton that to do the 
necessary channel work that should be done would require about 
$700,000, and Mr. Denton and I are coming before you today to recom- 
mend that $340,000 be appropriated in this session of Congress, which 
would probably be all of the money that could be spent this year, with 
the thought that at the next session of Congress the balance could be 
secured that would finish the job. 

It does not seem good business to me to allow a bridge that is serv- 
ing the purpose that bridge is, with its volume of traffic every month, 
us the records will show, to allow conditions surrounding it to de- 
teriorate to the point where its use would have to be discontinued. 

This bridge could, and will, serve a great economic purpose to 
southern Illinois and southern Indiana for years to come if this small 
amount of money is expended to keep the water of the Wabash con- 
fined to the channel, and prevent the washing out of the abutments. 

I am of the opinion that if the Federal Government, which has 
authority to, will step in and undertake this work, that certainly it 
should have a tremendous influence on the officials of the 2 States to 
take over the bridge and operate it, free of tolls, and that is what the 
people on both sides of the river want done. 

I hope the committee will see fit to grant our request. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, that is about all I have to say, and I under- 
stand that Mr. Denton, who will follow me, will go more into detail 
along the same line. 

Mr. Rapavur. You remain a minute, will you, until Mr. Denton is 
finished ? 

Mr. Vursetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rapavur. All right, Mr. Denton. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WINFIELD K. DENTON 


Mr. Denton. I will file a statement. I would just like to discuss 
my subject with you orally, and then I will file my statement. 

Mr. Rapavut. Will you put your name on the record. 

Mr. Denton. My name is Winfield K. Denton; I am a Congressman 
from the Eighth District of Indiana. 

Like Congressman Vursell, I am appearing before this committee 
to ask that $340,000 be appropriated for bank-stabilization work on 
the Wabash River at the New Harmony Bridge which runs between 
Indiana and Illinois. 

Now, this expenditure, as Congressman Vursell said, was author- 
ized by Public Law 516 of the 8ist Congress, which was passed in 
1950. This bridge was constructed across the Wabash River at a point 
51.5 miles above its mouth in 1930. In 1941 the bridge was purchased 
by the White County Bridge Commission. 

This commission was set up by an act of Congress and it was au- 
thorized to purchase the bridge, issue bonds in the amount of the 
purchase price, and collect tolls. When the tolls were collected they 
were to be used to apply to maintaining the bridge and retiring the 
bonds; and then the act provided that when the bonds were retired the 
bridge would be transferred to the States of Indiana and Illinois for 
operation as a free bridge. 

The Wabash River is a rather meandering stream. However, when 
the bridge was built the Wabash Channel was no problem. Now, I 
have shown you copies of a plan that the Army engineers drew up; 
you notice that, at this particular point above the bridge the Wabash 
Channel curves over to the west toward the Illinois side, and then 
comes back toward the Indiana side. The bridge is right below this 
turn [indicating on a plan]. 

Now, the river has so meandered that as the river flows around this 
bend it strikes the Illinois bank at an angle of 60°, and it strikes 
the understructures or the piers and abutments toward the west end 
of the bridge at this angle of 60°. 

This has caused a good deal of erosion of the bank, and it causes 
scouring around the piers. 

There was information of this being a danger to the bridge. In 
order to protect this bridge the White County Bridge Commission 
has expended or committed the sum of $936,185 ; and the Government, 
through the Corps of Engineers, has spent another $100,000 under 
the law permitting the Army engineers to spend up to $50,000 in 1 
year for emergency protection of public facilities. 

The work was done very largely by placing riprap and revetments 
along the banks of the river and all the piers are protected with riprap 
and revetments. This work was approved by the bridge commission’s 
engineers. Under the bond indenture, all expenditures had to be 
approved by this firm of competent engineers and the work had to be 
given the O. K. by the Army engineers. And the work should have 
been done, but here was the trouble—the Army engineers explained 
to me: It was much as though you had a house with a bad roof and 
every time the wind blew off some shingles you would try to meet the 
problem by replacing shingles here and there, when really you should 
have built a whole new roof. This river could have been fixed up if it 
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had been done in a single job by the Army engineers for much less 
money than this bridge commission and the Government have already 
spent. The commission spent nearly $1 million of money realized 
from toll collections in.a vain effort to correct this condition. 

Now, one thing was done that was very good. As you will notice 
on this map that I have given you, the White County Bridge Com- 
mission has dug a diversion channel which runs from the northern 

art of this bend of the Wabash down to the southern part of the 
Lads When the river flows through there it strikes the bridge at 90° 
and it does not cause this erosion ‘trouble. How ever, not all of the 
river’s flow passes through this diversion channel. 

The original plans that the Army engineers called for required 
some $65, 000 to get more right-of-way to make that diversion channel 
wider, but nature has taken care of that and the river has widened 
the channel itself. 

The Army engineers’ plans provide for building a dike which would 
run from the northern part of this island across the old channel to 
the Illinois side, and that will force the water down through the 
diversion channel so it would strike this bridge directly. 

Iam chairman of a committee, the Select Committee To Investigate 
the White County Bridge Commission, which was appointed to inves- 
tigate several matters concerning the New Harmony Bridge; and the 
Army engineers’ representative appeared before that committee, and 
testified that this bridge-protection work was needed. 

I have submitted photostatic copies of the plans of the Army engi- 
neers, and there is also attached the testimony on February 13, 1956, 
of Colonel Milne, United States district engineer at Louisville, Ky., 
and Clinton D. Hanover, Jr., engineer for the bridge commission, 
which shows the danger and the damage to the bridge caused by the 
aforementioned condition and the proposed improvements needed to 
take care of it. 

As Congressman Vursell has said, we have opposed each other on 
matters relating to this bridge from time to time, but we are both in 
favor of this bridge-protection project. The White County Bridge 
Commissioners are also in favor of it, and Roy Clippinger, who is 
the manager of the bridge commission, so testified in the February 13 
hearings of the select committee appointed to investigate the White 
County Bridge Commission, 

Since this investigation began, the bonds have been retired; but 
the States of Indiana and Illinois have refused to accept the bridge 
because their bridge engineers state it is not structurally sound. They 
say the reason it is not str ucturally sound is this condition of the river, 
which has made it necessary for the present operators of the bridge 
to spend money each year for the maintenance of the river channel. 

There are two reasons why it is imperative that this bridge-protec- 
tion work I propose should be done. The first of these is that the 
White County Bridge Commission has lowered the bridge tolls since 
the bonds have been retired, and the lowered toll revenues do not 
provide money to take care of this maintenance work. If this bridge 
should be seriously damaged, there is now not enough money in the 
commission’s river maintenance fund to take care of the bridge. 

This bridge is a vital artery of traffic through the southern part of 
Illinois. United States Highway 460 crosses that bridge. It goes 
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from Evansville to St. Louis, and it is the shortest and the most- 
traveled artery of traffic between those two communities. 

There is a great deal of oil produced in the communities adjacent 
to the bridge, and for that reason much traffic moves across this 
bridge. If anything should damage this bridge, there is no money to 
(ix it. The bridge would be out. There is no bridge downstream 
within 50 miles. There is, some miles to the south, at Mount Vernon, 
toward the mouth of the river, one being built, and it will be some 
time before it is opened. To the north, the nearest bridge is some 
30 miles upstream. There is only one other way to get between the 
two communities of Carmi and New Harmony if something hap- 
pened to this bridge, and that would be by ferry. 

Here is another factor in this matter: This bridge-protection work 
has been authorized by Congress, and delay in performing the work 
will very likely cause greater damage and more expense. ‘The thing 
that is standing in the way of freeing the bridge from tolls is the 
fact that this condition of the river channel exists, which Congress 
has agreed to correct. 

It is an obligation really on the part of the Government. I think 
you have this situation: it is a case where a stitch in time will save 
nine. I have always thought when you had a leaky roof, it was 
foolish economy not to try to fix it; and unless this bridge is fixed 
at the present time, it is going to cost a great deal more money at some 
later time. 

If the bridge should go out, it would cost a good dea] more money. 

I am now trying to make the last point and then I am through: 
that is that the people who use this bridge have paid for the bridge. 
And, through the tolls they paid, they have paid nearly a million 
dollars on the river maintenance work. It seems unfair to require 
them to keep on paying tolls—when this bridge should be free—simply 
because the Government does not do work that it should do, and I 
think the Government’s obligation is a little bit stronger in this case, 
for that reason. 

Mr. Rapavut. I am going off the record for my inquiry here because 
I do not want to spoil the statements of my two colleagues. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rapsavut. Are there any questions? The committee will take 
this matter under advisement, Mr. Denton, and we will incorporate 
your prepared statement into the record. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows. ) 

My name is Winfield K. Denton; I am Congressman from the Eighth District 
of Indiana. I want to thank the committee for giving me the opportunity of 
appearing before you today. 

I am appearing to request that the committee recommend an appropriation in 
the sum of $340,000 for necessary bank-stabilization measures on the Wabash 
River, at the New Harmony Bridge, Indiana-Illinois. This expenditure was 
authorized by Public Law 516 of the 8lst Congress, 2d session (1950). 

The New Harmony Bridge was constructed across the Wabash River, at a 
point 51.5 miles above its mouth, in 1930. In 1941 it was purchased by the White 
County Bridge Commission, a commission authorized by act of Congress (Public 
Law 37, 77th Cong.), to purchase the bridge, issue bonds, and collect tolls. The 
tolls collected were to be applied to maintaining the bridge, and to retiring the 
bonds. The act further provided that when the bonds were retired, the bridge 
should be transferred to the States of Indiana and Illinois. 

The Wabash River is a meandering stream, and when the bridge was con- 
structed, the Wabash River was not a problem. Just above the bridge, the 
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channel of the Wabash River curves to the west, or Illinois, side and then back 
toward the Indiana side. 

But, some time after the bridge was completed, the course of the river changed 
so that the river flow now strikes the west bank of the river and the western 
piers of the bridge at an angle of approximately 60°. The resulting erosion 
seriously endangers the bridge, and, of course, the danger increases during flood 
times. 

In order to protect this structure, the White County Bridge Commission has 
expended or committed approximately $936,185, and Government, through the 
Corps of Engineers, has expended $100,000 under the provisions of 33 U. S. C. 
701 (R), for emergency bank-protection work. 

The work which has been done consisted of placing riprapping and revetments 
along the bank and around the river piers. The bridge commission also had a 
diversion channel dug from the northern part of the bend just described to 
the southern part, so that the water in the river would flow straight toward the 
bridge and the full force would not be directed against said bridge structure 
and west bank at such 60° angle. At present, however, this diversion channel 
does not draw the full flow. of the river. 

The Army engineers have made tentative plans to prevent the river from 
causing this washing away of the Illinois bank of the river and so endangering 
this bridge. Their plans call for the building of a dike north or upstream from 
the bridge. This dike would run from the northern part of the island which is 
bounded on the west by said bend in the Wabash River and on the east by the 
said diversion channel, to and beyond the west or Illinois bank of the river, 
thereby causing the water to be fully diverted into said diversion canal. Photo- 
static copies of the plans of the Army engineers are attached hereto, and there 
is also attached the testimony, on February 13, 1956, of Colonel Milne, district 
United States engineer at Louisville, Ky., and Clinton D. Hanover, Jr., engineer 
for the bridge commission, before the Select Committee To Investigate the White 
County Bridge, of which I am chairman. Their testimony pertains to the dam- 
age to the bridge caused by the foregoing condition and the proposed improve- 
ment. 

Congressman Vursell, who represents the 23d District of Illinois adjacent to 
the west end of this bridge, and I join in urging this appropriation for this 
purpose. The White County Bridge Commissioners are also in favor of it; 
and Roy Clippinger, who is the manager of the bridge, so testified in the Feb- 
ruary 13 hearings of the select committee appointed to investigate the White 
County Bridge Commission. 

Mr. Arthur Stephens, the transportation director of the Evansville Chamber 
of Commerce, has submitted a statement to this committee, in favor of this appro- 
priation; and if the committee desires, many citizens who reside in Indiana and 
Illinois near said bridge and who use said bridge, will be pleased to give you their 
testimony recommending this appropriation to the committee. 

Since the select committee was appointed to investigate the White County 

sridge Commission, all bonds issued by this Commission have been retired; but 

the States of Indiana and Illinois have refused to accept the bridge because their 
bridge commission engineers state it is not structurally sound. These engineers 
have stated that this bridge would be acceptable if this work was performed 
by the Army engineers, together with some other work to underpin certain piers 
of the bridge, which latter is not a responsibility of the Army engineers. 

But the most important difficulty preventing this bridge from being free is 
the condition of the river which will be corrected by this proposed improvement. 
The Army engineers estimate the expense at $700,000. They have suggested 
that a request for an appropriation of $340,000 this year would be adequate in 
order for them to start this work. 

Since the bonds have been retired, the White County Bridge Commission has 
lowered the tolls at the bridge, so that practically all sums of money collected 
are expended in merely collecting the tolls, and there will be no sums available 
from tolls to perform the river maintenance work. 

There are no bridges between this bridge and the mouth of the Wabash, a 
distance of 51.5 miles, although a bridge is being built 27 miles downstream at 
Mt. Vernon, Ind. The nearest bridge across the Wabash above the New Har- 
mony Bridge is at Mt. Carmel, Ill., approximately 30 miles upriver. United 
States Highway 460 crosses the Wabash River over this bridge at New Harmony. 

This highway extends from Louisville, Ky., to Evansville, Ind., to St. Louis, 
Mo., and it is the shortest and most-used avenue of traffic between Evansville, 
Ind., and St. Louis. If a serious flood should damage this bridge, the White 
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County Bridge Commission would have no funds to make the repairs, and traffic 
over this important artery of travel could only cross the Wabash River by ferry. 
This work has been authorized by Congress, and delay in performing this 
work very likely will cause greater damage and more expense. It is a case of a 
“stitch in time will save nine.” I think it would be sound economy to appro- 
priate this money at this time in order to prevent greater expenditures later. 

The people who use this bridge have more than paid for its construction by 
theri payment of tolls. It seems unfair to require them to continue to pay for 
the use of this bridge because of a condition in the Wabash River Channel which 
the Government is obligated to correct. 

The Government’s obligation to perform this work is even greater in this case 
hecause the Government, in the White County Commission Bridge Act, assured 
the users of this bridge that it would be free when they had paid sufficient tolls 
to retire bonds. That has been accomplished, but tolls are still collected, because, 
for one thing, the Government thus far has neglected to perform this work. 

Let me thank you again for the privilege of appearing before this committee. 


TESTIMONY OF CLINTON D. HANOvkER, JR., CIlvIL ENGINEER 


The CHAIRMAN. What is your name? 

Mr. Hanover. Clinton D. Hanover, Jr. 

The CHAIRMAN. And where do you live? 

Mr. Hanover. I live in Little Neck, Long Island. 

The CHAIRMAN. And you have your place of business where? 

Mr. HANover. New York City. 

The CHAIRMAN. Would you tell us a little about your background? 

Mr. HANover. Graduate Yale, 1922, civil engineer. I have been in bridge 
engineering ever since. I went with J. A. L. Waddell, the predecessor firm of our 
firm in 1924, and for the years 1939 to 1945, I was chief of the bureau of bridge 
design of the department of public works, New York City. Up to that time I 
had been with Waddell and Waddell & Hardesty approximately all the rest of 
the time. In 1945, Mr. Hardesty was sole survivor of Waddell & Hardesty; and 
Hardesty invited me to join the firm, and I have been a partner ever since. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, you have an office in New York City? 

Mr. HANoveR. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. About how many people work in this office for you? 

Mr. Hanover. Our entire force is in the neighborhood of 120. I suppose 70 
or 80 of them are in the office. 

The CHAIRMAN. How much space does your office occupy in New York City? 

Mr. Hanover. We have half of one floor, and I guess, a quarter of another 
floor in the Architect’s Building. I don’t recollect the area, but I suppose it is 
something like 6,000 or 7,000 square feet. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, Mr. Hardesty is your partner? 

Mr. Hanover. That’s right. 

The CHarRMAN. And he has a heart condition. He had a heart attack? 

Mr. Hanover. He is recuperating from a stroke. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, the firm of Hardesty & Hanover have been consulting 
engineers for the White County Bridge Commission and the bonding company 
that held the bonds of this bridge commission for how many years? 

Mr. HANover. Mr. Hardesty personally has been the engineer named in the 
bond indenture and naturally that situation existed until last, the middle of 
lust summer, I believe, when the bonds were paid off and it is assumed now that 
the work is under the firm of Hardesty & Hanover, although I believe the checks 
still come to Mr. Hardesty. 

The CHarrRMAN. Now, I believe I asked you whether Mr. Hardesty is the one 
that has done all the work concerning this bridge? 

Mr. Hanover. Yes, sir, up until about a week ago. 

The CHAIRMAN. And since then, because of his sickness, you have made a 
check into this situation so that you can testify and make recommendations? 

Mr. Hanover. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, this is a letter I am sure you are familiar with, dated 
November 1, 1954, written by Mr. Hardesty, recommending certain work be 
done on the bridge, a total amount of $125,000 worth of work. Now, I under- 
stand that you, too, believe that work should be done? 

Mr. HANOVER. Yes, sir. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Now, in event the Government should authorize a dike being 
built up above the bridge, toward the Illinois side, to divert the water over to the 
diversion channel, would that materially help the bridge, do you think? 

Mr. HANOVER. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, what other work should be done, or might be done on 
that bridge? Have you made a check into it? 

Mr. Hanover. Yes, sir. If that dike was built and the predictions that have 
been made about it come true, that the channel is then diverted to right angles 
with the alinement of the bridge, I believe that the main river piers would be 
safe, provided the riprap was maintained. I think the riprap would cost a 
great deal less than it has in the past, the maintenance, and I think it should be 
checked too, it should be checked once a year and after each flood. 

The CHAIRMAN. That ought to be done on any bridge? 

Mr. HANovER. Well, yes, when there is evidence of scour, swift currents. The 
trouble with this bridge is that it is 60° to the flow of the river and it has caused 
trouble. 

‘i’ he CHAIRMAN. I believe when the bridge was built the river flowed straight 
toward the bridge, but I believe since then the river changed direction and is 
veering toward the west side? 

Mr. HANOVER. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. How about these bents on the west side? 

Mr. Hanover. The approach is well riprapped, but even with this dike and 
the water in the high grade stage, it will go over the ground underneath those 
bents or underneath the approach, and there is a possibility that there be, that 
there would be scour there, so that there might be a hazard to those west bents 
and I believe there are about 21 that have not been underpinned and I think it 
would be an added factor of safety to underpin them. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under your work and jurisdiction nine of them have been 
underpinned ? 

Mr. HANOVER. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Can you give us any idea what it would cost to underpin the 
other 21? 

Mr. HANOVER. I can give you a rough idea. I made an estimate last week, it 
came to $336,000. That’s on the basis of $16,000 apiece, 21 bents. 

The CHAIRMAN. What was the cost of the nine? 

Mr. HANover. I don’t have the records on that. I don’t think I better testify 

The CHAIRMAN. But that is what it would cost you to put those bents in good 
shape? 

Mr. HANOVER. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The work that you have recommended being done—some of it 
has been done? 

Mr. HANover. The riprap has been placed. We recommended, I believe, 
$93,000 of work being done there and it was done at the prices we thought it 
would cost, and the rest of it is minor in extent. We have recommended the 
raising of sways and portals to provide clearance, and that work is under con- 
tract ; and we have recommended painting the steelwork. It has not been started, 
but I believe it is planned to be done sometime this year, and there are minor 
repairs that will be done this season. 

The CHAIRMAN. So the work that you have recommended has practically been 
completed ? 

Mr. HANOVER. Dollarwise, it has. 

The CHAIRMAN. But you have not made plans and estimates on the bents of 
the piers on the other side? 

Mr. HANOVER. No, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. And if no work were done on those bents, do you think the 
bridge would be unsafe? 

Mr. HANover. No. After changing the direction of the channel it would be 
reasonably safe. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the channel were changed, it would be reasonably safe? 

Mr. HANoverR. Yes; outside of flood conditions. 

The CHAIRMAN. But to make it safe, the bents should be down to rock? 

Mr. Hanover. It would be better. 

The CHAIRMAN. You think it is a question of added insurance? 

Mr. Hanover. Yes. They have stood up so far; they are now riprapped ; which 
is better when they were flooded. 
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TESTIMONY OF Cot. W..D. MILNE, Corps of ENGINEERS, UNITED Statres ARMY; 
ACCOMPANIED BY HerscHEL St. LEDGER, CorPsS OF ENGINEERS, LOUISVILLE 
DISTRICT 


The CHAIRMAN. Will you state your name? 

Colonel MiLne. W. D. Milne. 

The CHAIRMAN. And you are a colonel in the Engineers, in the United States 
Army? 

Colonel Mixing. That’s right. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, for the record, would you give us a little of your back- 
yround? 

. Colonel Mitne. Graduated from the United States Military Academy in 1936; 
got my degree in civil engineering from Cornell in 1938; practically 28 years with 
Corps of Engineers, of which 10 to 12 years have been engaged in river work. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, what position do you hold? 

Colonel Mixtne. District engineer of Louisville district. I might say, Mr. Chair- 
man, that I have brought with me Mr. St. Ledger who is a qualified river engineer 
in case you ask some questions that I might stumble on. 

The CHAIRMAN. May I have you both together. What is your name? 

Mr. Sr. LepcerR. Herschel St. Ledger. 

The CHAIRMAN. And will you state where you live? 

Mr. Sr. Lepcer. I live in Louisville, Ky. 

The CHAIRMAN. And would you tell me whom you are employed by? 

Mr. Str. Lepcer. Corps of Engineers, Louisville district. 

The CHAIRMAN. And would you state your educational background informa- 
tion for the record? 

Mr. Sr. Lepcer. I graduated from the University of Illinois, civil engineer. I 
worked for a time with the Tennessee Valley Authority up until about 1939, I 
believe, and from that time, I have been with the Louisville district in various 
capacities, 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, I want to ask you gentlemen if you have made an 
investigation of the Wabash River in the vicinity of New Harmony, especially 
where it flows past the New Harmony Bridge. 

Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir; we have, but not recently. 

The CHAIRMAN. Would you tell us what your recommendations are as to 
what should be done on the river at that point to prevent damage to the bridge? 

Colonel MiLneE. In our opinion, and I might qualify that as like doctors, they 
have all different opinions, but in our opinion, the problem at the New Harmony 
Bridge is occasioned by the current attacking the right bank and has had a 
history of scour, which caused the bridge commission considerable annoyance 
to say the least. We feel that a possible solution is to divert that current so that 
it no langer attacks the right bank. Now, one way to do that is to build a dike 
about at the vicinity of where the existing current is, and by doing that, would 
then force the normal flow of the river through the cutoff and make the current 
at the 90° angle to the bridge. We think that would have a material] effect on 
helping the existing situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, as you know, it has been authorized by an act of 
Congress that that be done? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. And, of course, an appropriation would have to be secured 
to have that done? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you have any opinion as to the cost? 

Colonel MILNE. $700,000 is our estimate and that has been obtained by 
making the original estimate in 1950 when Congress authorized the appropriation 
and since then we have made no study because we have escalated the cost on the 
current cost index and we think $700,000 is a reasonable good figure. 

The CHAIRMAN. And that would enable you to get your plans and do that 
work. Now I realize that you are not necessarily bridge engineers, but deal 
rather with rivers; but it is our opinion here that the difficulty is caused by 
the river more than the bridge. 

Colonel MiLNe. Well, I think the river has caused the trouble to the bridge; 
yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. And that the first problem is to have the river trouble 
straightened out? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Let me show you a paper that is marked “Exhibit O.” and 
ask if those are your plans? 


Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, do you have any exhibits that would help us out in 
the record? 

Colonel MILNe. I think those are sufficient to cover your entire program. 

The CHAIRMAN. Have you made any check at all of the bridge itself? 

Colnel MILNE. No, sir. I might say that the condition of the bridge is not 
under the jurisdiction of the engineers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, I realize that. The Wabash is a meandering stream, 
and that causes considerable difficulty all up and down the river. Do you have 
your own plans for a reservoir site on the Wabash River? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. And that is between Greencastle and Spencer? 

Colnel MILNE. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. And you have plans, I believe, for three up at the headwaters, 
those being the Mississinewa, the Huntington, and the Salamonie? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Those are just in the planning stage, but you intend to build 
those reservoirs all the way downstream, according to the tentative plans? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir. 


The CHAIRMAN. When that is done, do you think that will control the flood 
situation and alleviate the difficulty? 

Colonel MILNE. You asked me a very difficult question, but our study has only 
progressed to the headwaters where we recommended three reservoirs for con- 
struction. We are going to continue working down the Wabash to see if there 
are sufficient sites. To give you an answer to your question, I am going to say 
this, that I doubt seriously that there would be any amount or any developing 
of enough reservoirs on the Wabash to keep the river on the banks. Those res- 
ervoirs will reduce the flow and have a very beneficial effect on the river above 
the reservoir and a good size distance, but to tell you that they are going to 
stop flooding on the Wabash, I couldn’t do that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, notwithstanding you are going to build the reservoir, 
you still think the dike should be built? 

Colonel Mrine. The reservoirs would not change the current and that would 
not change the situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Can you tell us anything else? 

Colonel MILNE. No, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Anything you can tell us, Mr. St. Ledger? 

Mr. Sr. Lepcer. No, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, you do have these problems all up and down the 
Wabash River? 

Colonel MILNE. To a lesser extent, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. You have a dike right across the Ohio River from Evansville? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Two or three, I believe. When swimming, in years past, 
I used to dive off of them before there were dams in the river. You have a 
number of dikes in the Ohio River like that? 

Colonel MILNE. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, one other thing I want to ask you engineers: I under- 
stand that the Army engineers made a contract with Traylor Bros. to do some 
riprapping on the west bank of the Wabash River at New Harmony, under the 
law where the engineers could spend $50,000 a year for emergency projects; the 
White County Bridge Commission, I believe, contributed $137,000 and the Army 
engineers contributed a total of $100,000 to have this work done. Now, on the 
bridge commission’s records, it shows that there was a refund of $11,000 plus, 
by the Traylor Bros. to the White County Bridge Commission, on that contract. 
Could you do anything to clear that up? 

Colonel MiLNE. We have not been able to clear that up. If I may, I would 
like to go back to the start. I think it would make the record better. Congress 
has a law on the books which permits us to do $50,000 of emergency bank pro- 
tection in any 1 year at any 1 spot and in 1948 and 1949, the Chief of Engineers 
authorized Louisville district to spend $50,000 at the New Harmony Bridge. That 
money was accumulated for 2 years. It was recognized, however, that that 
would not be sufficient to do a reasonable good job and so the bridge commis- 
sion agreed to participate in that project to the tune of $100,000. We advertised 
for our work and in open sealed bids and when we opened the bids, the low was 
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$237,000, which, of course, was $37,000 more than we had. The Federal Govern- 
ment had no way to increase their proportion of the money, so we turned to the 
commissioners and they gave an additinal $37,000, so we had a total amount of 
$237,000. All of that money was intended by payments to either the contractors, 
who were Traylor Bros., or in Government costs. Every bit of it was accounted 
for. Soinsofar as that $237,000 is concerned, we have no knowledge of any rebate 
of $11,000 and until the General Accounting Office made their report, we had 
no knowledge of it, and I am inclined to believe that there was probably an 
explanation of that that could be given by the bridge commission that might clear 
that up. We know nothing about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did you make any effort to check, yourself? 

Colonel MILtneE. When I first noticed the report from the General Accounting 
Office, I made this check to see that we had paid Traylor Bros. everything that they 
had earned and that our Government cost had been probably accumulated and 
the answer was that we had paid Traylor Bros. and so the answer was that we 
paid the entire $237,000. 


FurTHER TESTIMONY OF ROY CLIPPINGER, MANAGER AND ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
AND TREASURER, WHITE COUNTY BrIDGE COMMISSION 


The CHAIRMAN. What is your name? 

Mr. CLIPPINGER. Roy Clippinger. 

The CHAIRMAN. And you are the manager of the White County Bridge Com- 
mission ? 

Mr. CLIPPINGER. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN, And you are the same Roy Clippinger that testified at the 
previous hearing in Washington last October? 

Mr. CLIPPINGER. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. And would you testify about that $11,000? 

Mr. CLIPPINGER. We originally started in with 

The CHAIRMAN. We will have a recess for 10 minutes at this time. 

(Hearing reconvened at 11:15 a. m.) 





Exuipsir AB 
BANK PROTECTION—-MATTRESS REVETMENT 
Work jointly paid for by Corps of Engineers, Louisville district, Louisville, Ky., 
and White County Bridge Commission, Carmi, Ill. Contract let by Corps of 
Engineers, Louisville, on November 16, 1948, to Traylor Bros., Inc., Evansville, 


Ind., and Hough-Cowger & Co., Inc., St. Louis, Mo., for $199,820; when work was 
completed on July 14, 1949, the total amount expended was $222,631.21. 


Marcu 27, 1956. 
Kerrie Creek RESERVOIR 


WITNESS 


HON. ALVIN R. BUSH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Raspaur. Now we will hear Congressman Alvin R. Bush who 
has been here for some time. Congressman, you have been seated 
back there so nice and quiet, we will be very glad to hear from you at 
this time. 

Mr. Busu. My name is Alvin R. Bush. I represent the 17th Dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear before you 
today in behalf of the residents and industry of the Susquehanna 
Valley, along the west branch of the Susquehanna River, in my 
district. 

The Office of the Army Engineers informed me that out of the 
amount for advance engineering and designing in the President’s 
budget for fiscal year 1957 is $95,000 for Kettle Creek Reservoir. 
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This reservoir is a tributary to the west branch of the Susquehanna 
River located in my district. I am deeply interested in securing 
this amount for this project and hope the committee sees its way to 
approve it. 

Recognizing the great need for flood protection in the Susquehanna 
Valley, “which is approximately 200 miles in length, the Army engi- 
neers recommended the erection of four dams. Since it seemed dif- 
ficult to get money allocated for all of them, and knowing the great 
need of the communities and industries in the Susquehanna, Valley the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania assumed the er eee of com- 
pleting one of the dams which controls the First Fork of the Sin- 
namahoning Creek watershed. 

I might add that this dam is completed and was put into operation 
about 3 weeks ago; had we not had it, we would have had another 
flooded condition in the Susquehanna Valley shortly thereafter. 

You will recall that last year $40,000 was allocated for engineering 
and planning for the Kettle Creek Dam. It is the opinion of the 
Army engineers that an additional $95,000 is necessary to complete 
this work. 

I have recently talked with Army engineers, and that is the in- 
formation they have given me. Therefore, I shall appreciate it if you 
will give every consideration to allocating this money since the need 
is so great and since it is important to protect the many industries, 
families, and homes which suffered great losses during the floods of 
1936, 1946, and 1950, which were most disastrous. 

There were numerous minor floods in the lower areas in which there 
was much destruction, but those particular floods were terrific, and I 
happened to be a victim. 

Our place of business and the homes in the valley were a sorry sight. 
I might say to you I never knew there were so many pianos in America 
as there were piled up in the dump heap after those floods. They had 
to haul them out because they were ruined. 

This watershed and drainage area covers 228 square miles, and since 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has built one dam, the building 
of this dam will be an added protection. 

Mr. Rapsavur. You are testifying you approve the $95,000 for Kettle 
Creek Reservoir? 

Mr. Busu. That is what I would like to have. 

Mr. Ranaut. And we see here it has a benefit cost ratio of 1.60 to 1, 
so it looks like you are on the right side of this argument. 

Mr. Busu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Marcu 27, 1956. 
TomMBIGBEE-TENNESSEE WATERWAY 
WITNESSES 


HON. FRANK W. BOYKIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. THOMAS G. ABERNETHY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

HON. ARMISTEAD I. SELDEN, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. CARL ELLIOTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Ranaut. Now, let’s see. We are going to hear from the dele- 

. ae . . . . ¥ . . ‘ 
gation from Alabama and Mississippi, Congressman Boykin, Con- 
gressman Abernethy, Congressman Selden, and Congressman Elliott 
on the Tombigbee-Tennessee Waterway. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK W. BOYKIN 


Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am just going to take up a very few minutes of your time. You all 
know, of course, about this project. We are Just asking for a wee bit 
of money. This project, the Tombigbee-Tennessee Waterway was au- 
thorized 10 years ago, and they left it in a restudy category. 

We have talked it over with our entire delegation, and we speak 
for them in this matter. The Army engineers say they could make 
this restudy for $160,000. That is all we are asking for, and I think 
that is enough for me to say. 

It has been gone over and over, but it has been for over 10 years wait- 
ing for consideration. This is the time to bring it up and try to make 
a study and see if this project is sound. 

Mr. Rapsavut. Did you say something to me the other day about the 
reports on that ? 

Mr. Boykrn. I did speak to you about that. Mr. Abernethy will 
speak on that now. 

Mr. Ranaut. All right, we will hear Congressman Abernethy. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN THOMAS G. ABERNETHY 


Mr. Apernetuy. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
first I would like to speak off the record. 

Mr. Rasaur. All right, off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a very brief discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Apernetuy. As Mr. Boykin has testified, this project has been 
batted about considerably for many years. It was authorized in 
1946. In my judgment it has merit. 

The benefit-cost ratio as found by the engineers in 1954 to be 1.05 to 
1. The next year they made a resurvey, and the benefit-cost ratio 
was reported as 1.13 to 1. 

A few years thereafter, the Appropriations Committee recom- 
mended, and there was sapeennianel by the Congress, a substantial 
sum of money for planning. 

Before that money was expended, an investigation of the project 
was inaugurated by this committee. That investigation was chair- 
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maned by a former member of the committee Mr. John H. Kerr, of 
North Carolina. 

The members of the committee were Mr. Cannon, Mr. Rabaut, 
Mr. McGrath, Mr. Davis, and Mr. Ford. The subcommittee in their 
investigation, and in a report which was filed in the first session of 
the 82d Congress, a copy of which I have before me, found that 
the project was economically unsound and recommended as follows, 
and I am quoting from the reported recommendation : 

That additional planning funds should not be appropriated for the projected 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, and in no event should funds be appropriated 
for the intiation of construction. With respect to the unexpended planning 
funds heretofore appropriated, such funds should be withdrawn from this 
proposed project. 

The conclusions were about the same. That report, Mr. Chairman 
and members of the committee, had the effect of placing this project 
in a restudy category. It has since been so carried by the E ngineers. 

Your committee recommended that the funds be withdrawn, but 
it did not close the door on the project. The committee did state 
that it should be closed until economic conditions in the general area 
undergo a change. The only way we can determine whether or not 
the economic situation is changed or whether the benefit-cost. ratio 
has improved is by a restudy. 

We have recently had this matter up with the Chief of Engineers 
and with the district engineer for Mobile. The Chief of Engineers, 
General Sturgis, advised us a few weeks ago, when we appeared in 
his office, that the cost. of the restudy would be $160,000. 

I think we are making a fair request. There is a finding on the 
books of the Congress that the project was sound. The Congress 
authorized the project. Even so, we are willing to go back and take 
the chance of a restudy—take the chance that a restudy of the project 
might find it to be economically unsound. If the project is found 
to be sound we will come back to you again. 

The amount requested is very small, only $160,000. We urgently 
appeal to this committee to give us this amount of money to determine 
whether or not the project is economically sound. 

Mr. Razwavt. Is there any new industrial development in that area? 

Mr. Apernetuy. Yes, sir; there is a considerable amount of new 
industrial development. Mr. Selden will speak to that. 

Mr. Rapavr. All right. 

Mr. Boyrxr. It is tremendous. 

Mr. Rasavutr. We will hear the next witness, Mr. Selden. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ARMISTEAD T. SELDEN, JR. 


Mr. Sevper. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I join 
with my colleagues, who have just testified, in asking this committee 
to include in the public works appropriations bill the sum of $160,000 
to be used for a restudy of the proposed Tennessee-Tombigbee Water- 
way. 

As you know, although this proposed waterway was authorized by 
Congress in 1946, no construction funds have ever been appropriated. 
After making a study of the proposal, the Subcommittee on Deficien- 
cies and Army Civil Functions issued on September 18, 1951, a report 
which concluded that the “proposed Tennessee- Tombigbee Waterway 
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cannot be justified by the statutory criterion of a favorable benefit 
cost ratio unless economic conditions in the general area of the project 
undergo a drastic change.” 

Although the conclusions reached in the subcommittee’s report were 
contrary to those reached as a result of studies made by the United 
States Corps of Engineers, there has been no further effort since the 
<ubcommittee’s report to obtain funds for the construction of the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. : 

We appear before you this afternoon with the request that your 
committee include in the bill now under consideration the necessary 
finds for a restudy of this project. We do so because we are con- 
vinced that “economic conditions in the general area, of the project” 
have undergone “the drastic change” referred to in the subcommittee’s 
report. 

The growth of industry in the area which would be served by the 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway and in the two areas which would be 
connected by it, plus the growth of the waterborne commerce of the 
(tulf Intracoastal Waterway and the Tennessee River (the two water- 
ways to be connected by the project), indicates that such a change has 
taken place in the 414 year period since the subcommittee made its 
report. 

Since 1951, five integrated chemical plants have been built and put 
into production on the reaches of the Tombigbee River between Mobile 
and Jackson, Ala. Two multi-million-dollar paper mills are now 
under construction on the reaches of the Tombigbee River between 
Jackson, Ala., and its confluence with the Warrior River at Demopolis. 
The development of new industry and the growth of established in- 
dustries in the Mobile area and along the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
between Mobile and New Orleans are among the greatest taking place 
in the entire Southeast. 

At the other terminus of the proposed 'Tennessee-Tombigbee Water- 
way on the Tennessee River, similar industrial development has been 
going forward and continues to go forward. 

This industrial growth, coupled with the tremendous attraction 
which the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and the Tennessee River have 
demonstrated for commerce, indicates that a restudy of the proposed 
Tennessee-Tombigbee project is in order. 

The movement of commerce on the Tennessee River in 1954 totaled 
8,415,769 tons. In the same year, we moved on the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway between Mobile and New Orleans 6,149,064 tons. Only a 
careful survey will determine what portion of the commerce moving 
over these two existing waterways would move over a link between 
them. But from my knowledge of the commerce that has been and is 
being attracted to the Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway in Alabama by 
the improvements that are now being made on that project, I am con- 
fident that some portion, possibly a substantial portion, of the 1314 
million tons of the commerce moving over the two waterways we pro- 
pose to connect would move over the connecting link. 

I do not think we have to depend upon the divergence of commerce 
that now moves over the Mississippi River system, as such, to find 
commerce for the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway. Of course, com- 
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merce will be diverted for various reasons, but it is my opinion that 
commerce will also be generated when this project is accomplished. 
I am not in a position to know what commodities would move over 
this waterway. Only a careful study will establish this information, 
but certainly there is a demand in Alabama for grains from the mid- 
continent area of the United States which lend themselves to move- 
ment by barges. 

There is also a growing demand throughout the entire southeastern 
area for petroleum products including petrochemicals. This is true 
of the area served by the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and the Ten- 
nessee River, and there is every reason to believe the same would be 
true of the area which would be served by the link between these 
established waterways. In addition, an abundant coal reserve exists 
in North and Central Alabama, and with the construction of the Ten- 
nessee-Tombigbee project, the coal from this region would become 
readily available to the areas served by the Tennessee River. 

In addition to the economic changes that have taken place in the 
period following the committee’s report of September 1951, time has 
proved incorrect several assumptions made in this report. As part 
of its adverse comments, the report suggested that the Corps of Engi- 
neers had not included in its cost estimate the rebuilding of three 
locks and dams which now exist on the lower reaches of the Tombigbee 
River. The report pointed out that these existing low dams, with 
their lock chambers of approximately 52 feet by 285 feet, would have 
to be rebuilt at what the report estimated to be a cost of $51 million. 
On March 6, 1956, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
approved a project report on the proposed Jackson lock and dam as a 
replacement for these three existing locks and dams on the Tombigbee 
River. Theestimated cost of the Jackson lock and dam is $23.6 million. 
Assuming that the replacement of these 3 locks and dams should be in- 
cluded as a part of the cost of the Tennessee-Tombigbee project (and 
there are good reasons why this should not be done), the 1951 estimate 
in the subcommittee’s report is in error by approximately $28 million, 
and this error lowered considerably the committee’s estimate of the 
cost-benefit ratio on the Tennessee-Tombigbee project. 

In criticizing the estimate made by the Corps of Engineers of bene- 
fits to be derived from the Tennessee-Tombigbee project, the report 
contended that hazardous and uneconomical operating conditions 
exist between the ports of Mobile and New Orleans. While I am not 
thoroughly familiar with the operating conditions over this section 
of the Intracoastal Waterway, I do know that the equipment which 
is used to move commerce on the Warrior-Tombigbee River system 
in Alabama is also used on the Intracoastal Waterway between these 
two ports. It is also true that standard operating equipment from 
the Mississippi River system moves without difficulty across this In- 
tracoastal Waterway system. The fact that over 6 million tons of 
commerce moved between Mobile and New Orleans over the waterway 
in 1954 is certainly an indication that the operators of barges and tow- 
boats transporting the commerce find no unusual difficulties. 

I am confident, Mr. Chairman, that a restudy of the proposed Ten- 
nessee-Tombigbee Waterway is thoroughly justified by rapidly chang- 
ing economic conditions in the Southeastern States. I therefore re- 
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spectfully urge the committee to approve the small appropriation 
necessary for this restudy. 

Mr. Rapavt. Thank you. 

Mr. Boyxin. Now Mr. Elliott would like to say a few words, Mr. 
Chairman. : 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CARL ELLIOTT 


Mr. Exniorr. Mr. Chairman, this is a very important project. It 
grows more important each passing year. Our Nation cannot long 
afford not to build it. 

We are asking this committee to allow us $160,000 to determine 
whether or not the justification that existed in 1944 and 1945 still 
exists for the project, and I hope the committee will grant us the 
money. I am sure the resurvey of this project will establish once and 
for all the justification for it. The industrial growth in the area is 
rapid and steady. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Borxin. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say one more word, be- 
cause it happens that most of this development you are talking about 
is in my district, and I want to tell you that we have the companies 
not only from up in your part of the country, but we also have tre- 
mendous companies that are already built and spent millions of dol- 
lars building their plants, such as: the Mathieson Chemical Co., the 
Courtaulds Chemical Co., the Geigy Chemical Co., and the Stauffer 
Chemical Co. 

They are spending about $20 million. They are developing the 
largest salt dome on the Tombigbee. We had none of this when this 
study was made. They put 500 or 600 men to work yesterday 
norning. 

| might take just a minute also to tell you that we have discovered 
a tremendous oil field right down there, and just a little east on the 
Boy Scout land, they brought in oil that is 4514 oil; so we have a salt 
dome and more coal than you have ever heard of in your life and now 
the oil. 

So we want to ask you for this $160,000 for this restudy, and I know 
it is justified. I had your own leader down there, Joe Martin, and 
showed him, and it is one of the greatest undeveloped projects on this 
earth, and we do want you to a us by giving us this small appro- 
priation for the restudy. 

Mr. Ranaut. You will abide by the studies? 

Mr. Asernetuy. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 


Smokes Creek, LACKAWANNA, AND BurraLo HARBOR 
WITNESS 


HON. JOHN R. PILLION, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Prtx1on. I am in the difficult position, Mr. Chairman, of trying 
to present two different requests today, and may I take up the Buffalo 
Harbor first. 
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Mr. Rapaur. Yes. 

Mr. Punii0on. My name is John Pillion. This is a joint statement of 
Representatives William EF. Miller, Edmund P. Radwan, and myself. 
We represent the metropolitan area of Buffalo, N. Y. 

This statement is in support of a request for an appropriation of 
$250,000 to contihue study and work on the Buffalo Harbor. 

This project was authorized in 1945 at an estimated cost of $17,514,- 
000. Up to now, $8,461,000 has been appropriated. The last phase 
of this project to be completed is the deepening of the outer channel to 
the north entrance of the harbor. The estimated cost of this improve- 
ment is somewhere between $7 to $9 million. The work consists of 
deepening a channel 800 feet wide to a depth of 25 feet in soft and 
26 feet in rock material. 

An appropriation of $1,100,000 was made in fiscal 1955 and $2 
million in fiscal 1956. 

No appropriation was recommended in the 1957 budget. The United 
States Army engineers did not recommend an appropriation because 
they wished to study a relocation of the north entrance. They believe 
that a satisfactory site in soft material can be found in an area about 
1,500 feet south of the present north channel entrance. It is possible 
that $2 to $3 million could be saved by an alternate site which will not 
require blasting and dredging in rock. 

Ve respectfully urge the appropriation of $250,000 for the Buffalo 
Harbor to be used for study or construction. Dependent upon studies 
now under way, this $250,000 could be applied in the following alter- 
native manner: 

(1) If a suitable alternate site can be found, $50,000 for model study 
and other engineering work; the remainder of $200,000 to be carried 
over into fiscal 1958; or. (2) If no suitable alternate site can be found 
and if economic feasibility is established, $250,000 for initiation of 
deepening of present north entrance channel project. A benefit-cost 
ratio study for the north channel as an independent unit of the Buffalo 
Harbor project will be completed by July 1, 1956. 

This improvement is urgent because present facilities are hazardous 
and costly. Between 80 and 90 percent of all shipping enters Buffalo 
Harbor through the north channel. 

I would like to submit for the record, a copy of a letter from General 
Itschner, Assistant Chief of Engineers, dated today. 

Mr. Razavt. The letter mentioned may be inserted in the record at 
this point without objection, along with your letter to General Itschner. 

(The above-mentioned documents are as follows :) 

Hon. JoHn R. PILLIon, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. PILLION: Reference is made to your letter of March 16 concerning 
our discussion on that date of matters pertaining to the Buffalo Harbor. . Your 
understanding of the meeting as outlined in your letter is correct with one’excep- 
tion which should be modified based on information received from Buffalo. 

Discussion of the matter with Colonel Olmstead discloses that only $50,000 
could be utilized in fiscal year 1957 on a relocated entrance should one be found 
feasible from an economic and engineering standpoint. The completion of the 
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study on October 1 would be followed by a public hearing as we discussed. A 
model study of the new entrance, estimated to require 4 months, would be made 
to determine the need for, the extent of, and the alinement of arrowhead break- 
waters at the new entrance. $50,000 would then be expended in the spring of 1957 
for preparation of design memorandum and plans and specifications. Construe- 
tion would then be initiated in fiscal year 1953. 

If construction of the present north entrance channel were found economically 
feasible, $250,000 could be expended in fiscal year 1957 to begin. It is estimated 
that a reevaluation of the project economics for the present authorized entrance 
will be completed by July 1, 1956. 

Sincerely yours, 
EK. C. ITscHNER, 
Major General, United States Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


MArcH 16, 1956. 
Maj. Gen. E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, 
Office of the Chief of Enginners, Department of the Army, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR GENERAL ITSCHNER: This will confirm my recollection of this morning’s 
conference with yourself, Colonel Allen, and Congressman Radwan. 

(a) It is my understanding that the United States Army engineers will proceed 
with the necessary studies for the relocation of the north entrance channel to 
the presently authorized depths of 25 feet in soft material and 26 feet in rock. 

A House committee resolution is not needed and this work is estimated to be 
completed sometime before October 1, 1956, subject to a further conference on 
the subject with Colonel Olmstead of the Buffalo office. 

(b) If the study proves that an alternate site is feasible and desirable then: 

1. No reauthorization for the relocation is necessary and the United States 
Army engineers can proceed with the work on this project subject to necessary 
appropriations. 

2. Although no reauthorization is needed a hearing in Buffalo would be 
desirable in order to hear objections to the proposed relocated north entrance 
channel site. 

3. An appropriation of approximately $1,000,000 could be utilized in fiscal 
1957 in the event that a satisfactory relocation site for the north entrance channel 
is found. 

I would appreciate any corrections to the above if my impressions are not 
accurate. 

I would also like to advise you that Congressman Radwan and I will appear 
before the House Appropriations Committee to request an appropriation for the 
continuation of work on the Buffalo project on Tuesday, March 27. 

Colonel Allen has agreed to call me and give me further details of the relocation 
study following a conference with Colonel Olmstead. 

I would like to express to you our appreciation for your cooperation in further- 
ing this project. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN R. PILuron. 


1 See later letter. 
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Mr. Prion. I know it is very complicated; and if there are any 
questions, I would be very glad to answer them. It is an alter native 
situation caused by the fact that the rock in the north channel is so 
expensive to blast and dredge that they try to save money by looking 
for another site further south. 

Mr. Rapavr. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a discussion off the record.) 


SMOKES CREEK 


Mr. Rasavut. Now you have another statement to make, I believe, 
Mr. Pillion, on another project? 

Mr. Piuui0on. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. 

I am here to seek some form of substantial relief for a most serious 
flood condition on the waterway known as Smokes Creek in the city 
of Lackawanna, N. Y. 

Lackawanna is a city of about 30,000 people situated south and ad- 
jacent to Buffalo. 

Smokes Creek is about 11 miles long flowing from the east to the 
west and empties into Lake Erie. 

This stream has caused flood damage periodically over the past 40 
years. The damage has reached disastrous proportions in the past 
few years. We have had serious floods in the years of 1953, 1955 
and 1956. 

The damage is estimated by the United States Army engineers as 
follows: 


Ficod of May 25 and! 26; 1958... 2.22.2. ...4cue.. BS is i > ee $763, 200 
Flood of March 1, 1955___.-_-.-------------- sacs erie Pech ias bates 454, 250 
Flood of March 6 and Se ie adle dec Dale ead a ee 250, 000 

‘a Ole) GAMO 109 Ss HOCUS. 2.2 oe coco ce. ska tee asda cee 1, 467, 450 
Average annual damage over last 4 years___....._..-.._-------.--. 366, 860 


The progress of the improvement is this. 

(a) On March 16, 1954, the House Committee on Public Works 
authorized a review of the Smokes Creek report of March 18, 1942. 
The estimated cost was $15,000. 

(b) On July 26, 1955, the United States Army engineers allocated 
$10,000 toward the cost of the review report. 

(c) The additional sum of $5,000 is contained in this year’s budget 
in the item of general investigations. 

Since the flood of March 7, of this year, the Army engineers have 
decided to recommend that the preliminary review, estimated to cost 
$15,000, be enlarged and speeded up so that a full survey could be 
made. 

The Army engineers have advised me that it would be desirable 
and more economical to make a complete survey rather than a pre- 
liminary review to be followed by a survey. This work can be done 
within the fiscal — 1957. The cost of completing the survey would 
be $45,000. Since $5,000 is already included in the budget, I respect- 
fully ask that an additional $40,000 be added to the item of general 
investigations, under the Rivers and Harbors Flood Control. 

There are about 1,000 small residential dwellings affected by these 
floods. The values of these homes have been materially reduced 
and unless relief is granted, these owners will be compelled to abandon 
these homes. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you very much, Congressman. 
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Marcu 27, 1956 
WESTERN TRANSMISSION LINES 
WITNESSES 


HON. H. CARL ANDERSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HON. FRED MARSHALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HON. JOSEPH P. O’HARA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HON. COYA KNUTSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HOWARD L. McKEE, MANAGER OF THE STEELE-WASECA COOPERA- 
TIVE ELECTRIC, OWATONNA, MINN. 

EDGAR R. MACKIE, OF ST. PAUL, MINN., CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
EMPLOYED BY ELLERBY & CO, 

CARL T. BREMICKER, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE NORTHERN STATES 
POWER CO. 

VICTOR HANSON, MANAGER OF THE COOPERATIVE IN BENSON 

ALBERT V. HARTL, VICE PRESIDENT AND TREASURER, OTTER 
TAIL POWER CO., FERGUS FALLS, MINN. 

Cc. A. HUMMEL, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, INTERSTATE POWER 
co. 


Mr. Rasautr. Now we have a delegation from Minnesota, and the 
Chair finds himself in a different position with regard to protocol. 
We have here on our committee H. Carl Andersen of Minnesota, who 
would like to be heard at this time, and then we have here Mr. Marshall, 
who is also a member of the Appropriations Committee. 

I will first recognize Mr. Andersen. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN H. CARL ANDERSEN 


Mr. AnperseN. Mr. Chairman, as you well know the group 
here today has appeared for many years before this subcommittee 
and other subcommittees of the Congress requesting the construction 
of the 230-kilovolt line from the two points on the Missouri River 
at Garrison and at approximately Big Bend, extending through 
the Dakotas into Minnesota. I am sure I don’t have to remind 
my colleagues on this subcommittee as to my intense interest in 
this. I, too, have testified often before you. 

Those lines are well on the way to completion, and last year if you 
will recall, the Congress authorized a 230-kilovolt line between 
Granite Falls and Fargo, thus completing the major 230-kilovolt 
line and making available on the Minnesota side the benefits of this 
great hydropower from the Missouri River to about a million people 
in western and central Minnesota. 

I do not intend to make any statement here, Mr. Chairman, 
because every member of this subcommittee is well aware of my 
support for this important undertaking. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I would like to also state that we are all joined in 
this effort as far as Minnesota is concerned by the Congresswoman 
from Minnesota, Mrs. Knutson, and by Congressman Joseph O’Hara 
of Minnesota, who is unavoidably detained in another conference. 

Mr. Rasaurt. He was here a few minutes ago. 
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Mr. ANDERSEN. He had to leave, Mr. Chairman, because of other 
official business, but we have my old friend and colleague, the Honor- 
able Fred Marshall, who has done so much for this project in the past. 

With your permission, I would like first to recognize Mr. Marshall, 
for his initial statement, and then have the lady from Minnesota 
recognized, and then, Mr. Chairman, suppose we let Mr. Marshall 
carry the load of introduci ‘ing the witnesses. 

Mr. Ranaut. Allright, we will be pleased to hear from our colleague, 
a member of the Appropriations Committee, Mr. Marshall. 

Mr. Marsnaty. Mr. O’Hara has a statement to present to the 
committee. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOSEPH P. O’HARA 


Mr. O’Hara. Mr. Chairman, these Minnesota people are here 
today in support of requests by the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Bureau of the Budget for funds which will assist in the completion of 
the transmission line which will deliver Missouri River power into 
Minnesota. 

These lines presently under construction from Fort Randall and 
Garrison Dam into Minnesota require additional funds for ultimate 
completion. 

As in the past vears they again request this committee to act 
favorably upon those items in the budget which will help in the 
completion of this project. 

Here to appear before you today are Mr. Howard L. McKee, 
manager of Steele-Waseca Cooperative Electric of Minnesota; 
Edgar R. Mackie of St. Paul, who is an engineering consultant to the 
cooperatives and officers of the Interstate Power Co., of Dubuque, 
Iowa; Northern States Power Co., Minneapolis; and Otter Tail 
Power Co., Fergus Falls, Minn. 

Others appearing in support of the Minnesota plan include Victor 
Hanson, Benson, Agra Lite Cooper ‘ative; Paul Richter and George 
Voss, Wadena, 'Todd-Wadena C ooperative; George Olson, St. James, 
South Central Electric Association; and Clarence Peterson, Pelican 
Rapids, Lake Region Cooperative Electrical Association. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRED MARSHALL 


Mr. MarsHaui. My name is Fred Marshall, and I am the Congress- 
man from the Sixth District in Minnesota. We are intensely inter- 
ested in this particular project. 

We wish to commend the witnesses that are here today because 
they have all joined together unanimously on this project. There is 
no difference of opinion by anybody in Minnesota. 

I would be lax if I did not call the attention of the committee to the 
valiant work that my colleague H. Carl Andersen, who is a member of 
vour committee and who thoroughly understands this particular prob- 
lem, has done. 

I do not intend to take any further time because we have witnesses 
here who will go into detail, and I wish to avoid repetition. I do appre- 
ciate the fact that your committee takes the time to hear these people, 
and I am appreciative of your efforts. I would like at this time to 

call upon my colleague from the Ninth District of Minnesota, Mrs. 
Cova Knutson, who is also supporting the request. 
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Mr. Ranaut. Thank you, Mr. Marshall. Mrs. Knutson, we will 
be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN COYA KNUTSON 


Mrs. Knutson. Thank you, Mr. Marshall. I would certainly like 
to reiterate what my honorable colleagues have said, and, of course, | 
am here in support of this project today. 

I want to commend the committee who has worked so diligently on 
this matter for many years, as has H. Carl Andersen of Minnesota, 
and they have done a remarkable job. 

In fact, the fine groundwork they have laid makes our job much 
simpler, and it goes a little faster. I also wish to commend the com- 
mittee for its fine courtesy in the past, and I know you are going to 
look upon this project with favor and will complete it to its ultimate 
conclusion; so I wish to thank you, and I sincerely hope that we may 
go forw ard just as rapidly as possible. 

I am here to lend my support to this project. Thank you. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. “Mr. Marshall, will you allow me a comment right 
here for the benefit of the committee? 

Mr. MarsuHauu. Certainly, Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You pointed out that here is an example of coopera- 
tion between the large utilities on the one hand and the 19 REA 
cooperatives on the other, which could be well emulated for the 
good of people throughout the United States in bringing to the con- 
sumer the benefits of projects of this nature. We have had such 
before us the last few days, for instance, the problem down ia Georgia, 
where the private utilities are fighting the release of power from a 
Federal dam. 

It would be a very fine move to their benefit if they would come in 
and study the plan that has been agreed to through the farsightedness 
of the gentlemen present here in the room—both- private utilities and 
REA cooperatives— if they would study that and put it into effect 
it would benefit in Georgia. 

L am proud of the plan we in Minnesota are advancing to the 
committee today. 

Mr. MarsHauyi. We are certainly proud of you, and we also want 
to be sure that the committee understands that this is a continuation 
of the work that is presently under construction, these are steps that 
need to be taken. 

At this time I would like to call upon Mr. Howard McKee, manager 
of the Steele-Waseca Cooperative Electric Association. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD L. M’ KEE 


Mr. McKer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Howard L. McKee, and J am the manager of Steele Waseca Co- 
operative Electric, Owatonna, Minn. I am representing 19 rural 
electric cooperatives in southern and western Minnesota. These co- 
operatives have joined with the three private power companies in 
this area in support of the request for certain funds set out in the 
budget. These are the funds that will bring Bureau of Reclamation 
lines into Minnesota or into centers immediately adjacent to Min- 
nesota. Most particularly we are interested in the completion of the 
230-kilovolt line that is under construction to Granite Falls, Minn. 
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Last year you were kind enough to provide $125,000 for study 
on a proposed line from Granite Falls, Minn., to Fargo, N. Dak. 
It is our hope that this year funds will be provided so that it will be 
possible to initiate construction on tbis line. It is our understanding 
that these funds also are in the budget. 

It perhaps would be well to review briefly how and why the private 
utilities and cooperatives have combined their interests and efforts 
in bringing Missouri Valley power into Minnesota. As recent as 
1951 these two groups appeared separately before congressional com- 
mittees and it would appear at that time that there was no common 
ground on which the two might meet. However, it was suggested 
in the Congress that these two parties return to Minnesota and 
thoroughly explore all possibilities, and if at all possible undertake 
a joint study to determine requirements on an area basis. This 
advice was followed and it was found by both parties that they did 
have a common interest and that was to serve the ultimate consumer 
in Minnesota at the very lowest cost possible. 

In addition to this it was found they had a common interest in 
holding investments made by the Federal Government to a minimum, 
and yet accomplishing the overall purpose of bringing into the State 
low-cost Federal power that will be developed in the Missouri Valley 
Basin. 

Our group of cooperatives and utilities that are represented here 
today have complete faith in the reasonableness and economic 
feasibility of the plan we have urged for the last several years. We 
believe that the loop line through Minnesota that we have, and con- 
tinue to recommend, is a plan of minimum requirements to adequately 
serve the area. 

We helieve that load centers at Granite Falls, Benson, and Fergus 
Falls, all in Minnesota, must be tied into the Bureau of Reclamation 
230-kilovolt transmission line to cover minimum requirements. We 
believe likewise that this limits Federal investment to an irreducible 
minimum, and makes possible maximum return on the Federal 
investment. 

The construction of Bureau of Reclamation lines to Sioux Falls, 
S. Dak., to Granite Falls, Minn., to Fargo, N. Dak., and the comple- 
tion of the proposed line from Fargo, N. Dak., to Granite Falls, 
Minn., by way of Benson and Fergus Falls, we believe, reaches a 
minimum number of major load centers in Minnesota and certainly 
all of the power that can be delivered into Minnesota can be used. It 
seems to us to be rather an important fact that this load is ready 
and waiting for the delivery of Bureau power. An immediate return 
on the Federal investment is ready and waiting. Another matter 
of equal importance is the fact that completion of these lines will 
make possible the integration into the Bureau system a maximum 
amount of thermogeneration which is quite important and essential 
in firming up hydrogeneration in the Missouri Basin. 

Mr. Chairman, with that I will complete my statement. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasaut. Surely, Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. AnperRsEN. Also essential there, as we look at this budget, is 
the completion of the 230-kilovolt line from Jamestown to Fargo, 
is it not? 


Mr. McKee. Yes. 
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Mr. MarsHa.u. At this time, I would like to call on Mr. Edgar R. 
Mackie, of St. Paul, Minn., consulting engineer employed by Ellerbe 
& Co., representing the 19 cooperatives in southern and western 
Minnesota. 

STATEMENT OF EDGAR R. MACKIE 


Mr. Mackxtig. I am Edgar R. Mackie, of St. Paul, Minn., consulting 
engineer employed by Ellerbe & Co. as engineering consultant to the 
cooperatives. 

I would like to file a copy of my prepared statement for the record, 
and with the Chair’s permission rather than even highlighting what | 
have included in my prepared statement, I would like to highlight a 
few of the things that are rather hard to write. 

Mr. Raspaut. You may proceed. 

Mr. Macktig. We appeared here before this committee, I believe, 
6 years ago. The same utilities represented here today with us 
appeared at a different time in opposition to our request. 

This committee at that time quite logically did not give us any 
money. Sometimes you get so lost in the woods you cannot see the 
daylight, but ultimately we did get together with the three utilities 
involved, and we think we have derived a plan that is quite unique, 
and the thing I would like to point out particularly about it is this: 
that I honestly believe that there is not any other system that could 
be used to market the same power to the same people for anything 
approaching a like amount of money. 

The REA co-ops have access to a limited quantity of 2 percent 
money; and yet if we attempted to go out and build from the end of 
the Bureau of Reclamation transmission system that we are asking 
this committee for money to finish, and we completed the rest of the 
system with REA money at 2 percent, I think it is quite a pertinent 
point that without the use of the three utility systems that are repre- 
sented here today, the net saving to the customers—my 19 coopera- 
tives—would be practically zero, so that to really get the benefit of 
Bureau power in the market passed on to the ultimate consumer, it 
really takes all three of these factors: It takes lines by the Bureau of 
Reclamation; it takes the facilities that are owned now by both the 
municipals and the co-ops; and it takes the facilities that are owned 
by the utilities. 

We are asking, and I have listed in my prepared statement, of 
course, the actual budget figures, for the three lines in North Dakota 
and Minnesota, and I am not going to go over that because that is 
something you are familiar with. 

Mr. Rasaut. That is going to be placed in the record. 

Mr. Mackie. But | think it is quite important that we are com- 
pleting all in one piece, Fargo to Fergus Falls to Benson to Granite 
Falls, which will complete the 230-kilovolts loop from basically the 
Missouri Basin out and back to the Big Bend area in South Dakota. 

This initial, roughly, $1,682,000 of the budget figure this year will 
begin that last leg of that loop, and I think the other thing that is 
important in our minds at least is that that will connect and furnish 
1% million kilowatts on the Missouri Basin with an excess of 1 million 
kilowatts of thermal capacity that already exists on the other end of 
this system in Minnesota. 
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We believe that if there was not 1 kilowatt sold over it from the 
Missouri Basin that the firm capacity that will be gained through the 
use of that line to the Bureau itself is worth more than the line itself. 

If we never bought a kilowatt-hour from the Bureau itself, I think 
that, and I think that is something we in our business are inclined to 
forget and leave out of that picture. 

With that I have concluded my oral statement. 

Mr. Murray. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaut. All right. 

Mr. Murray. How do your rural rates compare with your urban 
rates? 

Mr. Macxir. I should answer the question on rural rates and let 
some of the utilities answer it more specifically on the urban rates— 
since the co-ops do not deal in urban rates. We sell only to rural 
customers, and we are selling delivered to the customer, at an average 
rate per kilowatt-hour, which is the total price delivered to the cus- 
tomer, of approximately 2% cents; it will run from 2% to 2.9 or let’s 
say 2.75 to 3 cents total delivered cost. 

I am sure one of the utility people would be far better to answer 
as to urban rates. I can answer that my average rate, which happens 
to be on Northern States system, in the urban area of St. Paul will run 
approximately 2% cents. 

Mr. Taper. What do you pay for your electricity? 

Mr. Macxir. Wholesale? 

Mr. Taper. Of course, you do not buy it any other way. 

Mr. Mackie. Comparable to the same condition under which we 
would buy this Bureau power which would be wholesale to the distri- 
bution systems of the co-ops, we are now averaging approximately 
12 mills, 1.2 cents. 

Mr. Taper. It costs you about 1 mill 3 to deliver it and cover 
your expense? 

Mr. Macktr. To deliver it over the distribution, that will cost 
approximately 1% cents more; in other words, 2.7 cents, 

The distribution system itself is running on an REA co-op approxi- 
mately 15 mills or 1.5 cents expense over and above their wholesale 
cost. 

Mr. Taser. That is all I have. 

Mr. Marsuauy. Mr. Chairman, at this time—— 

Mr. Mackie. Oh, Mr. Chairman, excuse me for interrupting, but 
could I have my prepared statement inserted into the record, please? 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes; without objection your prepared statement will 
be inserted into the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Edgar R. Mackie, 
I am an engineer employed by the firm of Ellerbe & Co. of St. Paul, Minn. Iam 
appearing here today in behalf of 19 REA-financed cooperatives in southern, 
central, and western Minnesota. 

Ellerbe & Co. is the largest engineering organization in Minnesota. We have 
been doing load-study and system design work for REA cooperatives in Minnesota 
and surrounding States for many years. We made the preliminary studies and 
complete system design for Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc. at Grand Forks, 
N. Dak. ‘This is one of the largest and most successful of the REA power coop- 
eratives. Work connected with REA is less than 5 percent of our total annual 
business. We now have work in more than 20 States. The above statements 


are made only to give an indication of our qualifications to prepare the information 
contained herein. 
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Ellerbe & Co. made the engineering studies for the 19 cooperatives in the south, 
central, and western areas of Minnesota. Their present requirements are sup- 
plied by 4 private utilities and 4 municipalities. 

A statement was presented by me before this committee in support of certain 
Bureau lines last vear. In most cases the municipalities are required to run every 
available unit of generation regardless of condition, just to get by. The Otter 
Tail Power Co. serves the northwest portion of this area. The Interstate Power 
Co. serves the southern portion of the area. The Minnesota Power & Light Co. 
serves only five substations in this area. ‘Two of the member cooperatives are 
supplied by REA-financed generating plants—1 at Benson, Minn., and 1 at 
Jackson, Minn. The Northern States Power Co., serves the balance of the area. 

Our letter addressed to the four utilities and dated August 26, 1950, clearly 
indicated our problem and requested information on what quantities of power 
could be made available to us. 

Our study shows that the most practical and feasible solution to the overall 
problem is to provide these cooperatives with Bureau of Reclamation power from 
the Missouri Basin. The best solution is to place the Bureau lines in operation at 
the earliest possible date. 

Our recommendation to the 19 cooperatives was that the most practical solu- 
tion to the overall problem would be to integrate all of the existing facilities. 
Negotiations with the power companies were carried on in an effort to determine 
the best overall solution. As a result of these negotiations and studies by the 
power companies, the following basic plan was developed: 

1. That the power companies interconnect their systems to relieve the areas 
where shortages exist—these interconnections to take place as soon as possible 
to solve these shortages during the interim period. Contracts have been signed 
by the three power companies represented here. 

2. That the Bureau of Reclamation build a backbone 230,000-volt transmission 
system within a 250-mile radius of the source. The initial construction to consist 
of a 230,000-volt line from Fargo, N. Dak. to Fergus Falls, to Benson, to Granite 
Valls, Minn., and thence back to the source in South Dakota. 

3. That the Bureau of Reclamation build the necessary substations at approxi- 
mately the points named in item 2 above and at Sioux Falls, 8. Dak. 

4. That the power companies in the area enter into wheeling contracts with the 
Bureau of Reclamation to wheel power from the above points to the load centers 
of all the preferred customers in the Bureau marketing area, 

5. That the power companies in the area build the required low-voltage 
transmission lines to increase their system transmission capacities as required 
to wheel the power from the above points to the load centers. 

6. That the preferred customers in the area could, by virtue of the above con- 
ditions, become direct customers of the Bureau of Reclamation without additional 
expenditures by the customers. New load centers of the electric cooperatives 
might require some new line and substations construction on their part. 

7. That all parties—the Bureau of Reclamation, the power com- 
panies, the cooperatives, and the municipalities—integrate their facilities to give 
the maximum benefits to the consumers. 

8. That the power companies continue to supply power requirements over and 
above that available from the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The plan as outlined above solves some very perplexing problems. The solu- 
tion of these problems provides the following: 

1. A guaranty of an adequate source of power for the preferred customers in 
the area at the lowest overall cost. It should be pointed out that the combined 
present (1956) load requirements of the preferred customers in the market area 
in Minnesota are of such magnitude as to render any one line incapable of deliver- 
ing these present requirements without considerable supporting equipment. It 
further follows that considering a load in excess of 200,000 kilowatts in 1957 when 
Bureau power becomes available, and the increasing loads thereafter definitely 
require a minimum of a loop of at least 230,000 volts. 

2. An immediate market for Reclamation power. 

3. An immediate return on the money already invested by the Government in 
both dams and transmission lines. 

4. The greatest distribution of Reclamation power to the maximum number of 
preferred customers with the lowest possible investment by the Government. 

5. The interconnection of Government-owned generating capacity with privately 
owned generating capacity in excess of 1,500,000 kilowatts. The majority of this 
privately owned capacity is on the opposite end of the transmission facilities from 
the location of the Government-owned generation. This greatly improves the 
reliability and the overall production of the entire system. 
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It is my firm belief that the value to the Government of the firming capacity 
available from the above plan is, in actual dollars and cents, more than the total 
cost of the entire line for which we are asking. The Government must, in order to 
get the maximum return on its investment, provide this firming capacity by some 
means. 

In any discussion of the above problems, the question always comes up as to 
what actual need this area has for this line. To my knowledge there has not 
been a single case in the United States in the past 15 years, excluding World War 
II years, that any customer has actually been refused service at a price. It stands 
to reason that any power company would render service to any customer in any 
location if the customer can and will guarantee a reasonable return on the required 
investment. No doubt many people have appeared before this committee on the 
basis that a great need existed because of the lack of any source of power. Such a 
lack must of necessity originally have stemmed from the failure or the inability of 
these people to support the required investment. I state these facts only to show 
that in all cases, actual need must be based on cold, hard dollars and I state my 
ease as follows: 

The 19 cooperatives represented by us purchased approximately 375 million 
kilowatt hours in 1954 at a cost of approximately $4,700,000. This power was 
poner mainly in fuel-burning plants in high fuel cost areas. If this power had 

een purchased from the Bureau of Reclamation at their present established rate 
of 5.5 mills for power produced by their hydro development, a saving of approxi- 
mately $2,600,000 would have been made. By 1960 these same 19 cooperatives 
alone will purchase during the year approximately 560 million kilowatt-hours. 
With the same comparison of purchasing conditions as above, a saving of $4 
million will be realized. 

The 19 cooperatives have a total membership of approximately 80,000 
families, and the municipalities and others in the area increase this to approxi- 
mately 180,000 families. 

I believe the proposed solution to be sound, effective, and desirable to these 
180,000 families, as well as to all parties involved in it. 

I would like to point out the following pertinent points with regard to this 
proposed solution: 

1. Less money and material will be expended to do the job than under any 
other systems. 

2. The same overall economy could not be effected by the Government doing 
the job by itself or the power companies by themselves or by the preferred cus- 
tomers doing the job alone. The reasons for this statement are as follows: 

(a) If the Government through its marketing agent attempts to do the entire 
marketing job, a good deal more money would have to be invested in transmission 
and substation facilities. This would result in little increase in gross revenue to 
the Government and in my opinion an actual decrease in net revenue to the 
Government. 

(b) If the proper companies are asked to build the required lines necessary to 
deliver Reclamation power from the dams to the preferred customers in Minne- 
sota, it becomes practically mandatory that they do so as utilities at a fair price. 
In this case, however, what is a fair price? It must be sufficient to meet property 
tax, income tax, operation, maintenance, all other fixed costs, and to yield a fair 
return to the investors. This will be explained by another witness. A more 
important point is, in my opinion, the fact that the resulting cost to the preferred 
customer would be such as to not decrease the overall cost of power to him. 

(c) If the preferred customers attempt to construct the necessary facilities 
to deliver power to themselves with REA financing, they are faced with the 
following comparison: Assume the maintenance cost to be equal for the Bureau 
of Reclamation and an REA financed line. The bureau pays 3 percent interest 
and no taxes. A cooperative using REA money pays 2 percent interest plus 
approximately 2 percent State taxes. This increase in yearly cost of 1 percent 
per year if the line is built with REA money, plus the cost of the additional 
facilities that would have to be built if the combined plan is not used, results in 
no saving to the customer. Any combination of plans A and C can basically 
only change the total property tax paid. The construction of f cilities that are 
not required under the proposed basic plan cannot be eliminated. 

3. The same effective security and reliability of service cannot be had by any 
other system at a reasonable cost. 

4. A system study showing the operation of the combined systems has now 
been completed jointly by the parties concerned, which proves that the plan is 
sound and feasible. This study was made on the Bureau of Reclamation Board 
in Denver in February 1952. 
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5. This study further proved that the loss within this combined system was 
not excessive. In fact the losses generally were less than 25 percent, which 
is reasonably low on such a system. 

6. In many cases the Government is required to finance and construct fuel- 
burning plants to provide the firming capacity that would be supplied by the 
adoption of our plan. 

Money was provided last year and construction of a line from Big Bend, S. Dak. 
to Granite Falls, Minn., was continued. This section of line which is a good 
start will provide a desirable part of our overall plan. 

We believe that the proposed $1,522,000 required to complete this line should 
be provided at this time. We also believe that construction of a line from 
Granite Falls, Minn. to Benson, Minn. to Fergus Falls, Minn. to Fargo, N. Dak. 
should be initiated at this time with the proposed $1,682,000. 

If the maximum benefit to the most people with a minimum of funds is to be 
provided in the initial stage, this section of line is very necessary. Naturally, 
we would like to have our entire project initiated at this time, but we also believe 
that Federal expenditures should be cut to a minimum. ‘Two of the largest 
load centers in our area are Granite Falls and Fergus Falls. The highest fuel 
cost centers in our area are Granite Falls, Benson and Fergus Falls. Therefore, 
by providing Bureau power to these three points in the initial stage, the maximum 
could be done with a minimum of funds. 

We believe that the proposed [$370,000 for the Jamestown-Fargo 230-kilovolt 
line and the $1,789,000 for the Fargo-Grand Forks 115-kilovolt line should be 
made available. We are not asking the Government to give us this money. 
We are asking for a loan by the Government to the designated marketing agent. 
Such a loan will, in this case, be paid back more rapidly than in most cases because 
the load or market already exists and stands ready to yield an immediate return 
on such a loan. 

The three power companies represented here today have signed the necessary 
wheeling contracts with the Bureau of Reclalmation. They are now in a position 
to immediately deliver power supplied by the Bureau to the preference customers. 

The Government investment, in my opinion, would be repaid in full. Commit- 
ments have been made by the power companies to the cooperatives in the com- 
panies’ letter of December 21, 1951. 


Mr. MarsHatu. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to call upon 
Mr. Carl T. Bremicker, vice president of the Northern States Power 
Co. 

Mr. Rapavt. We will be pleased to hear him at this time. 


STATEMENT OF CARL T. BREMICKER 


Mr. Bremicker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen; my name is Carl 
T. Bremicker and I am vice president of Northern States Power Co., 
a Minnesota corporation. Our company is engaged in the public 
utility business in Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota, and 
in Wisconsin through subsidiary companies. 

The electric system of Northern States Power Co. had its origin 
in 1909, and has grown to cover and serve a 40,000-square-mile area. 
for your convenience we are attaching a copy of our company system 
map. The company furnishes service to approximately 700,000 elec- 
tric customers in 514 communities. We also furnish electric service 
directly to some 26,000 rural and farm customers, and sell at whole- 
sale to 19 electric cooperatives at 77 points of connection. 

It has been the policy of Northern States Power Co. to cooperate 
at all times with the electric cooperatives in its area. The 19 electric 
cooperatives and 3 utility companies represented here have worked 
out a plan of cooperating in providing for the power requirements of 
the electric cooperatives, known as the Minnesota plan. Under this 
plan, the Bureau of Reclamation would build only certain 230,000- 
volt or higher voltage lines in Minnesota necessary to deliver Bureau 
power, and the utility companies would make available their existing 
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and planned facilities to transport the Federal hydropower from the 
Bureau’s system to the distribution systems of the preference cus- 
tomers. The group believes this plan makes the fullest and most 
efficient use of the existing and planned facilities of the utility com- 
panies as well as those of. the cooperatives and will result in the best 
service at the lowest possible rate to the cooperatives. 

In conformance with this plan, we have appeared the past several 
years, with the electric cooperatives, before the appropriate sub- 
committees of the House and Senate in support of the Bureau of 
Reclamation requests for funds to construct the 230,000-volt trans- 
mission lines necessary to deliver the Federal hydropower to the 
terminal points of the companies’ major transmission systems. We 
return today to renew that support. 

Let us make our position clear. We are not here asking that elec- 
tric power be brought into our trade area because of any shortage, 
or to serve the purposes of Northern States Power Co. Our company 
is in the business of generating and distributing electricity in our 
territory, and is prepared to construct the necessary facilities for that 
purpose. We have, are now, and will continue to take care of the 
demands of our customers at rates which are fair and provide the 
overall operational requirements for the conduct of our business. 
We are constantly planning and building to care for the future re- 
quirements of our service area, detailed plans in a large measure being 
projected at least 5 years ahead. Within this area served by North- 
ern States Power Co., we now have a complete grid of transmission 
lines adequately delivering the requirements of the territory, includ- 
ing the requirements of 19 rural electric cooperatives. This trans- 
mission system is constantly being enlarged and strengthened to meet 
the growing loads. In fact, a substantial majority of the 19 electric 
cooperatives represented here today get their electric power from our 
transmission system. 

However, there are some special circumstances involved in the 
matter now under consideration. 

The Congress has determined that dams and hydroelectric gener- 
ating facilities be installed on the Missouri River in North and South 
Dakota. 

The Congress has determined that the electric power output from 
these dams, beyond that required for Government needs, be supplied 
to customers on a preference basis. In our area these ‘‘preferred”’ 
customers are the electric cooperatives and the municipally operated 
utilities. 

The marketing of this electric power has been assigned to the 
Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau, 
after surveying the potential output of these power developments 
and further surveying the electrical requirements of the area, appar- 
ently has decided that the electric power in question should be dis- 
posed of within a marketing area which in part covers the States of 
North and South Dakota, and a portion of the State of Minnesota. 

The 230,000-volt lines under consideration do not duplicate exist- 
ing or planned facilities of the utility companies or electric coopera- 
tives and serve no purpose other than to transport the Federal hydro- 
power to the terminal points of the various companies’ major trans- 
mission systems. Under the postage stamp rate policy of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, whereby the rates for the Federal hydropower are 
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the same throughout the entire marketing area, it would be uneco- 
nomical to finance these lines by any other means. Also, since these 
lines are an integral part of the extensive Bureau transmission system 
in North and South Dakota, they must necessarily be under control 
of the Bureau. 

Therefore, the problem is one which basically requires Govern- 
ment solution. ‘The Government has hydroelectric power to sell to 
its “‘preferred’’ customers. In this instance, the customers within 
the marketing area in Minneosta are located a great distance from 
the source of supply. If the power is to be sold in this area, and that 
is solely a Government problem to be answered by the Congress, it 
must be delivered where it may be distributed and used. 

Here let me make one point clear. Northern States Power Co. is not 
in favor of governmental power projects when the job of supplying 
power can be performed by the commercial companies. Our position 
in this matter is consistent with the position of the electric light and 
power industry—that Government should not do for the people things 
the people— individually or through their corporate organizations 
can do for themselves. Therefore, I want to repeat that the present 
case is a special one due to circumstances created by governmental 
decisions in the past and by the economic problems of building and 
financing transmission lines of this capacity and length to serve the 
“preferred”’ class of customer here under consideration. 

We have completed a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for 
the use of our transmission facilities to deliver the Bi deral hydro- 
electric energy from the terminal points of the Bureau’s transmission 
system to the preferred customers that may contract with the Bureau 
in our area and thus avoid costly duplication of transmission facilities. 

At the present time, our system is interconnected with the Minnkota 
Power Cooperative system in North Dakota, with the Dairyland Power 
Cooperative system in Wisconsin, and with the Rural Power Co- 
operative system in Minnesota. Also, our system is presently inter- 
connected with the Otter Tail Power Co. system in northwestern 
Minnesota and with the Interstate Power Co. system in southern 
Minnesota. The facilities necessary to interconnect our system with 
the Bureau system are presently being constructed. 

The rural electric cooperatives in Minnesota are here asking that 
this committee appropriate sufficient funds this year in order that the 
benefits, as outlined in their testimony, may be made available to them. 
Because of the special circumstances as reviewed above, we earnestly 
support the cooperatives in their request for sufficient funds for these 
particular Government-owned transmission facilities. 

We are very pleased to be here with our friends, the cooperatives in 
Minnesota, to support the request of the Bureau of Reclamation for 
funds to complete the transmission line between Granite Falls, Benson, 
Fergus Falls, and Fargo, and let me also include the line from James- 
town to Fargo. These lines must be completed because we have at 
the present time a completed wheeling contract with the Bureau of 
Reclamation to wheel all the available power over our entire system. 
We feel very happy that we have that contract because when the 
connections are made, we will be able to bring to the rural cooperatives 
the power which is available to them at a lesser rate than we can afford 
to sell it to them. 
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I want to say at this time that we are certainly proud of our arrange- 
ment that we have at this time, and it has been wonderful to work 
with them. I hope you gentlemen will soon see your way clear to 
complete it so that we do not have to take your time up every year. 

Mr. Murray. The last witness told me what their rural rate 
was——- 

Mr. Bremicker. I think Mr. Mackie was talking about their 
cooperative rate. What was it you wanted to ask me, sir? 

Mr. Murray. What is the city rate? 

" Mr. Bremicker. The urban rate averages around 3 cents a kilowatt- 
our. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Bremicker, you are referring to the Twin 
Cities area? 

Mr. Bremicker. For the system. 

Mr. ANnpERSEN. Another question, Mr. Bremicker: Is it not a fact 
that the three points which would be connected by the completion of 
the loop from Granite Falls to Fargo—and I am referring to Benson, 
Fergus Falls, and Granite Falls—those three particular points are 
about in as high a cost area as far as energy is concerned as any in 
that part of the country? 

Mr. Bremicker. We are in a high-cost fuel area, as you know, 
Congressman. 

Mr. AnperseNn. And in your opinion the completion of that loop 
would be of great value to hundreds of thousands of people, and 
eventually perhaps bring down the cost of energy to the customer? 

Mr. Bremicker. That is correct, because of the availability of the 
Missouri power. 

Mr. Marswauu. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to call 
on Mr. C. A. Hummel, executive vice president of the Interstate 
Power Co. 


STATEMENT OF C. A. HUMMEL 


Mr. Humme.. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. A. Hummel, and 
I am executive vice president of the Interstate Power Co. With 
your permission I would like to file this statement with the reporter, 
and I would like to make a very brief oral statement. 

While Sioux Falls, S. Dak., is considered to be the delivery point 
for Bureau power into Interstate’s system, the Granite Falls connec- 
tion will also be important to the preferred customers connected to 
our system, as a major portion of the power to be wheeled may enter 
into the transmission network here. The customers of the Bureau 
are understandably interested in having a reliable supply of power 
at these connection points. 

It is our desire to give our full cooperation and support to the de- 
velopment of a program which will fully provide for the electrical 
needs of the people in western Minnesota. 

Interstate is here today in support of the electric cooperatives’ 
request for funds for the Bureau to build a 230,000-volt transmission 
line from Fargo, N. Dak., to Granite Falls, Minn. 

We, therefore, respectfully urge this committee to act favorably 
on the request for funds to build this line. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Raxsavur. Without objection, your prepared statement will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 
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(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is C. A. Hummel and I am executive 
vice president of Interstate Power Co., a public utility serving electricity to 
96,657 customers, of which 11,228 are rural customers and 85,429 are urban 
customers, located in 224 communities throughout southern Minnesota and 
eastern Iowa. In addition, the company supplies electricity indirectly to 16,000 
rural customers through wholesale electric service to rural electric cooperatives. 
A substantial number of these are located in southern Minnesota within the 
Missouri Basin marketing area. 

During the past years we have appeared before congressional committees in 
support of requests by the Bureau of Reclamation for funds to build 230,000-volt 
transmission lines in western Minnesota. 

Interstate, together with the other utility companies, Otter Tail Power Co., 
and Northern States Power Co., is actively engaged in expanding its generation 
and transmission facilities and in interconnecting its system with those of its 
neighbors. This expansion and interconnection program has been carried out 
as part of our responsibility for providing adequate facilities for the distribution 
of power in Minnesota. 

The means to distribute Missouri Basin power to the individual customers have 
been worked out. A transmission service, or wheeling contract, whereby we will 
wheel power for the Bureau of Reclamation to its preference customers in southern 
and western Minnesota has been signed. While Sioux Falls, 8. Dak., is con- 
sidered to be the delivery point for Bureau power into Interstate’s system, the 
Granite Falls connection will also be important to the preferred customers con- 
nected to our system, as a major portion of the power to be wheeled may enter 
into the transmission network here. The customers of the Bureau are under- 
standably interested in having a reliable supply of power at these connection 
points. 

It is our desire to give our full cooperation and support to the development of 
a program which will fully provide for the electrical needs of the people in western 
Minnesota. 

Interstate is here today in support of the electric cooperatives’ request for 
funds to build a 230,000-volt transmission line from Fargo, N. Dak., to Granite 
Falls, Minn. 

We, therefore, respectfully urge this committee to act favorably on the request 
for funds to build this line. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT V. HARTL 


Mr. Marsuauu. Mr. Chairman, at this time, I would like to cail 
upon Mr. Albert V. Hartl, vice president and treasurer of Otter Tail 
Power Co., Fergus Falls, Minn, 

Mr. Harti. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Albert V. Hartl, and I am vice president and treasurer of 
Otter Tail Power Co., a Minnesota corporation, which supplies electric 
energy to almost 500 communities in Minnesota, North Dakota, and 
South Dakota, plus helping to supply 19 REA cooperatives at 49 
points of connection. 

The purpose of my appearance today is to indicate that Otter Tail 
Power Co. still vigorously and wholeheartedly supports the position 
of the REA cooperatives in their request for appropriation. 

Our company has a signed contract for the wheeling of Bureau power 
to preference customers in Minnesota. Such a contract will be much 
less valuable to these customers if the Congress does not supply the 
necessary funds to build the connecting links between the source of 
energy and the potential loads within the marketing area portion of 
Minnesota, 

We sincerely feel that the unified efforts of the REA cooperatives 
and the private utilities in Minnesota during the past few years have 
shown the advantages accruing to everyone—cooperative, utility, 
and general public. 
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We are glad to have been a part of that effort. It is our desire to 
continue work with these REA cooperatives in Minnesota, to the end 
that the most satisfactory and most economical solution to their 
power problems be formulated. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of appearing here 
today. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Just one question, if you please, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavut. Certainly. 

Mr. AnpERSEN. Mr. Hartl, is it not a fact that the great bulk of 
this money asked for in reference to all of these transmission lines will 
be repaid to the Government in full? 

Mr. Harri. That is my understanding of this entire project, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. It is my understanding that only that portion 
attributable to administrative expense on the part of the Bureau of 
Reclamation is the portion which will eventually be chargeable to the 
Government. 

Mr. Hartt. I have been so informed, sir. 

Mr. Murray. Mr. Hartl, you supply the co-op. What is your 
rate for a kilowatt-hour to the co-op? 

Mr. Harri. At the present time, sir, we do not directly supply any 
cooperative. By mutual arrangement between the cooperatives, our 
sister utility, the Northern States Power Co., and ourselves, the 
cooperatives that actually receive service off of our lines, physically 
receive such service from us, are technically customers of Northern 
States, the company that Mr. Bremicker represented, and the rate 
that the REA’s in our territory receive under that arrangement is the 
12-mill rate, of which I spoke. ’ 

Mr. AnprerRSsEN. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. MarsHauty. Mr. Chairman, we are very pleased at this time 
to hear from Victor Hanson, who is manager of the cooperative in 
Benson who has worked wholeheartedly with all the rest of the people 
in support of this project. 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR HANSON 


Mr. Hanson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I am certainly wholeheartedly in favor of the appropriation that we 
are seeking here today, for it is the connecting link which is absolutely 
essential in our extension to make this high-voltage transmission 
system effective in our part of the State. 

It is to the end of gaining the completion of that thing that we are 
here again seeking this appropriation today. I believe that the 
entire thing is pretty well covered in the testimony that has been 
given by others, but we certainly are wholeheartedly in favor of the 
proposition. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Hanson, I want to be quite frank with the 
committee, and you well know that in the budget request this year for 
the connecting link from Granite Falls to Fargo, the budget does have 
this language: 

Initiation of construction of this line is dependent upon the outcome of studies in 
progress, 

That is the budget language relative to the Fargo-Granite Falls 
transmission connecting link, but now I want to say this for the record 
that last year the Congress definitely did not authorize that particular 
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language, and there was nothing whatsoever in any way, was there, 
Mr. Marshall, which the Congress in any way inferred that such 
authorization was dependent upon any studies? Is that not correct? 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is entirely correct. That is why I have asked 
Mr. Hanson to bring out the fact that that particular link is abso- 
lutely essential to the 100 percent workability of the entire gridwork. 

Mr. Hanson. That is right, Mr. Andersen. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I wanted this in the record, gentlemen, to show 
that we are not hiding behind any language even though I personally 
take exception to that language as not being in accordance with the 
intent of the Congress. 

Mr. Marsua.u. In the original outgo of this project, it was con- 
templated on the basis of economy, it was planned that this link 
should be put in so that these grids could be hooked together, which 
would mean an economical distribution of power and would be more 
economically transmitted. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. That is correct, Mr. Marshall. The Congress 
then put in $125,000 for planning for construction of that particular 
leg last year. 

Mr. Rapaut. Yes, Mr. Evins. 

Mr. Evins. I just want to make an observation for the record that 
Mr. Andersen of Minnesota has on several occasions called to the 
attention of this committee the fine example of cooperation between 
the cooperatives, municipalities, and private utilities up in his State, 
and I think the example of cooperation that has been shown here is 
certainly an excellent one and is to be commended. 

Minnesota has a great delegation of Representatives, and I want to 
especially commend Congressmen Andersen and Marshall, who are 
members of the Committee on appropriations. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I want to say the same thing for my colleague 
down the table. 

Mr. Marsuauyt. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the committee 
for the privilege of appearing before you today. You are a working 
committee and you certainly have listened to us with a great deal of 
courtesy. 

Mr. Rasautr. We are adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 


Marcu 28, 1956. 


RockLAND HARBOR IMPROVEMENT 
WITNESSES 


HON. CHARLES P. NELSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MAINE 

CHRISTY ADAMS, COUNSEL, ROCKLAND PORT DISTRICT 

LLOYD ALLEN, CITY MANAGER, ROCKLAND, MAINE 


Mr. Rasavut. The committee will come to order. 

Our first witness this morning is Congressman Charles P. Nelson. 
We are glad to have you with us. You are going to talk to us about 
the Rockland Harbor improvement? 
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Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, at 
the outset, I want to say that I appear before this committee pre- 
maturely. At the last session of the Congress I introduced an au- 
thorization bill for the dredging of Rockland Harbor, a bill which has 
the full approval of all departments and the Bureau of the Budget. 
It passed the Senate last year and it was favorably considered by the 
Committee on Public Works, but they never got it out, because they 
were all tied up with the highway bill, as you gentlemen will remember, 
during the closing days days of the last session. 

At this present session the bill has been favorably reported to the 
Public Works Committee by the subcommittee, and I have the 
assurance of the members of the committee that it will be reported out 
at the first full session they have. As yet they have had no full session, 
and the subcommittee of the full committee is still tangling with the 
highway bill. 

A critical situation exists in Rockland Harbor. There is a good 
deal of local money being put up, but it cannot be expended until the 
dredging of the harbor has been approved. The local money is to 
build a new wharf and piers for island boats, and for shipping facilities 
in that area. 

I want you gentlemen of this committee, if possible, to consider the 
Rockland Harbor improvement project, on the basis that the author- 
ization bill will soon be reported out and passed. 

There are two representative citizens from Rockland here, and if it 
meets with the approval of the committee I would like to have them 
describe to the committee the critical situation which does exist there. 

Mr. Taser. Before you do that, Mr. Nelson, I wonder if you could 
tell us whether or not Rockland Harbor has been in existence for a 
good while? 

Mr. Nreuson. For a great many years, yes. 

Mr. Taser. And the bill would authorize the deepening of the 
harbor to a greater depth than they have had before? 

Mr. Netson. Yes, sir; it does. 

Mr. Taser. That is why you have to have the authorization? 

Mr. Netson. We have to have the authorization, and it is such a 
critical situation, that we would like to get the appropriation through, 
Congressman Taber. 

Mr. Taper. And they can describe the situation to us in detail. 

Mr. Neuson. Yes. 

Mr. Rasaur. We will be very glad to hear them. 

Mr. Netson. Let me present to you first the counsel for the Rock- 
land Port District, Mr. Christy Adams. 


STATEMENT OF CHRISTY ADAMS 


Mr. Apams. Mr. Chairman, I appeared before this committee in 
1952, asking for a $2,500 appropriation for the Army engineers to 
make a survey of the Rockland Harbor, and now that survey has been 
made, and we are asking now for the appropriation of money for the 
dredging. 

The engineers came to Reckland in 1953 and held a public hearing, 
and they reported their findings to the division engineer, and the 
Public Works Committee visited Rockland in 1953, and we escorted 
them throughout the harbcr, and showed them our problem. 
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Rockland Harbor is located approximately 75 miles beyond Port- 
land, Maine, and is made up of 11,000 acres, which is the largest 
harbor beyond Portland. 

On June 30, 1896, Congress adopted the project of Rockland 
Harbor, setting for the breakwater, and setting a depth of 4 feet as 
the mean low water for the depth of Rockland Harbor. Of course 
since that time commerce has changed; they were using coasters that 
would rest on the bottom, and now we have boats of 5,000 tons 
coming into the harbor. We have approximately 100 boats a day, 
up to 5,000 tons, supported by United States Coast Guard. 

We had two wharves on the whole coast that have 14 feet of water, 
at the mean low tide, one occupied by the United States Coast Guard, 
and the other by the Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., and all other tonnage 
at mean low tide from zero to 6 feet of water. 

We are asking for dredging of approximately 14 feet. On the south 
side of Atlantic Point, at the south end of the developed waterway, 
is the shipyard division of the General Foods Corp.; they have recently 
brought in nine trawlers, carrying approximately 330,000 pounds of 
fish, with a draft of 16 to 18 feet limitation, and on many occasions, 
when they come in to drop their fish off for processing, they are 
delayed 2 or 3 hours with a consequence of fish spoilage. Over the 
past we estimate a $80,000 loss on fish alone because of having to 
wait for high tide for those boats to dock. 

This is tabulated in a report made by the Army engineers for the 
Senate Committee on Public Works, and it is set forth in a table 
which shows the exact losses sustained by the fishing fleet. 

During the storm all boats must leave the piers and wharves for 
fear that they will be driven ashore, and they have to ride this side 
of the breakwater, approximately a mile each way, to ride out the 
storm. 

We have an island service, made up of Criehaven, Matinicus, ae 
haven, and North Haven. They serve 40,000 passengers a year; they 
make 2,000 trips, and carry 10,000 tons of freight. They cannot 
land in Rockland during rough weather, or stormy wneiiaies they 
start across the channel, approximately 14 miles, and usually turn 
back and come another day. 

They lose 10 days a vear because of not being able to land, which 
roughly amounts to $6,250. 

Locally, we have formed a port district, and the local indebtedness 
amounts to $100,000 to the city of Rockland, and the State of Maine 
appropriated $100,000 for building additional piers, because the pres- 
ent piers are inadequate, and will not take care of the present tonnage, 
and requires the trucks to load and unload the freight. 

$350,000 improvements will be made locally, throughout the 
harbor frontage, to wharves and landing areas, and we are purchasing 
an option on ‘the land located along the cove, and adjacent to that 
land the city owns more land, which they are going to turn over to the 
port district. 

We are the largest fishing port in New England today. In 1954 
we landed 80 million pounds of fish, 8 million pounds of lobster, and 
in 1955—we do not have the figures yet—but estimated it will be 
over 100 million pounds of fish. We have fish packing, fishmeal, 
fertilizer, pet foods, pharmaceutical products, shipbuilding, portland 
cement, and lime. 
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I wish to present this chart, which shows the plan of the harbor, 
which is colored in green, and which is the plan set forth by the Army 
engineers, which is proposed to do with dredging in Rockland Harbor. 

In 1954, the estimate was $710,000 to complete the project. Since 
that time, it was brought to my attention yesterday, by the Army 
engineers that the amount will be $800,000 to do the dredging. 

We have a good harbor location, too. We have a 5,000- -foot break- 
water, that extends to the center of the harbor, with a lighthouse on 
the end, with a 5,000-foot opening from the lighthouse to the east 
channel; we have a length of 7,000; we have a 10,000-foot width, and 
15,000 feet of shore frontage. 

The railroad line stops at Rockland, and the engineers have 
approved the plan. 

That is the plan of the engineers as shown on that chart. 

Mr. Evins. How much dredging do you anticipate will be required? 

Mr. Newtson. We are requesting 14 feet at mean low water. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Nelson, how much money are you asking for? 

Mr. Neuson. The authorization bill, which is pending before the 
Committee on Public Works, and which has passed the Senate, calls 
for $710,000. 

Mr. Evins. $710,000. 

Mr. Netson. Yes. As Mr. Adams has just suggested, the engineers 
now estimate that it is going to cost maybe $100,000 more. 

Mr. Apams. Yes. 

Mr. Netson. $710,000 we are asking for now. 

Mr. Apams. The Army engineers in this booklet have shown the 
annual benefits to be derived from this dredging, locally, to be 
$113,750, and the annual charge to the United States Government 
annually is $41,600, being a ratio of 2.2 to 1. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

Mr. Netson. The city and the State have put up $200,000 and the 
spending of the money is all depending upon the dredging of this 
harbor. 

And another critical situation is that, as you can appreciate, that 
with the island boats presently used, the owner has canceled the lease, 
and they do not know whether they are going to come in or not. 

Mr. Evins. Do you feel that you are going to be able to get the 
authorization bill passed by the time this measure is re ady for 
consideration? 

Mr. Netson. I have talked to all members of the committee, and 
they tell me that as soon as they get the highway bill out of the way— 
and I am sure the authorization bill will be passed. 

Mr. Evins. Do you want to present another witness? 

Mr. Netson. Yes; I would like to do so. 

Mr. Murray. I had one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Netson. Certainly, Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Murray. With regard to your local money, you are raising 
that in the port district by a bond issue? 

Mr. Netson. It is coming from two sources: the State of Maine is 
appropriating $100,000, and the local port district by issuing bonds is 
raising another $100,000. 

Mr. Murray. Those are revenue bonds? 

Mr. Nerson. No. 

Mr. Apams. They are general obligation. 
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Mr. Murray. I was wondering whether the payment of the bonds 
was conditioned upon whether you do the dredging; is that right? 

Mr. NELSON. The dredging has to be done before the financing 
can be used to build the wharves and facilities. 

I would like next to introduce Mr. Lloyd Allen, city manager, 
Rockland. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD ALLEN 


Mr. Autuen. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up any more of 
your time than necessary, but I do want to emphasize the urgency of 
this situation, in that the present wharf, that we are now using, is 
liable to be torn up at any time, which would leave the boat service 
without any place to stop at Rockland, and the port district improve- 
ment that we have planned, with this $200,000, that will be available 
from bond issue, and from the State of Maine, is all contingent upon 
the dredging to open up the new basin, and to make new property 
available that can be developed for this sort of thing. 

The State situation, and they have gone along and made their pre- 
liminary inve stigation, sO we can guarantee the Federal Government 
will be held harmless under the project, and everything that can pos- 
sibly be done to expedite this thing to get it through this year, has 
been done, so that a contract can possibly be awarded in August. 

The Corps of Engineers has cooperated with us 100 percent on 
getting everything they could out of the way, and I think everybody 
realizes the urgency of the thing, and has done everything x possible they 
can, so that the entire project is resting in the laps of ‘the C ongress, 
and we are very anxious to see something done. 

Mr. Evins. You have a good representative down here, a strong 
advocate to see that it is done. 

Mr. Nreutson. May I thank the committee very much for this 
opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Nelson. 


Marcu 28, 1956. 
BARCELONA HARBOR 
WITNESS 


HON. DANIEL A. REED, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Evins. We are delighted to have with us our esteemed colleague 
and good friend, Hon. Daniel A. Reed, of New York, who will discuss 
the Barcelona Harbor project. Mr. Reed. 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, I[ sincerely thank you and the members 
of your subcommittee for this opportunity to appear before you in 
behalf of the Barcelona Harbor project in my congressional district. 

I am here to urge an appropriation for improvement of Barcelona 
Harbor, Westfield, N. Y. 

On February 21, 1956, the President communicated with the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and proposed supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1957 for various projects, one of 
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which is the Barcelona Harbor. The Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget recommended to the President that the sum of $2,260,000 be 
used to initiate construction of four authorized projects. Of that 
amount I believe the Army Engineers have recommended that 
$250,000 be allocated for improvement of the Barcelona Harbor for 
the fiscal year 1957. 

The Rivers and Harbors Act, approved March 2, 1945, adopted 
a project for improvement of Barcelona Harbor, N. Y., in accordance 
with the report contained in House Document 446, 78th Congress, 
providing for an entrance channel 10 feet deep with a harbor basin 8 
feet deep, with breakwater protection. 

The harbor is one of the authorized projects for construction of 
harbors of refuge on the coast of the Great Lakes for light-draft 
vessels. 

In 1945 the estimated cost of the breakwaters and dredging was 
$303,000, provided that local interests contributed $7,500 in cash 
toward the cost of the protective structures and dredging. 

The local conditions were met several years ago. In July 1949 a 
$60,000 bond issue, needed to obtain the then estimated $791,600 in 
Federal aid for extensive improvements to Barcelona Harbor, was 
approved by the citizens of Westfield, N. Y., by a vote of 534 to 30. 
This was the first time in the history of Westfield that the town citi- 
zenry had been called upon to participate in a referendum authorizing 
a bond issue. The $60,000 bond issue was needed to contribute the 
necessary $7,500 in cash as well as to provide without cost to the 
United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
the construction of the project, including suitable spoil-disposal areas 
when and as required. 

Assurances of local cooperation as required by law were furnished 
by the town of Westfield and approved by the Assistant Secretary of 
the Army on December 20, 1949. 

In 1950, the estimated cost of the project had risen to $830,000, 
of which $15,600 had been allocated and expended for advanced 
planning of the project. 

Now the estimate of the cost of construction is closer to a million 
dollars. 

When this work is completed Barcelona Harbor will again be a 
harbor of refuge. Completion of this work will also mean the return 
of the million-dollar fishing industry to Westfield, N. Y. 

Most of the fleet of 28 fishing boats formerly anchored at Bar- 
celona Harbor in Westfield, because of the splendid fishing, were 
forced to move to Erie, Pa., and other places, after Barcelona Harbor 
became filled with sand. 

Let me tell vou something about Barcelona Harbor. 

Barcelona Harbor was made a port of entry 125 years ago in 1831, 
when the Barcelona Co. laid out the area as a city on Lake Erie. 

The Federal Government needed a lighthouse to protect the lake- 
borne commerce. Judge Trumbull B. Campbell built a beautiful 
stone lighthouse without cost to the Federal Government, 

Judge Campbell constructed a wooden pipeline more than a mile 
in length to convey natural gas to furnish light to the lighthouse at no 
expense to the Federal Government. 

A wharf was built by E. T: Foote to take care of the lively traffic 
by water which developed, and this wharf was built at no cost to the 
Federal Government. 
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In 1847 the increase in business was so great a larger wharf was 
built, costing $20,000, at no cost to the Federal Government. 

Other than planning money resulting from authorization of im- 
provement of the harbor in 1945, the United States has failed to 
appropriate a cent to preserve this harbor since 1838. 

The citizens of Westfield have constantly done their part to main- 
tain this harbor... They financed a large warehouse for freight inside 
the bar suitable for small steamers and sailing vessels, which con- 
tinued to carry on a thriving waterborne trade, some of it with 
Canada. 

Even as early as 1831 the Western Peacock steamboat was built b 
a company principally of Westfield people, the thriving village which 
this improvement at Barcelona Harbor will serve. This steamboat 
transported passengers between Buffalo and Erie. 

Notwithstanding the failure of the Government to appropriate 
money for the harbor, the traffic to and from Barcelona held up for 
quite a number of years. 

I cannot stress too strongly the importance to Westfield, N. Y., 
and its environs of the fishing industry which has been driven out 
of the Barcelona Harbor, because of the neglect of the Government 
in making the necessary improvements in the past, which improve- 
ments have now been authorized and for which I am asking you to 
act favorably upon the recommendations of the President and Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget. 

A large fleet of tugs once operated out of Barcelona Harbor to the 
fishing grounds which lie between Barcelona and Canada. Now 
that these tugs cannot enter Barcelona they and their crews have 
been driven, together with their families, to the city of Erie, Pa., and 
to Buffalo, N. Y., and some even to Canada. 

According to the State of New York Conservation Department, 
the bulk of the fish produced from New York waters of Lake Erie 
are taken out of two ports, Dunkirk and Barcelona. Approximately 
one-half of the total poundage would be taken out of Barcelona. 

Barcelona has important advantages as a fishing port because it 
is closer to the best fishing grounds of certain times of the year, 
for instance the early spring fishing for whitefish and the late fall 
fishing for blue pike and ciscoes. 

Fish production from the New York State waters of Lake Erie 
for 1948 was almost a million pounds and in 1946 it was 2% million 
pounds. 

This harbor is needed not only to restore the fishing industry, 
which is a source of food and employment, but it is greatly needed as 
a harbor of refuge. 

The storms that sweep Lake Erie are hard to describe. Spring and 
fall blizzards sweep through this area and within a few minutes Lake 
Erie can be transformed from a state of calm into roaring waves of 
mountainous size, in which only the strongest boats can survive. 

Barcelona Harbor greatly needs improvement so that it can be 
a place of refuge. Moreover, when a fleet of tugs can enter and 
occupy the harbor they can serve as reserve ships to help save small 
boats caught in violent storms. 

My brother was master of one of the largest ships on Lake Erie, 
and during his lifetime he commanded a ship 600 feet long. He 
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encountered many of these severe storms and on one occasion on 
Lake Erie, the smokestack of this great ship almost dipped water, 
and his huge ship barely escaped capsizing. 

You can readily see that the small craft which are increasing by 
the hundreds each year on Lake Erie need a nearby port to escape the 
hazards of these sudden and violent storms. 

I believe that a community which has for years sought to hold its 
business of a great fishing industry and provide safety for its sailors 
through its own efforts and contributions should receive help from the 
Government. 

The last major appropriation for Barcelona Harbor was under the 
River and Harbor Act of July 7, 1838, 118 years ago, in the amount 
of $35,446. 

Barcelona Harbor is essential as a harbor of refuge. This harbor, 
once a thriving fishing port, should be restored. Fishing tugs with 
their nets and cold storage facilities have been forced, by the filling 
in of this harbor with sand and silt, to either cease business or to 
move to other ports. 

No more heroic men than those who operate the fishing tugs can 
be found when ships, either large or small, are in distress. When 
the work on this harbor is completed and they are once again able 
to locate there they will again be available to go to the rescue of per- 
sons and ships in distress. 

{ want to restore this harbor of refuge and have these wonderful 
fishing tugs operate out of and in this historic port. There are 
several industries, especially small boat building concerns, anxious to 
locate adjacent to this harbor when this project shall have been 
completed. 

With completion of the improvements on the harbor, Westfield, 
N. Y., will again become a thriving commercial, industrial center of 
activity. Local hotels will find a lucrative business when small 
ships can use Barcelona Harbor. There will be ingoing and out- 
going package freight, and excursion boats will operate from Bar- 
celona to Erie, Cleveland, Dunkirk, Buffalo and also to Canadian 
ports. 

This improvement of the harbor will make it one of the popular 
ports for many of the hundreds of thousands of small craft in use on 
the Great Lakes. 

When completed, Barcelona Harbor will again be a harbor of refuge 
and the million-dollar fishing industry will return and this will mean 
a rise in employment in the Westfield, N. Y., area. 

Because some of the industries in my district have moved to the 
South, thus causing unemployment in some sections of the 43d 
District of New York, which I represent, | am most anxious that 
the fishing industry be returned to Westfield. 

I have been trying for many years to get an appropriation for this 
project and I sincerely hope you will act favorably upon the Presi- 
dent’s proposal and the Budget Director’s recommendation concern- 
ing this project. 

Gentlemen, I come from a long line of seafaring men. My great 
grandfather sailed into Green Bay, Wis., when it was occupied by 
the French. My grandfather took the first cargo into Chicago 
following the first appropriation, for the building of that base, and 
sailed into Michigan City, and was given a hundred dollars in gold 
for bringing the first ship to the Michigan City harbor, and my 
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father was a late captain of a large boat, and my two brothers were 
each captains of a flagship in the fleet, I am the only black sheep in the 
family. My nephews are still on the waters of Lake Erie, so naturally 
I have a great personal interest in this matter. 

Mr. Evins. And the very distinguished Congressman is able to 
carry on some of the things they are interested in. We appreciate 
your very fine statement. 

I want to ask you this question: The $250,000 in the budget for 
the construction of Barcelona Harbor, is that in you opinion adequate 
and sufficient for next year? 

Mr. Reep. Of course, we will always take it—and my function 
here has been raising money for someone else to spend, as you know, 
but we naturally would like to get as much as we can. I think that 
will be fair. We do not want to be greedy about it, but I think that 
will be all the work they can probably carry out in this one year. 

Mr. Evins. Any questions, Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taser. I[ do not think so. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Reed. 

Mr. Reep. I want to thank you and members of this subcommittee 
for hearing me, and I want you to know that I am deeply, personally 
interested in this harbor. I have no property there. I suppose the 
interest is sentimental, but I think it should be returned to an 
efficient condition. 

Mr. Evins. You are on the good side of an argument, with the 
Budget Bureau supporting your position. 

Mr. Resp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


MARCH 28, 1956. 
NauGatuck RIVER 
WITNESSES 


HON. JAMES T. PATTERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
HON. WILLIAM T. SHEASBY, MAYOR, ANSONIA, CONN. 


Mr. Parrerson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have the privilege this morning of introducing to the committee Hon. 
William T. Sheasby, mayor of Ansonia, who is going to discuss this 
matter with the committee. 

Mr. Evins. Mayor, we are glad to have you with us and to hear 
your testimony. Will you give your name for the record, please. 

Mr. Sueassy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is William T. Sheasby, I am the mayor of the city of Ansonia, 
in the State of Connecticut. 

You have heard from other gentlemen, whose opinions we respect, 
who presented technical testimony, concerning the plight of our indus- 
try and business and their needs for permanant flood control measures. 

[ would like to speak to you now, for the people of Ansonia, who 
have everything at stake, including the very lives of their children, 
unless the Naugatuck Valley gets quick and effective flood control. 

The Naugatuck River which bisects our city, is crossed daily by 
more than 1,400 children, going to and from school. Their parents 
are worried, and with good reason. 
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Fortunately, the two floods, that of August 19, and that of October 
15, did not occur on schooldays, but the dread of another flood, which 
would separate our children from their homes and parents weighs 
heavily upon the hearts of mothers and fathers, who remember a few 
instances of heart-rending anxiety, during those two disastrous floods 
of 1955. 

Hundreds of homes, which are inhabited by working people, who 
have large families, lie in areas that are still open to the threat of new 
flooding, in spite of all the good work that the Corps of Engineers was 
able to perform under the temporary provisions of Public Law 875. 
These people have been hurt, not once, but twice—twice within 8 
weeks. They know that what has happened twice, can, and indeed 
may happen again. 

Gentlemen, the future of these people, their children, and their 
homes, are in your hands. You and only you, can help them. 

Bridges, roads, buildings, and other man-made objects can be 
replaced, but not lives. 

Our city is a wholly industrial community, and the very livelihood, 
of 90 percent of our families, could be wiped out completely, in a matter 
of hours, if a third disaster of similar proportions should strike the 
oe where they are employed. Let me point out that there have 

een three frightening threats from the river since the October disaster. 

The twice hard-hit merchants of our city are doing business on 
borrowed money in the hope that the Congress of the United States 
will act to lift this threat of new disaster. Their employees by the 
hundreds see their jobs in jeopardy, unless permanent protection is 
quickly provided. All the courage and determination of these fine, 
hard-working Americans will go for naught, and they will face black 
ruin unless their Government acts to provide these urgently necessary 
appropriations. 

The people for whom I speak as mayor, like most other Americans 
throughout our great country, have been happy in the past to give of 
their substance to relieve human suffering, distress and disaster in 
many forms in faraway lands. 

It is hard for them to understand why anyone should quibble over 
the relatively modest sums that will be required to save the very 
existence of a community that has been part of America for over 300 
years. 

We feel confident that you fine gentlemen will not be indifferent to 
our plight. 

Recovery has been costly, and we are doing everything within our 
limitations and those of our people to restore normal living to our 
city, but we just do not have the resources, nor do our twice hard hit 
people, to finance by ourselves the protective measures which every 
resident who went through those two floods knows to be necessary, 
if we are to forestall new disaster. 

Our people are very eager indeed for a dry dam at Thomaston; 
but they know too, that we need in addition local flood protection— 
floodwalls and pumping facilities—to protect the largest and most 
densely populated areas of our city. 

They know also that the dykes which have been constructed in 
other areas of the city from spoil taken from the river will be worthless 
in high water unless they are cored and riprapped immediately. 

Further dredging of the river, in the communities north and south 
of us, they know is essential to permanent protection. 
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In the name of the people of Ansonia, who feel, that not only their 
homes and livelihoods, but the lives and safety of their children are 
in constant and continuing peril, I appeal to you, as one American to 
other Americans, and I urge you not to let them down—not to be 
indifferent to their very real plight and danger, but as men whe hold 
offices of the highest responsibility in our Nation’s Government, to 
come to their assistance, with appropriations that will adequately 
restore to them normal living aaa to which they, as good hard- 
working and loyal American citizens are entitled. 

I appeal to you not to look upon this matter solely in a financial 
light, but to weigh in the balance the heavier, humanitarian obliga- 
tions that our Government must have, for the safety of our people. 

Unless this permanent work of flood walls, pumps, and more sub- 
stantial diking can be speedily accomplished, not only will the fine 
work accomplished under Public Law 875 be totally lost in new high 
water, but in the opinion of the people, who live in the community, 
may even heighten the danger of new disaster. 

I want to express my appreciation on behalf of the people of Ansonia 
for the opportunity to appear before your committee, and I know 
they are very happy about it. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Mayor, and I want you to take back 
to your people the thought that this committee is certainly sympa- 
thetic to your great needs, because Congress this year has approved 
a deficiency appropriation, and has already appropriated $140,000 for 
the damage a and in this budget there is $360,000 for construc- 
tion along the river, and $170,000 for relocation and engineering de- 
signs for all the things you have testified, so this committee is cer- 
tainly sympathetic with the great problem with which you are 
confronted. 

Mr. SHeasspy. Congressman, that is a step in the right direction, 
but I hope you go far enough this year, because this certainly is one 
terrific problem facing the city. 

Mr. Evins. I think it should also be stated for your information, 
and [ am sure you are aware that the Civil Defense Administration 
has expended large sums of money, as has the Red Cross and other 
institutions, so that everybody together is trying to give assistance 
wherever possible. 

Mr. Sueassy. Well, we certainly appreciate it, Mr. Chairman; we 
are facing a terrific problem, and we do not want to lose the valley. 

Mr. Rasaut. The committee has received a statement from Mr. 
Austin D. Barney supporting New England flood control appropria- 
tions which will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement follows.) 


NEW ENGLAND FLOOD CONTROL 


STATEMENT BY AusTIN D. BARNEY, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF THE HARTFORD 
Evectric Licut Co., HartTroRD, CONN., AND PRESIDENT OF THE CONNECTICUT 
Power Co., Hartrorp, Conn., in Apvocacy OF NEw ENGLAND FLOOD Con- 
TROL APPROPRIATIONS. 


The area served electrically by the two undersigned companies covers a large 
segment abutting or adjacent to, the Connecticut River and Housatonic River and 
their tributaries in the State of Connecticut. About 30 municipalities and many 
industries vital to national defense, as well as the peacetime economy, of the area 
are concentrated in the lower valley sections of these river basins, for which we are 
the suppliers of electric power. 

Your favorable consideration of needed appropriations is respectfully urged. 
Projects recommended by the United States Corps of Engineers, all part of the 
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program endorsed by the New England Governors’ Conference, September 1955, 
form the minimum requirements to hope to avert a recurrence of the 1955 high 
water damages to this valley. 

The location of these flood-control projects is covered in recommendations of 
the Army engineers. 

The proposed Thomaston (Conn.) Dam on the Naugatuck River is also a vital 
part of the effort in Connecticut to avert future high-water damage, and we urge 
favorable consideration of this project. 

Attached is a map showing the gas and electric systems of Connecticut. The 
paths of the Connecticut River and Housatonic River are shown. The Nauga- 
tuck, a branch of the Housatonic, is not shown. It flows through Torrington and 
Thomaston. 

We hope for your favorable consideration in the treatment of these streams and 
tributaries. We can only obtain such relief from Congress. 

With appreciation. 


Marca 28, 1956. 
JONES INLET 
WITNESS 


HON. FRANK J. BECKER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Rasavt. We will hear next from Congressman Becker on the 
Jones Inlet on Long Island, N. Y. 

Mr. Becker. In House Document 409 of the 77th Congress the 
project of building a jetty and dredging the Jones Inlet on Long 
Island in the State of New York was approved and the Congress 
appropriated a token sum of $5,000 with the understanding that the 
State of New York, in conjunction with the county of Nassau and 


the town of Hempstead would proceed with the planning and the 
contracting for this very necessary project. 

This planning was completed by the Corps of Army Engineers, bids 
were asked for, and the contract agreed upon of $3,700,000. The 
obligation for payment was as follows: 


Federal Government $1, 850, 000 
State of New York 925, 000 
Nassau County 462, 500 
Town of Hempstead 462, 500 


As no appropriation was made by the Congress for their share of 
the money, the State and local governments were authorized to pro- 
ceed and lay out the full sum of $3,700,000. Work was started on 
this project in 1953 and is progressing to the point where it is expected 
the project will be finished some time this summer. 

Payments have been made by the State of New York, by Nassau 
County, and the town of Hempstead in sums equaling their individual 
share plus an equal sum to meet the Federal Government. share. 
The approximate sums paid to date are: 

State of New York gaan $1, 807, 500 
County of Nassau 903, 750 
Town of Hempstead 903, 750 


3, 615, 000 


This leaves a balance still to be paid under the project. 

It can be readily understood that while the State, county, and town 
have paid the Federal Government’s share as well as their own, the 
county of Nassau and the town of Hempstead have issued bonds for 
not only their share of the cost of the project that has already been 
paid, but bonds covering the Federal Government’s share, on which 
the localities are presently paying interest. 
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It would seem logical and just that the Congress meet its obligation 
and make the proper payments now due to the State of New York, 
the county of Nassau, and the town of Hempstead, thereby relieving 
the necessity of paying further interest on the bonds covering the 
share owed by the Federal Government. 

It is fervently hoped that the Appropriations Subcommittee and the 
full committee will include the amounts of $1,850,000 in the budget 
this year to reimburse the State, county, and town for the moneys 
expended for the Federal Government’s obligation. 


Marcu 28, 1956. 


INLAND WaTERWAY From CHESAPEAKE TO CHINCOTEAGUE Bay, VA., 
Survey Prosyect ror CHINCOTEAGUE Bay 


WITNESS 


HON. EDWARD J. ROBESON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear next our colleague, Mr. Robe- 
son of Virginia. 

Mr. Rosrson. Mr. Chairman, for the record my name is Edward 
J. Robeson, representing the First Congressional District. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this subcommittee 
and I appreciate the necessity for limitation of time which the sub- 
committee can grant for consideration of the many requests before it. 
Consequently, I am appearing in the interest of a large number of 
individual citizens and organizations in the tidewater area of the 
First Congressional District of Virginia and particularly for those 
located in the two counties of the peninsula area extending from 
Maryland to Cape Charles, Va., bounded on the east by the Atlantic 
Ocean and on the west by the Chesapeake Bay. 

I might also mention that the congressional district I represent is 
frequently referred to as the tidewater area of Virginia since my 
district starts with the North Carolina line and extends on the seacoast 
to the Maryland line, embracing the Hampton Roads and James 
River to Henrico County near Richmond, and the western side of 
the Chesapeake Bay from Old Point Comfort to the Rappahannock 
River, including the York River and the many creeks, estuaries, and 
bays, as well as the Eastern Shore Peninsula to which I have referred, 
ine ‘luding numerous creeks, estuaries, and bays and more particularly 
that part of the inland waterway along the Atlantic coast between 
the shore and the several islands along the shore. I, of course, would 
appreciate your attention to and appropriations for all of the author- 
ized projects for which funds have not been provided, and I am 
listing here these projects: 

Kings Creek, Northampton County, Va., authorized in Public Law 
516, 81st Congress, House Document 193, 81st Congress. Estimated 
cost, $144,000. 

Rappahannock River at Bowlers Whare, Essex County, Va., 
authorized in Public Law 516, 81st Congress, House Document 109, 
Sist Congress. Estimated cost, $184,000. 

Parrotts Creek, Middlesex County, Va., authorized in Public Law 
780, 83d Congress, House Document 46, 82d Congress. Estimated 
cost, $42,000. 

The following are preliminary examination and survey projects in 
my district which have been authorized, but for which funds have 
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not as yet been appropriated: Chincoteague Bay, Accomack County, 
Va., authorized in Public Law 516, 81st Congress. Estimated cost, 
$8,000; Powells Bay, Accomack County, Va., authorized in Public 
Law 858, 80th Congress. . Estimated cost, $6,000. 

However, I direct your attention particularly to what I consider 
the most important authorized project and that is the Inland Water- 
way from Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va., authorized in 
Public Law 14, 79th Congress, House Document 268, 76th Congress, 
Ist session. The original authorization for this project was included 
in the River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935. This project will 
be of great benefit not only to the economy and well being of the 
citizens of my district, but also to the many citizens of other States 
who are engaged in businesses which operate boats and other vessels 
along this section of the Atlantic coast and Chesapeake Bay. I am, 
therefore, requesting an appropriation for the inland waterway from 
the Chesapeake Bay along the coast to Chincoteague Bay, Va., at 
the Maryland line, which is in my district. 

I want to say in this connection that my distinguished colleague, 
the Honorable Edward T. Miller, of Maryland, who represents the 
Maryland district adjoining the First Congressional District of 
Virginia, intended to be here but requested me in his absence to state 
that he joins with me in this request and in support of an appropria- 
tion. The commissioner of fisheries, Mr. Charles M. Lankford, Jr., 
would have appeared if arrangements to hear witnesses could have 
been made. 

The authorized project for which appropriation is requested will 
deepen the channel in several areas and allow passage for boats which 
are now forced to travel outside, as well as allow the many boats in 
the seafood industry to come in loaded to the harbors along this coast. 

I have previously filed with the committee other letters and state- 
ments. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will read into the 
record a statement addressed to your committee and signed for the 
Eastern Shore of Virginia Chamber of Commerce, Inc., Cedar Island 
Lot Owners Association, the Quinby Harbor Committee, and the 
Chincoteague Bay-Chesapeake Bay Inland Waterway Committee. 
That statement is as follows: 


Marcu 21, 1956. 
Re inland waterway from Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va. 
The COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
House of Representatives and/or Senate, 
Congress of the United States. 

GENTLEMEN: The undersigned nonprofit organizations and corporations 
respectfully request appropriations for the completion of the inland waterway 
from the Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va., for the following reasons, 
to wit: 

This project is embraced in House Document 268, 76th Congress, 1st session, 
and has been in part completed, but unless fully completed will not serve its 
purpose as a waterway link between Delaware Bay and Norfolk, Va. 

The area from Chesapeake Bay to Chincoteague Bay, Va., through which the 
proposed inland waterway is to be constructed, is in the center of one of the best 
oyster, shellfish, and fishing areas on the east coast of the United States, and the 
completion of the inland waterway would greatly improve working conditions 
for the large number of watermen who make their living in this area. 

The second largest economic factor on the Eastern Shore of Virginia, comprised 
of Accomack and Northampton Counties, lying between the Chesapeake Bay 
and the Atlantic Ocean, is the seafood industry. Many thousands of persons are 
employed directly and indirectly in this industry. As these persons move season- 
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ally from the Chesapeake Bay side of the peninsula to the ocean side, and as there 
is no practical way to transport boats from one body of water to the other, this 
necessarily requires the moving of boats by water from the bay to the ocean, 
and vice versa. This movement is extremely dangerous for small boats unless 
they use some type of inland waterway, and until such an inland waterway is 
constructed their movement will ke greatly hampered and in many instances 
prohibited. In turn, this causes a large economic loss, unemployment, and a 
limitation of work possibilities for the watermen of this area. The construction 
of the waterway as proposed would give watermen an easy and accessible route 
from bay to ocean and ocean to bay. 

The two counties of Accomack and Northampton are becoming recognized 
as a sportsman’s paradise, and many of the citizens of the area are employed 
in guiding sportsmen, which occupation would substantially increase if an inland 
waterway is constructed along the coast as proposed, as fishing and hunting 
boats could then move easily from one fishing and hunting ground to the others. 

The several bottlenecks located along the proposed inland waterway result 
in large amounts of time lost by watermen and others while waiting for peak tides 
and also result in an economic loss through danger to boats by reason of their 
attempting to navigate the area on medium tides. 

The United States Coast Guard properly refuses to mark existing channels 
along the proposed inland waterway because of the several bottlenecks now along 
said route and their reason heing that so marking the area would cause persons 
not familiar with the area to attempt to use these waterways, which are not now 
naviga’le, and which in turn would endanger life and property. By reason of 
the lack of markers, night traffic is impossi‘le along those channels now navigable 
which in turn results in further economic loss, 

The inability to travel on inland waterways from the Chesapeak Bay to Chin- 
coteague Bay, Va., and intermediate points, results in numerous persons often 
not qualified attempting an ocean passage which causes loss of life and property 
and which will undoubtedly continue to cause loss of life and property. 

In the immediate area of the proposed inland waterway, there are numerous 
small towns, villages, private properties, public properties, and public landings 
which are handicapped under existing circumstances in their use of the waters 
that are adjacent thereto. There is a strong demand for the sue of these areas 
for commercial and recreational purposes and these purposes cannot he served by 
the adjacent waters without the construction of an inland waterway, thereby 
resulting in still additional benefits to the general public and the area involved. 

It is respectfully submitted that this project has heen approved by Congress 
for a period of approximately 11 years and during that time little if any work has 
been done between the Chesapeake Bav and the northern end of Metompkin Bay. 
The numerous persons interested and vitally concerned with the project have been 
advised by the Corps of Army Engineers, Baltimore district, that the cost of 
completing the inland waterway from the Chesapeake Bay to the northern end of 
Metompkin Bay would not be at all unreasonable, and that the major section of 
the project from Metompkin Bay to the Great Machipongo River would cost 
approximately $180,000. While it is the hope of all of the residents of this area 
and many persons not living in the area who would like to use the inland waterway 
for north-south traffic that the entire waterway will be completed without delay, 
if this is not possible at the present time, it is the hope of the undersigned that at 
least a portion of the waterway from Metompkin Bay to the Great Machipongo 
River will be completed through appropriations that will be granted by the present 
session of Congress. 

Respectfully submitted. 

EASTERN SHORE OF VIRGINIA 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
By J. F. Jones, Executive Secretary. 
(Representing 350 members). 
Crepar Istanp Lot OwNErs ASSOCIATION, 
By GreorGe WALTER Mapp, Jr., [ts Attorney. 
(Representing 500 members). 
QuinBy HarsBor CoMMITTEE, 
By Mitron T. Hickman, /ts Altorney. 
CHINCOTEAGUE BAy-CHESAPEAKE BAY 
INLAND WATERWAY COMMITTEE, 
By G. W. WeatuHEerRwax, Chairman. 
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This statement is followed by a resolution of the board of super- 
visors, passed at regular meeting held at. Accomac, Va., on March 21, 
1956; that resolution reads: 


RESOLUTION OF Boarp or Supervisors Passep aT ReGuLtaR MEETING HELp 
AT Accomac, Va., oN Marcu 21, 1956 


‘Be it resolved, That the Board of Supervisors for the County of Accomack, Va., 
do hereby approve and do recommend to Congress that funds be appropriated 
for the construction of an inland waterway from Chespeake Bay to Chincoteague 
Bay, Va., and that the work on said inland waterway be commenced at the earliest 
possible date.”’ 

I certify that the above is a true copy of a resolution passed as aforesaid by the 
Board of Supervisors for the County of Accomack, Va. 

Given under my hand this 21st day of March 1956. 

A. E. West, Chairman. 

Mr. Rosrson. The total cost of this project is estimated to be 
$750,000. However, $98,000 of this work has been completed, 
leaving a total balance of cost of $652,000. The amount requested 
for the first year of construction in the fiscal year of 1957 is $300,000. 

I solicit your favorable action on this request for an appropriation 
of $300,000 for the fiscal year 1957. 

And this concludes my final statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapaut. Thank you, Mr. Robeson. 


Marcu 28, 1956 
Norra Daxora Pusiic Works 
WITNESSES 


HON. OTTO KRUEGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

MILO W. HOISVEEN, BISMARCK, N. DAK., STATE ENGINEER AND 
CHIEF ENGINEER OF NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER CONSERVA- 
TION COMMISSION 

OSCAR LUNSETH, GRAND FORKS, N. DAK., MAYOR AND MEMBER OF 
THE NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER CONSERVATION COMMIS- 
SION 

MARK ANDREWS, MAPLETON, N. DAK., DIRECTOR, GARRISON 
DIVERSION CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 

OSCAR N. BERG, MINOT, N. DAK., EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MIS- 
SOURI-SOURIS PROJECTS ASSOCIATION 

FRED J. FREDRICKSON, VALLEY CITY, N. DAK., REPRESENTING 
GREATER NORTH DAKOTA ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rasavut. We will be glad to hear next from our colleague, 
Mr. Krueger. 

Mr. Kruecer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
have with me five witnesses from North Dakota who have brief 
statements, which may be summarized, since you have been kind 
enough to hear us at this time, and we hope to be able to conclude 
in the time allotted to us; and we appreciate very much this oppor- 
tunity to appear before vou beeause they have traveled quite some 
distance, from North Dakota. 

Mr. Rasaut. We are very glad to have them with us. 

Mr. Kruecer. First I will call on the State engineer and chiel 
engineer of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission, 
Mr. Hoisveen. 
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STATEMENT OF MILO W. HOISVEEN 


Mr. Hotsveren. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
my name is Milo W. Hoisveen, and I live in Bismarck, N. Dak. 

I am State engineer and chief engineer for the North Dakota State 
Water Conservation Commission. This is the official State agency 
having jurisdiction and control over the water resources, including 
the granting of water rights. 

I appear today to support the budget estimates recommended by 
the President for civil functions and Bureau of Reclamation activities 
in North Dakota for the ensuing fiscal year. They are listed in my 
statement and will be submitted for the record. 

As chief engineer for the State Water Conservation Commission, 
| have an excellent opportunity to appraise the need for water pro- 
grams in our State. North Dakota has had a period of lush years as 
far as rainfall is concerned. However, the need for a comprehensive 
reclamation program continues to assert itself. This need is reflected 
in the continued increase in water-rights applications for irrigation 
purposes. 

The commission has been processing such applications at a rate 
exceeding 100 per year. The annual requests for use of water from 
rivers, streams, lakes, and underground supplies for irrigation average 
about 25,000 acre-feet. With the exception of the Missouri River our 
streams have unreliable flows and little water is available during 
periods of peak demand. 

Because of this intermittent flow, the water commission has found 
it necessary to reject many applications for water rights and greatly 
reduce the acreage and the quantity of water requested in others. 
It has justified these reductions on the basis that all our streams, other 
than the Missouri River, would provide water for only a limited 
acreage during period of drought. It is also believed that the division 
of the available water among the greater number of farmers will 
permit these farmers an opportunity to raise sufficient forage crops to 
maintain foundation stock during drought periods. 

The proposed Garrison diversion project would furnish many 
North Dakota streams with adequate flows to insure irrigation on a 
desirable scale. 

Our State agriculture college and State university have made 
economic studies of the benefits that can be expected to result from 
the proposed irrigation of 960,000 acres of land in central North 
Dakota. They estimate that the annual agricultural income of the 
State would be increased by $54 million which would result in a trade 
increase of $138 million within the State. The additional 3,600 farms 
which would be created by the project would in turn support 1,700 
new business establishments. Our population, which has declined for 
several years prior to 1950, would be increased by 93,000 persons. 
Should the irrigation potential in our State be completely developed 
these figures would conceivably be doubled. The completion of this 
diversion project would almost insure our State against its present 
precarious economy and threat of recurring Dust Bowl. Itis apparent 
from these figures that a project of this magnitude cannot be developed 
by the State alone but must necessarily be a Federal undertaking. 

Since its creation in 1937, the State water-conservation commission 
together with other State and local agencies have expended in coopera- 
tion with Federal departments in excess of $2.5 million in connection 
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with investigations, studies and development of our water resources. 
In several of the areas in which federally assisted projects are pro- 
posed, legal entities have been established for the purpose of providing 
the maximum local participation. Such increased participation has 
been made possible through the use of a State law titled ‘‘Water 
Conservation and Flood Control District Act.’’ This measure has 
also served as a pattern for similar legislation in other States. 

The Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, created by the 1955 
legislative assembly, is authorized to annually levy a 1-mill tax against 
all taxable property within the 22-county district. Proceeds from such 
levy will be used to pay operating and maintenance costs for the prin- 
cipal supply works until such time as repayment contracts with irri- 
gation districts can be negotiated by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I feel it hardly necessary to discuss the Garrison Dam and Reservoir 
project because your committee is fully informed thereon. Suffice it 
to say that with the appropriation for the current fiscal year the project 
will be more than 90 percent complete. Two of the initial three gen- 
erators are now on the line and the third will be completed this 
summer. The pool level stands at 1,782 feet and is rising rapidly. 

Mr. Chairman, I am authorized and happy to support the budget 
estimates for public works in North Dakota for next fiscal year, for 
the following projects: 


Civil functions 


Cons:ruction, general, flood control projects: 
Continuing, Red River of the North, Minnesota and North 
Dakota___-_ $225, 000 
New, Marmarth local protective \ works, Little Missouri River_- 217, 000 
Construction, general, multiple-purpose projects, including power: 
Continuing, Garrison Reservoir, Missouri River 16, 000, 000 
Advance engineering: Lower Heart River_.........-------------- 60, 000 
General investigations containing North Dakota items: 
Flood-control studies. ___- 1, 650, 000 
Watershed Protection Act studies 5 50, 000 
Stream gaging (U. 8S. Geodetic Survey) - 188, 000 
Precipitation studies (U. 5. Weather Bureau) 244, 000 
Fish and wildlife studies (U. S. Fish and Wildlife) 43, 000 
[UI OTR ANVORIMEMAOOR. | fn ten dcp chkeneenseeeee 1, 250, 000 
Construction, general, containing North Dakota items: 
Advance engineering and design 5, 360, 000 
Small authorized projects 2, 000, 000 
Operation and maintenance, general, containing North Dakota 
RR. OTN UEn Tink nen d deen dé asencnencmevenn 3, 400, 000 


Reclamation 


Missouri River Basin project containing North Dakota items: 
Investigations, of which Garrison diversion unit requires at least 
$910,500 for continuing activities__..........-.--..-----.- $3, 105, 000 
Transmission division, various, of which the Jamestown to Fargo 
segment needs about $370,000 7, 323, 000 
Other Department of Interior agencies_ _-_------------------ 2, 700, 000 


There are some additional items, Mr. Chairman, regarding which 
I would like to make statements. 


DICKINSON-JAMESTOWN RESERVOIR AREAS 


The park boards of the city of Dickinson, and Stutsman County, 
N. Dak., are requesting funds with which to provide public use and 
safety facilities in connection with the Dickinson and Jamestown 
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Reservoir areas. Under agreement with the Department of the 
Interior, these boards are supervising and administering the activities 
in those areas. I am directed to support their requests. 


IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT FARM 


The commission has recognized the value of a sound irrigation 
development farm program as one of the best means of providing 
North Dakota farmers with information pertaining to irrigation. 
The commission has adopted and submitted to Congress a resolution, 
on January 20, 1956, requesting that a developmer nt farm be estab- 
lished in Ransom C ounty, located in southeastern North Dakota. I 
ask that a copy of such resolution be inserted in the record. 

The value of irrigation development farms in the areas proposed 
for irrigation is highly important as irrigation districts now operating 
in the State are a considerable distance from the proposed irrigation 
blocks. We are, therefore, requesting that an additional $65,000 be 
made available to the Bureau of Reclamation for the construction of 
such development farm. 

The State water conservation commission is also concerned over 
the Grand Forks, N. Dak., dike problem in connection with its local 
protection-works project. This situation will be presented by the 
mayor of that city. Your assistance in solving this problem will be 
of extreme importance to the residents of that munic ipality and the 
commission. Your help will be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for permitting me to make this presentation. 

Mr. Evrns. You wanted to insert in the record a resolution. 


Mr. Hotsveen. I hand a copy of it to the reporter. 
(The resolution referred to follows:) 


RESOLUTION BY Nortrw Dakota State WateER CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
UrGING CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL FOR THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OF THE Ransom County DEVELOPMENT FARM IN NortH DAKOTA BY THE 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Whereas a resolution adopted by representative residents of Ransom County, 
N. Dak., who constitute the irrigation development committee duly designated 
for that county by the board of directors of the Missouri River Diversion Con- 
servancy District, has been presented to, and filed with, the State water con- 
servation commission, requesting the approval and assistance of this commission 
with reference to the establishment and maintenance therein of an irrigation 
development farm in order to determine and demonstrate irrigation practices 
best suited to climatic conditions and various soil types in the irrigabie areas of 
the county; and 

Whereas data developed and results obtained from the operation of an irrigation 
and development farm will not only serve to demonstrate methods of irrigation 
suitable to climatie conditions and types of soil in a large typical area in south- 
eastern North Dakota, but will also materially aid the Bureau of Reclamation in 
design and capacity studies of needed irrigation facilities; and 

Whereas the development farm established by the Bureau of Reclamation in 
Burke County, N. Dak., known as the Bowbells development farm, demonstrated 
that irrigation of a vast area in the northern and northwestern section of North 
Dakota was not feasible on account of the impermeable nature of the subsoil, 
rendering adequate drainage impossible, and thus waterlogging the land if arti- 
ficially watered; and 

Whereas the unfeasibility of irrigation demonstrated on the Bowbells develop- 
ment farm undoubtedly prevented the establishment of a vast project for the 
irrigation of lands in Missouri Souris Conservancy and Reclamation District 
established by the Legislative Assembly of North Dakota in 1949, which project, 
if undertaken, would have cost millions of dollars: Now, therefore, be it 


pt. 2 
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Resolved by the State Water Conservation Commission in regular meeting assembled 
this 20th day of January 1956, That the establishment and maintenance of an irri- 
gation development farm in Ransom County, N. Dak., is deemed highly desirable; 
that our Senators and Representatives in Congress are respectfully asked to give 
the establishment and maintenance of such irrigation development farm their 
wholehearted support and that the Director of the Bureau of the Budget is 
respectfully urged to approve appropriation by Congress of funds required by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for the establishment and maintenance of such irrigation 
and development farm: Be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be mailed to our Senators and Repre- 
sentatives in Congress, to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and to the 
Chairman of the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OSCAR LUNSETH 


Mr. Kruercer. I should like at this time to introduce to the com- 
mittee the mayor of Grand Forks, Mr. Oscar Lunseth. He is also a 
member of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission. 

Mr. Rasaut. Mayor, the committee will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Lunseru. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Oscar Lunseth. I live in Grand Forks, N. Dak., where | 
was born and have resided all of my life. I served as an alderman for 
12 years and have been mayor for the past 4 years. I am also a 
member of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission. 

I appear before you today as the mayor of my own city, about the 
Grand Forks unit of the authorized Red River Valley of the North 
flood-control and water-conservation project. The Grand Forks unit 
consists of an earthen dike to protect a section of our city from recur- 
ring floods. 

The building of the dike by the St. Paul District Corps of Army 
Engineers, now under the supervision of Col. Otto J. Rohde, district 
engineer, has presented a problem which we hope you can help solve. 

Following several years of study by the corps and several different 
proposals by them we entered into an agreement with the United 
States Government whereby we were to furnish the rights-of-way for 
the embankment, move the utilities, paving, sewer and waterlines as 
required for the dike, all of which was done. Contracts were let for 
construction by the contracting officer of the Government and work 
begun. 

City officials established the necessary assessment districts and were 
prepared to levy assessments when the work was completed. 

Construction work on the dike was started during the summer of 
1954 and was progressing rapidly when one day a nearly completed 
section of the dike, on the extreme upper end dropped 30 inches and 
opened a fissure several hundred feet long varying from 2 feet wide 
and tapering to zero inches and of unknown depth. The fissure or 
fault extended several hundred feet beyond the dike area. The sink- 
ing section of the dike was immediately removed and all work on the 
project stopped. It has not been resumed. 

Before final designs were made and work on the dike begun city 
officials, including myself, cautioned the Army engineers about the 
sliding riverbanks and their general instability which is characteristic 
of the earth along all of our streams of the Red River Valley. 

More than the usual precautions were taken by the corps. Test 
borings were made and the soil samples were analyzed for their load 
bearing qualities. The dike was moved back 150 feet from the 
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originally planned alinement to assure firm footings. In spite of the 
care taken the slip occurred. 

Following the fracture in the dike, test boring rigs were again 
brought in by the corps, and additional borings were made during 
1954 and 1955 along the entire dike area, soil samples were sent to 
the corps’ Chicago office for analysis. This resulted in modifications 
and relocation of sections of the dike which required additional right- 
of-way for a concrete wall in lieu of the heavy earthen fill along the 
area where the ground fault occurred. 

Our city attorney, Mr. Harold Shaft, has informed us there is no 
legal way for the city to acquire additional lands and property after 
the assessment district has been established. 

The joint project of the Corps of Engineers and the city of Grand 
Forks in attempting to construct a protective dike as indicated above 
has presented a financial problem that the citizens in the area cannot 
meet and it is for a solution of this that I appear before you today. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank you for permitting me 
to present this matter to you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Krueger. Mr. Chairman, I wish next to present to the com- 
mittee Mr. Mark Andrews, of Mapleton, N. Dak., director of the 
Garrison Diversion Conservancy District. 

Mr. Rasavt. The committee will be glad to hear you, Mr. Andrews. 


STATEMENT OF MARK ANDREWS 


Mr. Anprews. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for 
the record, my name is Mark Andrews, and my address is Mapleton, 
N. Dak. 

I am a dirt farmer, operating a farm 10 miles northwest of Fargo, 
established by my grandfather more than 70 years ago, before North 
Dakota became a State, and continued by my late father and uncle 
until I began farming about 9 years ago. 

We produce small grains, soybeans and sugar beets. At the present 
time we are irrigating by sprinklers 160 acres of our 1,760-acre farm, 
even though our holdings are located in the 21-inch precipitation 
belt in eastern North Dakota. 

Last year I was appointed by the Cass County Commissioners to 
represent my county as a director of the Garrison Diversion Con- 
servancy District. My appearance today is on behalf of this con- 
servancy district in support of the budget estimate for the Garrison 
Diversion Unit. 

The 1955 session of the North Dakota Legislature enacted the 
Garrison Diversion Conservancy District Act embracing initially 22 
counties to be served by the Garrison Diversion Unit. The act was 
passed overwhelmingly by a legisiature composed principally of 
farmers. I have copies of that act which I would like to file with the 
committee, in order that you can see its provisions. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

Mr. Anprews. This district is empowered to levy a 1 mill ad 
valorem tax to finance a share of the administrative and operating 
costs of the principal supply works of the diversion unit. We feel 
that the assumption locally of a portion of the costs of this project 
indicates the sincere interest of the people of our State in the project. 
In fact, the interest is so intense that additional counties have made 
application to join the district. 
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North Dakota is somewhat hampered by a lack of population and 
taxable valuation, making adequate road and school programs difficult 
to accomplish. We have lost large acreages of good farmland to the 
Garrison Reservoir. The State has supported the development of 
this diversion for irrigation from the Missouri River in the hope of 
replacing this agricultural resource which has been destroyed. 

There is no question in my mind of the need for this development. 
We live in a boom then bust in a dust type of climate and it shows 
in our declining population during the past 30 years and in the ever- 
increasing size of our farms. 

Our cattle industry has suffered from periodic lack of feed. Many 
of my friends south and west of me, in the Gwinner and Oakes areas, 
had to sell even their breeding herds last year because of the severe 
drought condition. 

It is a real problem to find satisfactory drought resistant substitute 
crops to replace the acres cut back under wheat quotas. 

I believe this diversion project is a development most of our farmers 
will want. We have had 7 local meetings of farmers in Cass County— 
ranging in attendance from 50 to 250 persons—where we have invited 
representatives from the Bureau of Reclamation, the State experi- 
mental station, and irrigation farmers from small projects in western 
North Dakota to explain to our farmers the potentials of irrigation. 
In all these local meetings I have not heard one farmer who was 
adverse to irrigation. In fact, their major concern seemed to be 
“how soon can we get it?” 

This project can be started, with the help of the conservancy dis- 
trict, in a small way and enlarged gradually to fit the needs of the 
State and Nation. It will help us to grow nonsurplus crops and to 
diversify and will provide a way to a more stable, richer, and more 
fully settled State. It will provide an agricultural evolution rather 
than a revolution because the irrigable lands are scattered throughout 
a much greater area of nonirrigable cultivated and range land. Ir- 
rigation will become integrated with and stabilize ranching, dairying, 
and grain farming. 

In terms of new wealth produced, new tax revenue created, new 
population, and the stimulation of the whole national economy I do 
not doubt that this is a worthwhile Federal investment. Many of 
our farmers are saying that this can be the greatest thing since the 
Homestead Act. 

I certainly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to day, 
and thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. You have made a fine statement, Mr. Andrews. 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR N. BERG 


Mr. Krureer. Mr. Chairman, next I want to present to the com- 
mittee Mr. Oscar Berg, of Minot, executive secretary, Missouri- 
Souris Projects Association. 

Mr. Bere. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is Oscar N. Berg. I live in Minot, N. Dak., and represent the 
Missouri-Souris Projects Association. This is a non-profit organiza- 
tion financed by voluntary contributions from individuals, civic 
groups, and others. 

The basic activity of our association since its founding in 1946 has 
been to work with Federal and State agencies, support budget esti- 
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mates before congressional committees, and to work with farmers iu 
making available technical and factual information regarding irriga- 
tion potentials in North Dakota. 

North Dakota is located in a semiarid region. Despite better than 
average grain crops during the past 15 years, because of timely 
seasonal rains, our farmers are fearful of the economic devastation 
of a prolonged drought. They vividly recall when livestock herds 
had to be liquidated in the dust blown period of the 1930-40 drought. 

A remarkable interest and enthusiasm is prevalent in rural and 
urban areas toward the proposed irrigation program incorporated in 
the Garrison diversion project. Such proposals make possible the 
irrigation of an ultimate 2 million acres as a complement to the present 
dryland operations. Semidetailed  soil-elassification surveys com- 
pleted by the Bureau of Reclamation indicate very few farm owner- 
ships with excess land holdings as limited by our Federal reclamation 
laws. 

North Dakota farmers are interested in the program because of 
assured feed and forage crops to safeguard their income when dryland 
crops fail because of inadequate rainfall. 

Our association has sponsored many meetings the past year featur- 
ing as speakers North Dakota and Montana irrigation farmers for 
the purpose of acquainting potential irrigators with firsthand data 
as to practices, anticipated income, and operational problems en- 
countered in irrigation farming. The tremendous interest as evi- 
denced by the large attendance, intelligent questioning, and requests 
for additional forums of the same type are most encouraging. 

Several areas with sizable irrigable acreages nearest the point of 
the first water delivery have voluntarily organized their own farmer 
development committees for the purpose of spearheading the circula- 
tion of petitions among owners, as required by North Dakota law, 
requesting the State engineer to form irrigation districts. Such 
entities, would of course, then negotiate repayment contracts with 
the Bureau of Reclamation at the appropriate time. 

We feel, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, that the 
State is fully meeting local participation responsibility through the 
creation and activation of the 22-county conservancy district. We 
have rights to an adequate supply in the Garrison Reservoir impound- 
ment to serve 2 million irrigable acres to help stabilize our farm and 
business economy. I again want to emphasize the intense farmer 
interest which is so essential to the success of an irrigation development. 

In view of this, I want to respectfully solicit your support of the 
Budget Bureau’s estimate of $3,105,000 for investigations by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in the Missouri River Basin for next year, of 
which about $910,500 is for continuing activities on the Garrison 
diversion unit in North Dakota. 

I also wish to endorse the budget estimate of $7,323,000 for the 
transmission division in the basin, of which I understand about 
$370,000 is for activities in my State, 

On behalf of the association, I desire to suggest that it would be 
helpful if one or two development farms were established in eastern 
North Dakota in order that potential irrigators may be better informed 
on irrigation practices when the project is extended to that area. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Mr. Evins. Thank vou for your statement, Mr. Berg. 
Mr. Kruscer. The last witness, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Fredrickson 
of Valley City, representing the Greater North Dakota Association. 


STATEMENT OF FRED J. FREDRICKSON 


Mr. Frepricxson. I would like to present a very brief statement. 
I am Fred. J. Fredrickson, and I live in Valley City. I represent the 
Greater North Dakota Association, which is the North Dakota State 
Chamber. 

Like the witnesses preceding me, I appear to support the budget 
estimates for construction and investigations of water resources in my 
State during the ensuing fiscal year by the Corps of Engineers, Bureau 
of Reclamation, and other Federal agencies. 

Regarding the Garrison diversion project, this will not increase 
crops now in surplus as it will not actually add new land, but rather 
will it tend to give the affected farmers a more stable income from 
operations. 

The accomplishment of this large project will take perhaps from 25 
to more years, by which time the increased population will require all 
the production which the project can yield. 

I wish to associate myself with the statement of those who have ap- 
peared before me in supporting the estimates mentioned and additional 
items requested for the State. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kruecer. Mr. Chairman, that concludes the witnesses, and I 
believe we have stayed withia the time limit pretty well. 

May I call your attention to the fact that we have asked for very 
little additional money, and that we are here in support of the esti- 
mates that have been approved by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Krueger. Are there any questions, 
Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taser. I believe not, 


Marcu 28, 1956. 


RatTHBuN RESERVOIR 
WITNESSES 


HON. KARL W. LeCOMPTE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF IOWA 

ROBERT K. BECK, MEMBER OF THE STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION, 
CENTERVILLE, IOWA 

Cc. W. ANTHONY, PRESIDENT, CHARITON VALLEY DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION, CENTERVILLE, IOWA 

GEORGE MILANI, CENTERVILLE, IOWA 

ROBERT BUSS, ENGINEER, CHARITON LANDOWNERS ASSOCIATION, 
CENTERVILLE, IOWA 

HENRY ROSENCRANTS, FARMER, CENTERVILLE, IOWA 

HON. CLARE MAGEE, UNIONVILLE, MO. 


Mr. Evins. We have as our next witness Congressman LeCompte 
of Iowa and several gentlemen who are appearing with him. Congress- 
man we will be glad to hear from you at this time. 
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Mr. LeComprs, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee I 
have with me two groups of witnesses of Centerville, lowa, proponents 
and opponents of the proposed item in the budget message for $50,000 
for planning money for the Rathbun Dam, which was authorized I 
believe, about a year ago. I have here copies of their statements. 
Hon. Robert K. Beck formerly a member of the legislature and now a 
member of the State highway commission will speak first for the 
proponents, and perhaps will answer questions if the committee care 
to ask any. I might say there is also present our former colleague, 
who needs no introduction, the Hon. Clare Magee. 

Mr. Evins. Are there other proponents? 

Mr. LeCompte. Yes; there are four here. 

Mr. Evins. Suppose you have all of the proponents come around 
at the same time. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT K, BECK 


Mr. Beck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Robert Beck, of Centerville, lowa, and I am a newspaper 
publisher. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing here and pre- 
senting this statement, which is made on behalf of Mr. Anthony, who 
is somewhat bashful apparently about reading his statement. This 
is on behalf of the Chariton Valley Development Association of 
Centerville, Iowa, in support of the Rathbun Dam. ‘This presenta- 
tion will be very brief; we have just a short statement. 

The proposed Rathbun Dam is located on the Chariton River in 
south-central Iowa, and is part of the Missouri-Basin water control 
plan. 

The Chariton, which has 925 square miles of drainage area in lowa 
and 2,155 square miles in Missouri, is subject to extremes as typified 
by the near record flood of 1947, which caused $7,522,000 in damages, 
while the 1953, 1954, 1955 drouth years have created acute water 
shortages throughout the Chariton Valley. 

The creation of this project would afford protection to 19,000 acres 
of fertile land in lowa and contribute to protection of an additional 
129,000 acres in Missouri. 

The erection of this dam would be the only one necessary on the 
Chariton River, an entity unto itself. 

The fundamental justification for the project is the flood control it 
assures, and its overall contribution to the Missouri-Basin water 
control plan. 

As a local observation, it might be noted that the immediate area 
that the dam would most directly affect has suffered economic reversal, 
in as much as it is now an inactive coal mining area. The four coun- 
ties adjacent to the project lost during 1940-50 period 11,456 people, 
and since 1900, population losses range from a high of 40 percent in 
Monroe County, which adjacent, to a low of 29 percent in Appanoose 


County, in which the project is primarily located. The Rathbun 
Dam would go a long way toward restoring economic stability for the 
following reasons: It would enhance agriculture income in the pro- 
tected area. Water stability could be achieved, with a better balance 
between the wet and dry years. Sufficient water would encourage 
agricultural irrigation and industrial growth; and a recreational outlet 
and industry would be created by the new lake. No towns, railroads, 
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or school buildings are affected by this project, and I believe no public 
cemeteries. The inundation area is located in a low valuation land 
region. No power is contemplated. 

Rathbun was authorized in 1954, and the Bureau of the Budget 
through the President’s message, has recommended a $50,000 plan- 
ning appropriation. A great majority of local people support. this 
project. The Chariton Valley Development Association has 1,257 

paidup members, with dues $1 per year. In addition, 3,366 people 
cave signed a petition endorsing the dam. All leading civic groups, 
mayors of nearby towns, endorse the project. Copy of these state- 
ments have been filed with the clerk. The Iowa Natural Resources 
Council has endorsed this project. The Governor of Iowa, the 
Honorable Leo Hoegh, is chairman of the Missouri River Basin, of 
which this project is a part. 

It has been tentatively estimated by the Army engineers that the 
annual benefits of the dam would be $1,037,000 for a ration of cost to 
benefit of 1 to 1.52. However, such benefits as irrigation, water 
supply to municipalities, recreation, have not been computed. 

We urge you to recommend the appropriation of a minimum of 
$50,000, or such additional sum as may be necessary for the proper 
planning of the project. 

Gentlemen, that is our brief formal statement, which we have tried 
to keep down to the minimum. If there are any questions we will 
be happy to try to answer them. 

Mr. Magee will take up now. 


STATEMENT OF CLAR® MAGEE 


Mr. Macer. I just want to say this, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Chariton River is the second largest tributary of the Missouri, Grand 
River being first. We feel, in fact we know that to General Potter 
of the Omaha office, this is his pet project. We think we probably 
should have $75,000, but if we get the $50,000 we will try to get along 
somehow. 

This Appanoose County, which Congressman LeCompte represents 
and there are 4 counties just south of that, which are in Mr. Cannon’s 
district; it takes care of 4 counties in his district and 1 county in 
Congressman Moulder’s district. Perhaps Mr. Cannon and Mr. 
Andersen would not appreciate me saying this, but it is probably the 
only project that has anything to do with any part of his district. 

But as I say, General Potter considers this the primary project in 
the whole river setup, being the second largest, the Grand River 
being the first. There are a lot of disputes over there about it. And 
we feel that the Bureau of the Budget, having recommended $50,000, 
we should have. We think it might be necessary to have $75,000. 

Mr. Evins Thank you, Mr. Magee, for your ‘statement. 

Mr. Macer There is a resolution which we would like to file on 
behalf of the city of Centerville. 

Mr. Evins It will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 


RESOLUTION SuprorRTING CONSTRUCTION OF RatHBUN Dam 


Whereas it has been brought to the attention of the mayor and City Council of 
Centerville, Iowa, that Robert Buss, the city engineer of Centerville, lowa, has 
been employ ed by those opposed to the construction of the project known as the 
Rathbun Dam on the Chariton River in Appanoose County, Iowa; and 
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Whereas it is the belief of this city administration that the construction of said 
dam would be of great benefit to this city and community, and all legitimate 
means should be taken to secure it; Therefore be it 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Centerville, Jowa, That we take this 
means of recording our feeling that those opposing the construction of said dam 
are acting contrary to the best interests of this city and county; that said Robert 
Buss is acting entirely without any authority from this city administration in 
any work he may do for the opponents of said dam, and did not consult us prior 
to taking such employment; and we herewith make this record of our united sup- 
port for said Rathbun Dam project; be it further 

Resolved, That the city clerk of the city of Centerville, Iowa, is directed to pre- 
pare a certified copy of this resolution and deliver same to the supporters of said 
construction, in order that same may be presented to the authorities having charge 
of legislation for the appropriation of money for said project. 

Adopted and passed by the city council this 26th day of March 1956. 

T. C. Evans, City Clerk. 

Approved by me this 26th day of March 1956. 

Harotp W. Fow.er, Mayor. 


CLERK’sS CERTIFICATE 
STATE OF Iowa, 
County of Appanoose, City of Centerville, ss: 

I, T. C. Evans, city clerk of the city of Centerville, Iowa, do hereby certify 
that I have compared the foregoing copy of resolution supporting construction 
of Rathbun Dam with the original resolution now remaining in this office, and have 
found the same to be a correct transcript therefrom and of the whole of such 
original resolution, and that same was passed by the unanimous vote of all 
councilmen present at the special meeting held for the purpose of considering it 
on March 26, 1956. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 
said city of Centerville, this 26th day of March 1956. 

T. C. Evans, 
City Clerk of the City of Centerville, Lowa 


STATEMENT OF C. W. ANTHONY 


Mr. LeCompte. Mr. C. W. Anthony, the head of the development 
organization I w ish to present. 

Mr. Ranaut. Mr. Anthony we will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Anruony. I just wish to take a short time to thank you for the 
opportunity you have given us, and I hope you will see your way fit 
to approve the amount of money re quested. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you, Mr. Anthony. 

Mr. LeCompre. I believe that completes the statements of the 
proponents of the project. There are here two who oppose who wish 
to be heard. 

Mr. Ranaut. Very well. 

Mr. LeCompte. Mr. Robert Buss, of Centerville, a civil engineer. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT BUSS 


Mr. Buss. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Robert Buss. Iam appearing here to present evidence in opposition 
to the Rathbun Reservoir project for the Upper Chariton Landowners 
Association. 

I would like to take a moment to trace the history of the project, 
since it in part explains the impact which authorization of the project 
has had on the opponents. 

In 1937 a public hearing was held in Centerville by the Army 
engineers for the purpose of ascertaining public opinion on the subject 
of flood control. At that meeting several hours were spent in dis- 
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cussion of soil building, soil conservation, and water retention on the 
land. A Captain Twitty, who was conducting the hearing, attempted 
to bring the meeting around to the subject of flood control, as he 
understood it, by questions such as this: 


I would like to ask if anyone in the room is interested, or has a statement to 
make, regarding the flood-control measures which I have enumerated in the 
drainage area of the Chariton River as far down as the Missouri line? 


In response to that question, only Henry Rosencrants answered, 
and he suggested a moderate amount of channel straightening. 

A few moments later Captain Twitty said: 

Up until the time Mr. Rosencrants testified, there had been little evidence 
presented to show that the question of flood control, which is the only question in 
which the War Department is interested, is of importance to the basin committee 
which you represent. If you would like to present any further testimony as to 
the interest of your committee in flood control, we would be glad to get it at this 
time. 


Somewhat later, the lieutenant governor of Iowa stated: 


One of the things that I, as a public officeholder, have been criticized for is 
this: too many times our governmental agencies go into these things with their 
own objects in mind and there is not the proper cooperation. We are trying to 
coordinate these things here, and it appears to me at this time that perhaps a 
combination of the soil conservation, the War Department, and what we can do 
locally is the tieup we want to effect. They say all an Army engineer wants to 
do is do some engineering down along the river. 


As a result of the meeting and a study by the engineers, a report 
was filed which was published as House Document No. 628, in which 
channel rectification and levee construction was recommended in 
Missouri below the Iowa State line and the Rathbun Reservoir, at 
the cost of $5 million, was found to be not justified. 

Subsequent to that, a Mr. William Lodwick purchased some 
two thousand-odd acres of bottomland in an area where the river 
was notoriously subject to overflow. After a few years in which the 
river was in a cycle of flooding, Mr. Lodwick went to work on the 
dam again. A new series of meetings were held by the engineers in 
1946. Colonel Potter was not in charge and stated in his introduction 
at a Missouri meeting: 

However, at the time that the report was to be made (referring to the earlier 
report, Document 628) it was found out—or believed in the field—that possibly 
a reservoir on the Chariton was not economically justified. Under the law, the 


Corps of Engineers cannot recommend to the Congress any project the benefits 
of which are less than their costs. 


He went on to say: 


It looks as if a reservoir could be found to be economically justijied. If so, 
it would impound a large part of the floodwaters that come down the Chariton 
River and will make unnecessary the improvements suggested and authorized for 
the Rhinehart Ranch and the Macon-Adair County projects. 


He went on to say a few moments later: 


I don’t know if you all understand that these three improvement projects 
(these are the three authorized projects in Missouri to which he was referring) 
would protect against every flood. They would protect against a normal run of 
floods, but there is always a grandaddy it seems that would come out. With a 
reservoir it wouldn’t come out. 


This was a meeting in which Mr. Lodwick, at the close of a prepared 
statement, said: 


So I say to you that this is the time not only to write your Congressmen, but 
to “‘ride’’ him some also; they can get this job done. 
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Colonel Potter, now General Potter, said: 


Thank you, Mr. Lodwick. I might state that Mr. Lodwick is responsible for 
most all the work we have done on the Chariton. 

As a result of this series of meetings and a new study made by the 
engineers, a review report was prepared and published as House 
Document No. 561, 81st Congress. The dam was estimated at 14- 
odd million dollars then; it is now $20 million, and this time was 
found to be justified. 

We believe this is one of those cases, for which the engineers have 
been criticized before, where the facts have been hammered into a fit 
with the conelusions. 

Our studies of this brochure, within the short time we have to 
present the evidence draw that conclusion for your consideration. 

The Chariton landowners know that it would be wrong for them to 
oppose a project in which their homes and farms would be sacrificed 
for a benefit to a greater number of people. They also know that 
this is not such a project. They believe that the evidence is clear; 
and are appearing here through Mr. Rosencrants and me to present 
some of the salient points of that evidence to this committee. I am 
a civil engineer, but I am also a native of Centerville. I have lived 
there all my life. I came back there from the position with the United 
States Ordnance people in Pasadena, to make it my home. I have 
great interest in the city. I know the Chariton from swimming in it, 
and riding up and down the river, I know it from surveying, and my 
associate, Mr. Hall, who moved into the country in 1905; he had some 
fieldwork done, and much was done in the Chariton Basin; we think 
we know more about it than the Army engineers, because we have 
worked with it for years, and have prepared data on it. 

Our primary argument is, although this is a summary, our primary 
argument is that the benefit-ratio is not as stated. 

Mr. Rasaut. What is it, 1.38 to 1? 

Mr. Buss. It is 0.91 to 1. 

Mr. Rasaut. That was one. The other one is 1.38 to 1. 

Mr. Buss. That was the earlier report. The latest report is 
published in House Document No. 561. 

Mr. Rasaut. We do not have those figures before us. 

Mr. Buss. The first one was 0.91 to 1. 

Mr. Rasavut. How much? 

Mr. Buss. 0.91 to 1. 

Mr. Rapaut. Of course, we have nothing before us but the report 
of the Army engineers. 

Mr. Buss. That is the reason we have presented the brochure. 
The evidence on this basin was before the Congress in 1954, when 
the project was authorized. This was evidence of the engineers. 
I need to take nothing but what appeared in House Documents 678 
and 561, and I can show conclusively from this brochure, that the 
ratio of benefit to cost is not in excess of 0.91 to 1. 

If you will take this brochure, and turn to page 5, you will notice 
the jump in estimated damages from highways, agricultural, roads, 
from the yearly report of 1942. This has jumped 800 percent in 
highway, and in this report, gentlemen, we show that there is less 
than $1,000. We have talked to the highway commission, and to the 
county engineers, and the engineers of the railroads, and to those who 
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live in the agricultural basin. There is hundreds and hundreds percent 
in jump in damages right after the filing of the original report, right 
after Mr. Lodwick went to work. 

We show that there are nine floods still on the lower Chariton, in 
Iowa, even with the dam, and we show that floods will not be prevented 
lower down in Missouri on the Chariton, by reason of the dam. 

We agree with them that they have a problem of flood control, 
but there are now three authorized projects for control of floods; 
according to the engineers, 90 percent of the damage which results 
from floods on the Chariton; $20 million for the small benefits which 
result are entirely out of proportion. 

Now, the Chariton landowners are interested in flood control. We 
think that most of these people are interested in game, recreation 
projects, and so on. So far as flood control goes, the long history of 
interest in that by other Chariton landowners association, and Mr. 
Rosencrants will address himself to that. 

We know that the Rathbun Reservoir project is substantially 
effective on the Missouri Narrows, which is a natural dam resulting 
for a narrow, restricted channel which reverses itself three times in a 
few hundred yards. The narrows are about 3,000 yards south of the 
Towa-Missouri State line. 

Sheets 3 to 7 present the evidence supporting this statement. 
Immediately below the narrows, the stream capacity is 3,000 to 
4,000 second-feet. At no time have the engineers proposed any 
improvements to this section of the stream because overflows here 
are not particularly damaging. Yet they established a design channel 
capacity in Iowa above the narrows of 15,000 second-feet to prevent 
flooding. If they believe flows of 15,000 second-feet will occur above 
the narrows but do not recommend channel improvement below the 
narrows where the capacity is 3,000 to 4,000 feet, it is because there 
is a restriction or impoundment device between them. Examination 
of the area shows that this is true. 

Also, there are hundreds of miles of watershed below the dam; 
flooding occurs easily below the narrows when flow in Iowa is near 
normal. On sheet 3 are listed 8 floods which would have occurred 
at Novinger, Mo., 26 miles below the narrows, even if every drop of 
water at the Centerville stream gage were prevented from reaching 
Missouri. If 41 of the 43 floods of heonttl will be reduced below 
bankfull stages in Missouri, as claimed by the engineers in the 1947 
report, then it is obvious that the authorized channel improvements 
are responsible, not the reservoir. 

Since it is evident that the effect of the reservoir is not great in 
Missouri, we have computed the annual benefits using the same 
methods as the engineers but properly segregating the two projects; 
sheet 4 shows this. We allow only $281,000 agricultural benefits 
because these are the total losses which could rightfully be assigned to 
the Rathbun Dam project. This is computed by deducing 62 percent 
of the total losses listed in the 1947 report, even though we think those 
outrageously inflated, because the engineers showed in the earlier 
report that the authorized Missouri projects would alleviate 62 per- 
cent of the damage. 

We assign only a $1,000 token benefit to prevention of highway and 
railroad damages; sheet 6—A shows why. The engineers claim an aver- 
age annual loss of $102,000. In a personal communication to me, they 
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stated that details of flood damage estimates since 1941 are not avail- 
able in current files. From personal knowledge of the area we knew 
of no such damages, and therefore made an extensive investigation to 
learn of them. In conversation with the lowa Highway Commission 
we asked them to report to us all damages on the maim stem of the 
Chariton resulting from floods which they had record of or knew of. 
They cited some bridge washouts resulting from floods in areas which 
would not be affected by the Rathbun Dam but were unable to find 
any in the records of the commission on the main stem. 

Mr. Moke Daggett, the Appanoose County engineer, also knew of 
none. We are aware of only minor maintenance work, such as repair 
of a bridge abutment about 1950. 

Mr. L. W. Skov of the Burlington Railroad stated in response to 
questions at an earlier public hearing to the effect that damages did 
not amount to very much. His exact answers are given on sheet 6—A. 

For these reasons and others we have allowed only $1,000 annual 
loss, and therefore benefits accuring from the dam, to highways and 
railroads, 

Under the heading ‘Land enhancement” we allow $7,000. We 
show later that only the acreage above Cooper Creek, a large tribu- 
tary of the Chariton, will be free enough of flooding to permit the build 
up of value which the engineers state will follow flood prevention. 
Their figure of $1.40 an acre was used. 

The next two items, ‘‘Flood-control benefits on the Missouri and 


Mississippi Rivers”’ are still listed at the high value used by the en- 


gineers, but we do not think they exist. We have shown on sheets 
3 and 8 that the reservoir is ineffective below the Missouri Narrows. 


There can therefore be little benefit to flood control on the Missouri 
and Mississippi Rivers. They have nonetheless been retained in the 
tabulation for a reason which I will bring out in a moment. 

Under the heading “Conservation benefits,” it has been necessary 
to reduce the water supply benefit to zero because the city of Kirks- 
ville has now constructed its own water supply. 

Navigation benefits on the Mississippi River, which are evaluated by 
the engineers at $94,500, may be existent, but the same value could be 
obtained at a much lower cost from one of the western projects, as 
pointed out by the engineers themselves. Notice that no value what- 
soever was placed on this item by the engineers in the 1942 report. 

Sheets 5 and 6 are included to show graphically what we refer to as 
inflation of the values; notice the increase of hundreds of percent in 
these estimates. They are not realistic. 

Referring again to sheet 4 you see that the total benefits are now 
$528,000 even including a $144,000 benefit which we do not think 
exists. This yields a benefit-to-cost ration of 0.91 to 1 based on the 
$528,000 annual charge. Because of increases in construction costs 
since the date of filing of this 1947 report, interest costs at 3 percent 
have risen over $100,000; this increases the annual charges to at least 
$680,000, reducing the benefits-to-cost ratio even more. 

Now, notice, gentlemen, in our benefits estimation, with the excep- 
tion of the highway and railroad damage figure, we have used only 
data prepared by the engineers. Although, for example, we believe 
the agricultural losses are inflated, we have used their figure so that 
there can be no dispute with the final conclusion. We think we have 
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documented evidence destroying the validity of the $102,000 annual 
damages to railroads and highways and are certain that further 
detailed investigation will bear this out. 

Our second major reason for opposition of the Rathbun Reservoir is 
that it is not sufficiently effective in Iowa. Sheets 8 and 10 support 
this. One sheet 8, the blueprint, which was prepared from data from 
the engineers’ reports, the Lowa Geological Survey and State Planning 
Board reports, we show that even with the dam there would still be 
9 floods in lowa as compared with only 13 without the dam in the same 
period 1943-50. This period has been used several times because stream 
measurements are available only for that period to us. 

Notice that below the bridge at Highway 2 where the Centerville 
stream gaging station is, the Chariton would be out of its banks and 
flooding all or part of the area below the bridge on 14 days; the area 
above the bridge, only 17 river miles below the dam, would be flooded 
on 3 days in this period. The storm of July 17, 1946, is of particular 
significance in that it occurred almost entirely below the proposed 
dam site. The heavy runoff was down Walnut Creek, which enters 
the Chariton below the dam, so that nearly all of the flooding on that 
date would have occurred even had the dam been in operation. On 
sheet nine we have shown the results of routing of nine important 
local storms through the area, presuming that the dam were in opera- 
tion. The method used is that used by the Army engineers and shows 
the theoretical discharge which would have resulted had any of those 
storms occurred over the watershed of the Chariton as indeed No. 6, 
the 1928 storm, did. Notice that all nine of the storms would have 
caused flooding at the bridge east of Centerville and the river would 
would have been out of its banks an estimated 6 to 8 days for each. 

Sheet 10 presents the impracticality of the dam in a different 
fashion, the one that is most clearly perceived by those living along 
the river. A careful analysis was made by members of the Landowners 
Association of the floods of 1943 through 1950, which were the only 
floods in the 16-year period 1939-54. Three full crop years were 
lost, no more. <A certain rounding of figures has been done to make 
this information more readily understandable; for example, we do 
not believe that the June 13 flood caused a precise 50 percent loss 
of crops but that the estimation is within such limits of accuracy 
as will support the conclusion. The explanation of 50 percent loss 
is given at the right. If the corn is flooded there is time to plant 
soybeans if the flood is early enough. Often corn is replanted and 
will yield a satisfactory crop. 

Now notice that below the proposed dam site an estimated 18,000 
acres are to be benefitted. Above the dam, the conservation pool is 
8,900 acres which is to be more or less continuously flooded. We 
have computed that 5,400 of those acres are productive without 
question. If the production of 5,400 acres over 16 years is lost 
from inundation, a total of 86,400 acre-years is lost. If the dam 
were in operation and if all flood losses were prevented, as, for example, 
by additional dams on Walnut Creek, Cooper Creek, Snort Creek 
and other major tributaries of the Chariton which enter the valley 
below the proposed dam site; then a saving of three crop years on 
18,000 acres yields a production of 54,000 acre-years, which total is 
less than the 86,400 lost. Is there any means, or any computation, 
by which a benefits-to-cost ratio exceeding 1 can be shown? 
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A fourth major reason for opposition to the dam by the owners 
is that the project is not wanted by the great number of persons 
close to the area who are interested in flood prevention, <A petition 
of 1,500 names in opposition to the reservoir has been presented to 
Congressmen. There are many, in addition to Mr. Lodwick, who is 
not longer there, and the engineers, who favor the dam, but in the 
judgment of the association, the reasons are not flood control, but 
alleged recreational benefit. 

The Upper Chariton Landowners Association is interested in flood 
control and has done much to further it. They agree with the 
general conclusion that the runoff from heavy storms cannt be held 
on the land by grass and terracing, but believe that the proper way 
of preventing damage from such runoff is by a larger number of 
smaller dams high on each watershed. The Iowa State Planning 
Board many years ago planned 5 such dams which would absorb 
all the flood runoff of 18 percent of the Rathbun Reservoir watershed 
at a cost which is estimated in 1956 at 5.4 percent of the 1956 estimated 
cost of the Rathbun Dam. Sheet 11 is a summary of the estimate 
of cost of these five reservoirs. We do not propose a program of that 
sort at this time here but we do believe that such planning, combined 
with good soil conservation practices, is the correct, permanent 
solution to the problem of control and use of water. 

We believe the evidence indicates, and we urge, that no appropria- 
tion be made to further this project in anyway, and indeed, if it be 
possible, that there be a recision of the authorization of the project, 
since an accurate appraisal of it, separated, and made distinct from 
the authorized Missouri projects, shows a benefits-to-coast ratio of 
less than 1. 

The general conclusions which the Army engineers have stated 
many times the runoffs from very heavy storms cannot be held on 
grass alone. Of course, we agree with that, because it is true. How- 
ever we believe that smaller, and a larger number of smaller reservoirs 
higher up on the river will probably control flood runoff. 

The lowa State Planning Board, many years ago planned about 5 
reservoirs which would control 18 percent of the watershed, 18 percent 
of watershed for the Rathbun Dam having a present cost of 5.4 
percent, including everything, bank, spillways, and soon. 18 percent 
of the watershed controlled by 5 reservoirs, planned by the State 
Board, with the 1956 cost of 5.4 percent of the 1956 cost of the 
Rathbun Dam. 

I have skipped through the more complete statement, which I 
understand will be in the record, and which are in direct conflict with 
the conclusions drawn by the Army engineers, but they are based 
precisely on the same evidence. 

We believe it is worthy of your consideration or worthy of your 
study. I wish that I had time to take up each sheet of this brochure 
and give you the details and show you how we arrived at the informa- 
tion. In general we have stayed away from any possible use of own 
engineering studies, studies of the Chariton, and our own conclusions 
other than when they point up the indisputable facts. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. LeCompte. There is one more witness, Mr. Rosencrants, a 
highly respected farmer in this area. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Rosencrants, we will be very pleased to hear you. 
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STATEMENT OF HENRY ROSENCRANTS 


Mr. Rosencrants. | am just a plain, Lowa dirt farmer, uneducated, 
unqualified as an engineer, or to answer questions, but I think I 
know some of the actual conditions on the Chariton River. 

Mr. Ranaut. How many acres do you have? 

Mr. Rosenerants. | have got 670 acres. 

Mr. Rasavur. You are neither uneducated nor unqualified. You 
go right along. 

Mr. Rosencrants. We out there have made our living. Once in 
a while we will have a little loss of crops; maybe the river might flood 
a little during the months of May and June, but if it does we have 
got other crops, beans and hay. That is a prosperous little valley. 
We run cattle and hogs, in the small bottoms where you can have 
vour bottom pastures, in case of dry weather, and in floods, we have 
the upland pastures. 

We know that the city chambers of commerce in the little towns, 
sometimes try to look out for us farmers, but I am telling you, gentle- 
men, that as a whole; the farmers in the States of Iowa and Missouri, 
and down in the territory below, and I have spoken to the represent- 
atives down there, and I have worked in those areas, and have baled 
hay in Missouri almost up to the Chariton River, and I know most 
of the farmers. The people on that river are pretty well taken care 
of down there, and they receive no benefits. 

And on the land above, if you take this land and increase production 
on it, and take it out of some of the things that are being grown on 
it now, with the balanced business, when at the same time we raise 
cattle, we raise hogs, and we raise grain above, timber which we can 
grow on land which is more apt to be subject to overflow, we can 
grow it there, but if you take this land out of cultivation, and clear 
up a lot of land that is presently worthless, and spend millions of 
dollars on it, you increase the surplus anyhow. 

The hay that is grown on that land now is worth money. The 
timber is worth money. It is not a total loss. It is of benefit to 
the country, and yet it is creating this surplus which confronts you 
fellows every day. 

The farmers in that community, and I am speaking for a lot of 
them below the Missouri line as well as others, because I know them 
personally, are not in favor of this. 

The statement was made here that the town of Centerville is for 
that dam. If they want to put up an election in that part of the 
territory, and leave it to the farmers, it would not carry, by 30 percent. 

We the taxpayers of America feel that we are overburdened, and 
anything that is absolutely not necessary we would rather not have. 
While we do strongly and sincerely believe that a watershed will 
control this area, the water on it, and benefit every farmer down the 
river, putting a dam down there is not going to get water up on the 
hill farms somewhere. 

What we would like to see you boys do is just forget this report 
and donate $50,000 to the Agriculture Department, so they can have 
surveys put through there of the watersheds. There are three projects 
going on just now: One is almost completed. We fellows love our 
homes, and appreciate them; that is what our sons fought for. 
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Mr. Evins. Mr. Rosencrants, is not the position of most of the 
farmers the fact that they just do not want to lose their land, give 
up their land; is that the reasons back of the principal opposition? 

Mr. Rosencrants.. Not altogether, 1 would not say; they do not 
like the idea of wasting money and they favor a watershed movement. 

Mr. Rasaut. I was going to ask you whether any of your group 
who opposed to this appeared before the budget? 

Mr. Rosrencrants. A year ago. 

Mr. Rapautr. We have a budget estimate in here for $50,000. 

Mr. Rosencrants. Not this. We did not have a chance; we knew 
nothing about it until Mr. LeCompte sent us word that there would 
be a hearing. 

Mr. Macrr. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Rasaut. The gentleman has the floor, if he wishes to yield. 

Mr. Rosencrants. Yes. 

Mr. Maceer. Is it true that the Chariton River is the second largest 
tributary between St. Joe and St. Louis, Mo.? 

Mr. Rosencrants. That is true. 

Mr. MaGerr. And is it not a fact that thousands of acres of land 
below the dam has grown up and has been sold under tax sales from 
$7 to $10 an acre in the last 30 years? 

Mr. Rosencrants. You have had some lands, back in the depres- 
sion, that sold for tax sales. We have had it all over the State of 
lowa. I donot know about the State of Missouri, but we have had 
tax sales all over the State of lowa. 

Mr. Macer. This would protect, would it not, Mr. Rosencrants, 
19,000 acres in the State of lowa, and 129,000 acres in the State of 
Missouri? 

Mr. Rosencrants. Mr. Magee, the Army Engineers have spent 
millions of dollars straightening the river to the Narrows, that 
takes care, according to their own estimate, of 90 percent of it. They 
say they would have, in Iowa State, one-tenth more protection for 
the farm lands below the dam in Iowa than you have at the present 
time, because about nine times—it is flooded out about nine times 
to our one. 

Mr. Maces. That is all. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rosencrants. Here are some pictures that I would like to 
file with the committee, which show some of the crops in the Chariton 
River and Basin. 

Mr. Buss. I might say, that there is land below the dam, that is 
being flooded by the Chariton River. 

Mr. Rasavur. Thank you very much, Mr. Rosencrants. 

Mr. Rosencrants. There is one other thing I would like to say: 
You know all through the West there are little towns that have had 
floods and I do not believe that the taxpayers could afford to spend 
$20 million to get every one of them out of floods. 

Mr. LeComprs. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I think 
that is all that this group has to say on the subject. 

Mr. Rasaur. Thank you very much. 

Mr. LeCompte. May I ask one other question: Will the material 
they have here be printed in the hearing? 

Mr. Rasavut. Yes; everything will be printed. 

(The material is as follows:) 

75562—56—pt. 2—64 
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STATEMENT OF TESTIMONY FROM ORGANIZATIONS, CITIES AND INDIVIDUALS, 
PREPARED BY CHARITON VALLEY DEVELOPMENT "ASSOCIATION, CENTERVILLE, 
Iowa 


THe CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Centerville, lowa, August 31, 1955. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

This is to inform you that the Centerville Chamber of Commerce does hereby 
endorse and actively support the Rathbun Dam project. On a vote of the 
membership the result was over 90 percent in favor of the project. 

As a result of this vote, the board of directors of the Centerville Chamber of 
Commerce, authorized me as president to write this letter so informing you. 

Respectfully, 
Boyp B. O’Briant, President. 


City or CENTERVILLE, 
Centerville, Iowa, August 29, 1955. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Support of the Rathbun Dam: When determining whether a contemplated 
project, that is really in the public interest, there are usually many facts which 
do not immediately become apparent. 

I submit that the Rathbun Dam is definitely in the public interest and cannot 
be measured solely in terms of arithmetic. Who could or would gainsay that 
the prucent expen’iture of the Rathbun Dam paid for by the public and for 
public protection from floo’s and Croughts was not economical and not in the 
public interest, when a progressive reduction in the loss of crops and property 
resulted therefrom? 

As mayor of the city of Centerville, I am in favor of the Rathbun Dam being 
built. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Haro_p Fow ter, 
Mayor of Centerville, Iowa. 


Haut or Town Covnclit, 
Moulton, Iowa, August 28, 1955. 


Chariton Valley Development Association and to Whom It May Concern: 

I, the uneersigned, mayor of the town of Moulton, Iowa, do hereby wish to 
offer my help and assistance in helping make the Rathbun Dam a reality. It is 
my true belief that this dam would be of great value to this section of this State 
as those Cownstream. 

I uncerstand that there will be those that will have to move or vacate their 
homes; however, they will be paid for this trouble. Then, too, it would be wise 
to think of those who have battled the river when it was on arampage. I might 
add that I have seen this river at its worst, and I believe that it is no longer 
necessary for a situation like this to exist. 

So in the future if my assistance is needed, please feel free to call on me. 

Yours truly, 
Dean Drev, Mayor. 


CHAMPER OF COMMERCE, 
Corydon, Towa. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

We, of the Cory’?on Chamber of Commerce, are happy to en?orse the program 
for cev elopment of the Chariton River Development Aeotiation in their project 
for the development of the Chariton River Basin known as the Rathbun Dam. 

We feel this project, when completed, would be of great benefit to our agricul- 
tural program and also a benefit for a resort. 

They have our continued support in any development which might be available. 

Very truly yours, 
Corypon CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 
Von Prean, President. 





Ciry or Austra, Iowa, 
August 31, 1955, 
To Whom It May Concern: 
I feel the Rathbun Dam will be very beneficial to the community. 
Will gladly endorse its going on to its completion. 
James Morrison, Mayor. 


City or Mystic, 
Mystic, Iowa, August 29, 1955. 
To Whom It May Concern: 
As mayor of Mystic, I would like to go on record as favoring construction of the 
tathbun Dam in the immediate future. 
It is my opinion that the majority of people in this area favor the construction 
of this project, and with this in mind, I feel that this letter should be submitted. 
I have been a life long resident of Mystic and am thoroughly acquainted with 
the problems in this community. Since the coal mines ceased operation, our 
population has been cut in half and people are forced to find employment else- 
where. Iam also aware of the flood conditions that affect Mystic and surrounding 
areas during heavy rainfall. 
I, therefore, feel that construction of the Rathbun Dam would alleviate the 
aforementioned conditions and help this community. 
M. C. Forsytn, 
Mayor of Mystic. 


AvuGust 29, 1955. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

As mayor of Rathbun, I am speaking for the people in this area and we are 
heartily in favor of the Rathbun Dam being built in the immediate future. 

In this area we have lost many people and since our relief rolls are one of the 
highest if not the highest in the State of lowa, we feel that this project will do a 
lot to alleviate this situation. 

It will also be of tremendous value as a flood-control project. 

Cordially, 
Victor BoneEL, 
Mayor of Rathbun. 


CENTERVILLE Lions Ciup, 
Centerville, Lowa, August 31, 1955, 
CHARITON VALLEY DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Centerville, Iowa. 

GENTLEMEN: This is to advise you that at a regular board of directors meeting 
on the night of August 1, 1955, it was decided unanimously by the board of direc- 
tors of the Centerville Lions Club that the board of directors would back the 
Rathbun Dam project and to work with the duly organized committees in favor 
of the above project. It was approved also that they would work with any 
committee of your association to further this project. 

Yours very truly, 


Haroutp M. Jounson, President. 


APPANOOSE CountTy REPUBLICAN CENTRAL COMMITTEE, 
Centerville, Lowa, September 1, 1955, 
To Whom It May Concern: 

tealizing the tremendous importance of the construction of the proposed 
Rathbun Dam to be located in Appanoose County, Iowa, I write this letter 
urging that every effort be made to construct this dam. 

[ believe that this dam should be constructed to stop the floods and resulting 
damages from the overflow of the Chariton River. The resulting damages 
from these floods over a period of years run into millions of dollars. By the 
construction of this dam, over 19,000 acres of land would be protected from 
floods in Appanoose County, Iowa, and some additional 120,000 acres in the 
adjoining State of Missouri, 

The serious problem of water shortage which has become a national worry and 
coneern, is a good reason why this dam and the conservation and storage of water 
resulting from the construction of this dam should be given careful consideration. 
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In the area surrounding the proposed construction of the dam, there has been a 
serious water-shortage problem. The cities of Centerville, Albia, and Seymour 
have recently been confronted with serious water shortages. The construction 
of this dam would insure in event of any emergency because of water shortages 
to any of the nearby municipalities, an available source of water. 

In addition to flood control and water conservation, this dam can contribute 
to the well-being and better economic condition of the area surrounding the pro- 
posed dam by the following, to wit: Development of farm irrigation; opportunity 
of industrial development, and recreational development. 

The area surrounding the proposed dam and especially the counties of Appa- 
noose, Monroe, Lucas, and Wayne, are losing their population faster than any 
other counties in the entire State. The people are leaving this area to go to 
industrial centers to find work and means of making a living. The lack of oppor- 
tunity for work causes a large unemployment problem and resulting burden 
upon the taxpayers in maintaining high relief loads. The construction of the 
dam would afford work to many and would create more business opportunities 
which in turn would create more business. 

In my opinion, the construction of this dam would greatly help the economic 
condition of this area. 1 am convinced that a large majority of the people in 
this area are in favor of the construction of this dam. 

The construction of the dam under the supervision of the Army engineers, 
and Federal laws, would assure fair treatment to those whose land will be needed 
for the construction of the dam and it will also mean its proper supervision and 
maintenance. 

Yours very truly, 
GEORGE A. MILant, Chairman. 





APPANOOSE CouNTY DeEMocRATIC CENTRAL COMMITTEE, 
Centerville, lowa, August 30, 1955, 
To Whom It May.Concern: 

Iam chairman of the Democratic Party of Appanoose County, Iowa, and in such 
capacity I have talked with many members of the Democratic Party regarding 
their attitudes toward the proposed Rathbun Dam project. While I cannot 
speak for any individual member of the party, I do feel that a very substantial 
majority of those persons who regularly vote Democratic are in favor of this 
project. 

Individually, I find them quite sympathetic with those persons who own or farm 
land in the area that will be flooded and whose lives will be rather drastically 
affected by being forced to move and buy or rent other land. However, as in the 
case of practically any public improvement, such as street widening, building of 
new highways, establishment of parks, and building of new schools, property must 
be taken from a few for the good of the whole; and the law provides that these 
individuals be adequately compensated. It is generally the opinion of the Dem- 
ocrats I have talked to that the overall benefits of the Rathbun Dam project to the 
residents of this county are enormous, as compared to the inconveniences caused 
some; and they express themselves as favorable to the project. 

As an individual, I have no hesitancy in stating that I am for this project, as I 
believe it will greatly increase the economic wealth of the county and ultimately 
be to the benefit of all our residents, 

ROBERT VALENTINE, 
Chairman. 





NEELY MANUFACTURING Co. INCc., 
Corydon, Lowa, August 26, 1955. 
CHARITON VALLEY DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Chariton, Iowa. 
(Attention: Mr. Bill Anthony, president) 

Dear Mr. ANTHONY: I am attaching my check in the amount of $10 to help out 
on the project. Here of late, I have read pro and con on the Rathbun Dam 
situation and I think that people opposing same are loosing sight of the importance 
on the future water situation. Our water level is going down every year and the 
advantages in favor of the dam are much ahead of the disadvantages or selfishness 
many of the opposers may have. 
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Just last year our water situation here at Corydon was indeed bad and to have 
made a new reservoir, I am sure, the expenses would have been more than it would 
have cost to pump water from the nearest dam if it were made. I am sure that 
from a taxwise angle that there would be much more taxes derived after the dam 
is built from cottages surrounding the lake and this would more than off set by far, 
more taxes derived than land and livestock, taking in the circumference of the 
dam, <A future water supply is urgent. When we have a chance to get help from 
the Government for such a worthy proposition, everyone should be rejoicing and 
willing to help. 

I suppose that at my age I should not be so enthusiastic, but I am interested 
not only in the future of my own relationship, but I am also interested for the 
on coming generation, 

Yours truly, 
C. L. NEBLY. 


ATTERERRY IMPLEMENT Co., 
Lancaster, Mo., August 15, 1955 
The Director, BurgEAU oF THE Bupaet, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. HuGues: As mayor of Lancaster, Schuyler County, Mo., I am most 
anxious to aline myself with the proponents favoring the early construction of 
Rathbun Dam in Iowa. 

This county-seat town is only a few miles from the Chariton River. Over the 
years, we have seen the ravage caused by this stream in flood years. Countless 
farmers along the river lost everything they had, moved out and let their farms 
sell for taxes. 

Land values in this section of the valley along the river were only a few dollars 
an acre. Much of the land was abandoned and today has a heavy growth of 
brush and timber. It will probably never be reclaimed unless some plan is fol- 
lowed to prevent future floods. 

The economy of this section has not kept up with many other sections. Many 
county-seat towns have no industry and must depend on farm income. Just 
now that is down. We are not near any recreation facilities. Between the lake 
of the Ozarks in Missouri and the lakes in northern Minnesota is a vast area 
with no attractions for boating, fishing, etc. 

I know that I speak the sentiments of this entire community, in stating that 
the dam is favored almost 100 percent. 
be We respectfully urge that you approve whatever request is made by the Army 
engineers for advanced planning on this proposed project. 

Sincerely submitted. 

R. H. ATTERERRY, 
Mayor, Lancaster, Mo. 


INTERNATIONAL LIONS CLUR, 
Unionville, Mo. 


Whereas the Congress of the United States has authorized the construction of 
a dam on the Chariton River near Rathbun, Iowa, the same being a part of the 
proposed improvement program in the matter of flood control for the Missouri 
and Mississippi River Basins; and 

“Whereas we are fully cognizant of the devastating floods which often occur in 
these basins; and 

‘“‘Whereas we believe the benefits from such a program exceed the costs and 
that such a program promotes the general welfare of our country: Be it therefore 

“Resolved, That the Unionville Lions Club, in regular meeting assembled this 
ith day of August 1955, do recommend that said dam be constructed and we 
respectfully request that the Army engineers submit a request to the Bureau of 
the Budget to include in the budget submitted to the 2d session of the 84th Con- 
gress sufficient funds to carry on and complete the surveys and plans preparatory 
to the construction of such dam; and we do hereby call upon the Appropriation 
Committees of the House and Senate to approve such funds and recommend 
passage by the respective memberships of each branch of Congress.” 

The undersigned hereby certify that the above resolution was duly presented 
and adopted on the date therein mentioned. 

FRANK O'REILLY, 
President 
Jack P. Comstock, 
Secretary. 
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Marcu 28, 1956. 


Mosite Harsor, Warrior Lock AND Dam, Jackson Lock anp Dam, 
GULF Suip CHANNEL 


WITNESSES 


HON. FRANK wW. BOYKIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. JOHN J. SPARKMAN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. LISTER HILL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF ALABAMA 

HON. ARMISTEAD I. SELDEN, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. GEORGE HUDDLESTON, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. ROBERT E. JONES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. CARL ELLIOTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ALABAMA 

JOHN M. GRISER, PRESIDENT, WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE DEVELOP- 
MENT ASSOCIATION, BIRMINGHAM, ALA. 

HERBERT O’CONNOR, REPRESENTING AMERICAN MERCHANT MAR- 
ITIME INSTITUTE 

ROBERT D. HAYS, REPRESENTING CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, MO- 
BILE 

CHARLES K. GALLAHER, REPRESENTING BULK CARRIERS 


Mr. Evins. We will take up next the discussion of the Mobile 
Harbor, Warrior lock and dam, Jackson lock and dam, and the gulf 
ship channel. 

Our first witness will be Mr. Frank W. Boykin. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, may 
I say at the outset that we had a very pleasant visit with you on 
yesterday, but we do have a group with us today. 

First I want to put in the record a statement by Hon. Lister Hill, 
who is sitting on the Appropriation Committee on the other side. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will be very glad to have it. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT oF Hon. Lester Hint, Unitep States Senator From ALABAMA 


Mr. Chairman, as you and members of this subcommittee know, I have a very 
deep personal interest in the development of the rivers and harbors of Alabama 
and of our Nation. Our Warrior-Tombigbee River system is a part of the vast 
inland waterways system, and through the port of Mobile connects this system 
with the Gulf of Mexico and the sealanes of the world. 

The Congress has recognized the national importance of the river and harbor 
improvements and has been very generous in providing funds for these improve- 
ments, which are returning large dividends to the Nation. The importance of 
these projects to the internal commerce of the United States and to the trade 
and commerce with the other nations of the world has been emphasized from 
time to time. 

The additional appropriations we are requesting today are needed to continue 
work under way, and to advance the strength, security and interest in our na- 
tional defense. For these purposes, the authorized improvements must proceed 
at maximum speed to their ultimate completion. 
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There are many residents of the State here today to present the urgent needs 
for additional appropriations for carrying on the work started, and I concur in 
their requests. I have a detailed statement on each of these projects I would 
like to present to the subcommittee. 


MOBILE HARBOR, ALA. 


The city of Mobile has a population of about 200,000 in its metropolitan area. 
It is a port of entry and shipping outlet for an extensive area containing timber 
and agricultural lands and which is rich in mineral resources. The area includes 
the industrial region of Birmingham, which is primarily a steel-producing center 
with local deposits of coal, iron-ore and limestone. Industries at Mobile consist 
of two large shipyards and numerous smaller ones; a plant processing more than 
a million tons of imported bauxite annually; paper mills; food products plants; 
and plants producing cotton goods, chemicals, iron and steel products, and many 
other items. Several petroleum-producing fields are within 100 miles of Mobile. 

The port of Mobile is served by 4 railroads, improved highways, barge lines, 
and over 20 steamship lines engaged in ocean commerce. Mobile River upstream 
to mile 45, and thence the canalized Tombigbee, Warrior, and Black Warrior 
Rivers provides a waterway 410 miles long with a project depth of 9 feet between 
Mobile Harbor and Port Birmingham, which serves the industrial city of Birming- 
ham. An authorized navigation project on the Alabama-Coosa River system 
when completed will extend navigation into the center of Alabama to Montgomery 
and the surrounding region. Oil terminals in Mobile Harbor are connected by 
pipeline with producing fields in Mississippi. Large quantities of bauxite and 
Venezuelan iron ore are handled at terminals in the harbor, including transfers 
from oceangoing vessels to river barges. Waterborne commerce of the port 
averaged 6,623,000 tons annually during the period 1946-50. In 1950 the 7,233,103 
tons included 1,335,915 tons of gasoline and oil; 801,600 tons of crude petroleum; 
493 tons of iron ore; and 1,039,000 tons of aluminum ore. 

In 1954 the 13,873,167 tons of traffic included 2,165,512 tons of crude oil, 
1,473,230 tons of other petroleum products, 2,581,871 tons of iron ore, and 
2,355,661 tons of aluminum ores. 

The authorized improvements will meet the trend in design of larger and 
deeper-draft vessels for transporting bulk commodities. Modern carriers now 
in use when fully loaded have drafts larger than the existing channels in Mobile 
Harbor will accommodate. The tonnage of iron ore from Venezuela, bauxite 
imports, and crude petroleum transported by tankers has been rapidly increasing 
in recent years and will continue to increase. The benefits from the improve- 
ments are estimated to amount to $1,565,000 annually, which includes $555,000 
transportation savings on importation of 560,000 tons of iron ore in fully loaded 
Venore-class vessels as compared with partial loading on the present channel; 
$555,000 on an equivalent tonnage of imported bauxite; $320,000 savings on ship- 
ment of crude oil to Atlantic ports; and $135,000 for reduction of damages to 
vessels attributable to the inadequate dimensions in the existing channels. The 
benefit-cost ratio is 2.93 for the improvement. 

The estimated cost of completing the Mobile Harbor improvements is 
$5,778,000. Last year $1 million was appropriated for initiating work on the 
project. The budget for fiscal year 1957 includes $1,600,000 for continuing this 
work. Werequest an increase of the approved budget amount of $943,000, bring- 
ing the requested appropriation to $2,543,000. 

This increase is believed necessary to provide an adequate depth and channel 
dimensions for the large and new supertankers and ore vessels, to permit them 
to utilize the channels fully loaded and eliminate the frequent damages and losses 
caused by accidents and groundings due to inadequate channel dimensions. 

I urgently request the subcommittee to provide this additional amount which 
will produce very large benefits in a short period of time. 


WARRIOR LOCK AND DAM, ALABAMA 


The Warrior lock and dam is a unit in the modernization of the Warrior- 
Tombigbee Waterway above the completed Demopolis lock and dam. It will 
replace the obsolete locks 8 and 9 which were built about 50 years ago. The new 
lock will be a modern structure 110 by 600 feet, replacing a lock 52 by 285 feet, 
thereby eliminating the multiple lockages now required and reducing the time of 
travel. It will permit handling of more traffic in less time and reduce transporta- 
tion costs. 
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The estimated cost of the Warrior lock and dam is $18,200,000. There has 
been appropriated to date $6,058,000 for construction on the project. The 
budget for fiscal vear 1957 includes $4,580,000 for continuing construction work 
on the project. I request that the budget amount be retained in the bill. 

Completion of the project at the earliest possible date is essential to insure 
continued movement of traffic over the waterway, as the present condition of 
lock 9 is considered very critical. Even partial failure of this structure would 
nullify the large Federal investment in the present Warrior system, and would 
have an adverse effect upon the industries and businesses in a large area that 
are dependent upon this waterwav. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio of the Warrior lock and dam project is 1.56 to 1.0. 

Reduction of travel time on a waterway such as the Warrior River is of great 
importance, since many critical materials move to and from the steel center of 
Birmingham. This waterway is vital to the needs of both the producers and 
consumers of steel, with iron ore moving from the port of Mobile to the steel 
mills, and steel products moving from Birmingham to the shipyards and other 
industries at Mobile and along the gulf coast. A terminal to handle iron ore 
imports from South America is in operation at Mobile, and it should soon handle 
from 2 to 3 million tons annually. 

Commerce on the Warrior River now exceeds 3 million tons annually, but it 
is expected that within a very few years the traffic will amount to 8 or 9 million 
tons annually. The navigation facility must be modernized to carry the antici- 
pated traffic. I urge the approval of the budget amount for this project. 


JACKSON LOCK AND DAM 


The Jackson lock and dam is the lowermost project in the modernization of the 
Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway. It will replace locks and dams Nos. 1, 2, and 3, 
which are obsolete and in a very bad condition. The next lock upstream at 
Demopolis is essentially complete. 

The Jackson lock and dam will have a lift of 34 feet and lock chambers 110 by 
600 feet. Its location and design have been approved by the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, and all local interests urgently request that construction 
work on the project be initiated. 

The estimated cost of the project is $28,600,000. Planning funds of $135,000 
have been appropriated for that purpose and I believe that construction of this 
greatly needed project can be initiated as soon as funds are made available. 
I believe that at least $1 million can be economically and expeditiously used if 
appropriated for construction in fiscal year 1957. 

We look upon the Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway as one of the most important 
waterways in the Nation, and its importance is increasing with the iron ore 
imports from foreign sources and the increase in movement of petroleum products. 

The need for the Jackson lock and dam is extremely important to take care of 
the existing commerce now using the river for economical reasons, and also to 
take care of new commerce desirous of using the river. 

The Jackson lock and dam is a most desirable project, having an economic 
ratio of about 1.50. It will effect tremendous savings to the barge and towboat 
operators now using the river. 

These savings will be effected by elimination of delays locking through the three 
old locks; relieving congestion at the locks; elimination of closures of the locks for 
repairs; prevent grounding of vessels in shallow pool water; full utilization of 
maximum draft in loaded vessels and barges; and time gained by increased speed 
in the deeper pools. 

It has been estimated by some of the local users that on the basis of the 2 million 
tons of commerce moving over this reach in 1951, this lock would have saved the 
operators about $1,236,000, had it been in operation at that time. Much of this 
saving would have been passed on to the ultimate consumers of the finished prod- 
ucts made from the raw materials moving over the waterway. I feel that with 
the constant growth of commerce on the river the savings that will be effected 
by this lock and dam when completed will be far in excess of this figure. 

T hope that vou ean include the sum of $1 million in the bill for fiseal year 1957 
for starting construction on this project. 


ALABAMA-COOSA RIVER 


The River and Harbor Act of 1945 approved a comprehensive plan for the 
development. of the water resources of the Alabama-Coosa River Basin for navi- 
gation, flood control, hydroelectric power, and other purposes. The plan was 
comprised of initial and ultimate phases, the initial phase only being authorized. 
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The initial phase provided for construction of Howell Mill Shoals, Jones Bluff. 
and Millers Ferry multiple-purpose improvements, Claiborne lock and dam, and 
supplemental channel work to provide a channel depth of 9 feet for navigation 
from the mouth of the Alabama River to Montgomery. 

Public Law 436 of the 83d Congress suspended the authorization of Howell 
Mill Shoals Reservoir, to permit development of hydroelectric power on this 
section of the Coosa River under licenses granted by the Federal Power Com- 
mission, with Federal payment of flood control or navigation allocations. 

The Jones Bluff multiple-purpose project would have a power installation 
of 68,000 kilowatts. There has been appropriated to date $252,000 for planning 
purposes. 

The Millers Ferry project will have a power installation of 76,000 kilowatts, 
and $235,000 has been appropriated for planning. 

The Claiborne lock and dam is the lowermost dam on the river and will be 
strictly a navigation project. An amount of $154,000 has been appropriated 
for planning. 

I believe it imperative that advanced planning on the Alabama River be con- 
tinued during fiscal year 1957 and request that funds in the amount of $150,000 
be included in the civil-functions bill for that purpose. 

At the present time traffic surveys of the Alabama-Coosa Rivers are being 
conducted. It appears that sufficient tonnage of commerce is available to justify 
development. of the streams for navigation to the vicinity of Rome, Ga. 

I believe that continuation of planning is completely justified and will expedite 
development of the water resource of the basin. It will permit initiation of con- 
struction as soon as funds for such purposes are made available. 

The Alabama-Coosa River Basin is one of the country’s greatest reservoirs 
of rich natural resources. The first step in the authorized development will 
provide a 9-foot navigation channel for the lower 300 miles from Montgomery 
to the mouth. The power projects will develop over 500 million kilowatt-hours 
of electrical energy annually. This power is urgently needed now. The project 
will serve directly or indirectly 1,500,000 citizens in Alabama and northwest 
Georgia, and in addition place the area of the rivers in a competitive position 
with other developed waterways for the location of heavy industry. 

Rapid development of the potential industrial capacity of the basin was started 
during the war in connection with the national-defense effort. Since that time 
it has been accelerated by the trend of industry to seek the moderate climate 
of the Southern States with their available labor and hydroelectric power. There 
is now a demand for power in south Alabama which was not anticipated in former 
years. These needs and demands are continually increasing. 

Your committee included an item of $15,000 for studies in connection with 
partnership arrangements in the Coosa Basin during fiscal year 1956. Those 
studies must be continued to safeguard the Federal interest in flood control and 
navigation. They should be coordinated with other studies of the compre- 
hensive plan of development in the basin. For these reasons I request the inclu- 
sion of the amount of $150,000 for continuing planning work on the projects in 
the Alabama-Coosa River Basin. 


Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, next I want the committee to hear 


from Senator Sparkman, who has to attend another hearing. 
Mr. Evins. We will be very glad to hear you, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN SPARKMAN 


Senator SpARKMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcom- 
mittee, I am very pleased to have this opportunity of appearing before 
you this morning to discuss the appropriations for continuing the 
modernization of the Warrior-Tombigbee River system, and for 
continuing the improvements being made to Mobile Harbor and in the 
Mobile Bay Channel. Significant progress has been made during the 
past year in improving the entire river system. I want to urge your 
continued support of these fine projects. 

I know that during the course of your hearings, you gentlemen hear 
many statements every day about the development projects underway 
and being planned throughout the country. Each year, I have the 
privilege of appearing before you on behalf of one or more projects 
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affecting the State of Alabama. It appears to me that once a project 
has begun, the testimony which you hear is generally in the nature of 
an-annual progress report. 

Today, I want to speak generally about these Alabama projects, 
for I know that the firsthand reports which you will receive from these 
gentlemen who have come from Alabama to present the case in detail 
will bring to your attention the significant details of the work. 

This year, there is a budget request of $4,580,000 for continuing 
the work on the Warrior lock and dam. I am informed that during 
this year there will be a substantial completion of the lock and that 
work will continue on the dam. This project will be completed in 
December 1957. 

The planning for the work to be done in constructing Jackson lock 
and dam will be completed this year. Thus far, $159,000 has been 
spent on this project. However, there is no request in the budget for 
an appropriation to begin construction. I understand that a design 
memorandum calling for completion of the project in June 1961 has 
been recommended by the Corps of Engineers and is awaiting the 
signature of the Secretary of the Army. This proposal which is 
awaiting approval calls for an initial expenditure of $750,000 during 
fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Evins. Which item is that? 

Senator SPARKMAN. That is on the Jackson lock and dam, down- 
stream from the Warrior lock and dam, and as I say, there is no 
budget estimate for that yet. But it is in the process, and I am hope- 
ful that an estimate will come up, and certainly this appropriation of 
$750,000 should be made in order to get work started during the fiscal 
year 1957. 

I urge that this amount be approved to begin construction of this 
project. With the plans complete, I see no reason to delay starting 
the work. The need has already been established. The dangerous 
condition of existing facilities has been emphasized. The peril to 
which the entire river system would be subject in the event of a 
collapse of one of the present locks is very real. I ask your careful 
consideration of this project and the need for getting it started. 


MOBILE HARROR 


I want to place particular emphasis on the work being done to 
improve Mobile Harbor and Mobile Bay Channel. The budget 
estimate for fiscal year 1957 for this work is $1,600,000. An appro- 
priation of $2,543,000 is needed to complete the job. I want to urge 
your approval of the full amount needed. I believe that this is one 
case where it would be more expensive to deny the full amount 
requested than it would be to approve the smaller amount asked for 
in the budget. 





The overall cost of enlarging Mobile shipping channel to a depth of 
40 feet and modifying the widths of the Mobile Harbor turning 
basins is $3,543,000, of which $1,000,000 has already been obligated. 
If the work is to continue on the present schedule, the channel can be 
put into use in 1957. If the budget request of only $1,600,000 is made 
available, the company which is doing the work will have to terminate 
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its contract. This company has advised that it will not be able to 
finance the remaining portion of the work from its own funds. 

This work in Mobile Bay and Mobile Harbor has a highly favorable 
benefit-cost ratio of 3.6. Noadvantage can be taken of the investment 
already made for these improvements until the work is completed. 
Mobile port authorities must continue to turn away tonnage which 
would otherwise take advantage of the channel. 

In addition, it has been estimated that it would cost approximately 
$250,000 more to complete this work if the present contract is termi- 
nated and a subsequent one is entered into at a later date. The 
present contractor could not be expected to leave his valuable equip- 
ment idle while additional funds are being obtained; and for this 
reason, the cost of moving equipment to the location of the work 
would have to be included in the cost for final completion. 

All of us are concerned with economy in our Government, and we 
all recognize it as a necessity for obtaining fullest value from the tax 
money which our Government spends. ‘These improvements being 
made in Mobile Bay and in Mobile River can be used only when the 
entire project is completed. Only then can the full value of the 
investment be realized. 

Today, I have spoken at greater length about the Mobile shipping 
channel and the harbor basin than about the other projects on the 
Warrior-Tombigbee. I feel that the seriousness of the situation 
facing the Mobile projects warrants additional emphasis. However, 
[ want to stress the importance of the entire Warrior-Tombigbee 
development. The continued use of the river for transportation is 
very vital to the many industries along the river, and its use is very 
necessary to those industries planning to locate along the river. 

Mr. Evins. We are always glad to see you, Senator. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, I told you that Senator Hill was sitting 
on the Appropriation Committee on the other side, and I have handed 
his statement to the reporter for the record. 

I also have a statement from our great friend Mr. John Griser, from 
the development association, from the Tennessee line to Mobile. 

Also I have a statement from the Mobile Chamber of Commerce, 
which I submit at this time. 

Also from the Alabama State Docks, which has spent over $60 
million without cost to the Gevernment. 

Statements from the county of Mobile; the city of Mobile; the 
Mobile Bar Pilots Association; the Mobile Port Traffic Bureau; the 
Mobile Steamship Association; the Association of Forwarding Agents 
and Foreign Freight Brokers of Mobile; the American National Bank 
of Mobile; the First National Bank of Mobile, Ala., and the Merchants 
National Bank of Mobile. 

(The statements above referred to follow:) 

MosBILE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Mobile, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
PuBLic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 


House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Mobile Chamber of Commerce earnestly requests that 
fundf be made available in the 1957 budget of the United States for the improve- 
ments which have been requested in the Mobile-Tombigbee-Warrior waterway. 
Traffic is steadily increasing in volume between Mobile and Birmingham and the 
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ports in between, and the requested improvements in this waterway are in our 
opinion essential to both the national defense and the economic welfare of the 
country. 

And we urgently ask that you include in the 1957 budget an appropriation of 
not less than $2,543,000 for the completion of phase 1 in the authorized enlarge- 
ment of the Mobile ship channel which is now under construction. 

Acting on recommendations of the Army engineers the United States Congress 
has authorized the deepening of the ship channel in the Mobile Harbor to 42 feet 
over the outer bar and 40 feet in Mobile Bay and Mobile River. The Congress 
appropriated for the fiscal year 1956 the sum of $1 million to start this work. 
The Army engineers set up what they have designated as phase I which would 
deepen the channel to 38 feet over the bar and 36 feet in the bay and river. We 
are entirely in accord with the thinking of the Federal authorities that this channel 
should be deepened as provided in phase 1 and then deepened again to the 
authorized depth as soon as increasing traffic and further use justify. 

However, in the awarding of contracts for dredging phase 1 provision was 
made as we understand it for the completion of this work only as further funds 
may be made available. Funds presently available and recommended for the 
1957 budget would mean that this work would be completed only in the middle 
sections of the channel without any increased depth over the outer bar or in that 
section of the channel which is alongside the city of Mobile and the Alabama 
State docks. For phase 1 to be of value the channel must be deepened over the 
outer bar to 38 feet and the 36-foot depth must be carried to the north end of 
the ship channel where it serves the city of Mobile and the Alabama State docks. 

It is our understanding that your committee has a recommendation before it 
calling for an appropriation of $1,600,000 to continue work on phase 1 during the 
fiscal year 1957. It is our further understanding that if you can see your way 
clear to increase this appropriation by $943,000 then the present contracts for 
dredging this ship channel can be completed during this next fiseal year. 

This means that all those using the port of Mobile would have the benefit of a 
36-foot channel and would not have simply part of it deepened with the north 
and south ends still under construction. It was also our understanding that if 
this work can be completed under the present contracts there will, no doubt, be 
an appreciable saving in the cost of this work. It has been estimated that the 
saving would amount to as much as 25 percent on the additional dredging because 
of the expense of remobilizing dredging equipment. 

We sincerely believe that an appropriation of $2,543,000 instead of the recom- 
mended appropriation of $1,600,000 would produce both substantial savings in 
cost and the earlier use of much needed facilities. 

In authorizing this deeper channel in the Mobile Harbor, Congress acting on the 
recommendations of the Army engineers has already realized that the increasing 
movement of bauxite, iron ore, petroleum products, and other commodities are 
calling for this deeper channel. he records will show that every time the channel 
has been improved in the Mobile Harbor our port traffic has shown a great increase 
in volume. In 1930 you authorized the deepening of the river and bay channel 
to 32 feet. Our port traffic since that time has increased 350 percent. 

In the interest of economy, efficiency, and the national welfare we earnestly 
ask that you appropriate not less than $2,543,000 for work on this important 
project during the fiscal vear 1957. 

Yours sincerely, 
W. S. HotmEs, 
Chairman, Port Development Committee. 


ALABAMA STATE Docks DEPARTMENT, 
Mobile, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
PuBLic WorRKS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: We understand that your subcommittee will on March 28 hear 
witnesses in behalf of the appropriations for the Mobile ship channel project, the 
Warrior lock and dam project, and the Jackson lock and dam project. 

Needless to say, the Alabama State docks is vitally concerned in securing appro- 
priations sufficient to complete the first phase in the deepening of the channel in 
Mobile Bay and at the Mobile Bar. It would be unfortunate if sufficient appro- 
priations were not made available to complete this first phase, that is, 36 feet in 
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the channel and 38 feet over the bar from the gulf end to the head of the harbor, 
at this time, so that the port could have full use of the improvement from one end 
to the other. 

We understand that it would take an increase of $943,000 in the present budget 
to complete this first phase and, if appropriated, would make possible the full use 
of the channel and at the same time save considerable money on the overall project. 

We would also like to take this opportunity to endorse the position already 
taken by the Mobile Chamber of Commerce and other port interests in promoting 
an improved channel from Mobile to Birmingham. Traffic on the river between 
Mobile and Birmingham has continued to expand over recent vears and we feel 
that from an economical outlook and a national defense standpoint, this work of 
improving the channel between Mobile and Birmingham should proceed as 
rapidly as possible. 

We would appreciate the Congress giving favorable consideration to both the 
ship channel and the waterway between Mobile and Birmingham. 

Very truly yours, 
Warp W. McFarvanp, Director 


Mositeé County REVENUE AND Roap CoMMISSIONERS, 
Mobile, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
PuBLic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: It would be a wonderful thing for Mobile County and the sur- 
rounding territory to have the widening and deepening of the Mobile ship channel! 
accomplished during the coming year. Appropriations have been made for start- 
ing work which would entail deepening of the channel in Mobile Bay but would 
not get over the bar into the gulf or into the State docks at the upper end of the 
channel. If the Congress could see fit to provide sufficient money to complete 
the first stage of the project, i. e., deepening the channel to 38 feet over the bar 
and 36 feet to the north end of the harbor, it would give full use of the entire 
channel and would probably save the Federal Government a substantial sum of 
money by doing this under the present contract rather than by doing it in separate 
stages. 

We also wish to endorse the position which has been taken by the chamber of 
commerce for many years and very actively promoted for the past several years by 
the Warrior-Tombigbee Development Association, that an improved channel 
from Mobile to Birmingham is badly needed. Commerce between these cities 
has expanded tremendously and rapidly. From both an economical and national- 
defense standpoint we are very much in need of an improved waterway from 
Mobile to Birmingham, 

Assuring you of our continued cooperation in this most important work, I 
remain, 

Sincerely, 
Leroy STEVENS, Chairman. 


City or Mosier, 
Boarp OF COMMISSIONERS, 
Mobile 5, Ala., March 23, 1956. 
PuBLic Works SUBCOMMITTEES, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The people of Mobile are most anxious to have the project for 
the widening and deepening of the Mobile ship channel accomplished during 
the coming year. Mobile is Alabama’s only seaport and has been growing in 
importance with every passing day. We have been handling for several months 
in excess of 1 million tons of cargo each month and with the increased importarce 
of South America as a source for import of raw materials and export of American 
production it has become increasingly important that the Mobile ship channel 
be deepened and widened to take care of increased shipping and larger ships. 

Preparations have been made for the beginning of this work but ships would 
not get over the bar into the gulf or into the Alabama State docks at the upper 
end of the channel. These State docks are most important as they are the invest- 
ment of the people of Alabama and we have in this State the largest river system 
in any State in the Union, and Mobile is our only seaport at the mouth of the 
confluence of our entire State river system. 
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We feel that sufficient money should be added to the present project so as to 
complete the first phase of the same by deepening the channel to 38 feet over the 
bar and a depth of 36 feet to the north end of the channel north of theAlabama 
State docks. By undertaking this work at one time the entire channel would 
be made available for use in shipping and would save the United States a sub- 
stantial sum of money by doing this work under the present contract rather than 
@ separate undertaking. 

With the growing importance of Mobile as an ore-receiving port and the im- 
portance of Birmingham as a steel production city, it becomes imperative that 
an improved channel be developed from Mobile to Birmingham. Commerce 
between Mobile and Birmingham is rapidly expanding and from the standpoint 
of national defense it is most important to be able to move ore from Mobile to 
Birmingham by inland waterway. 

Hoping that your committee will take favorable action on this request which 
will mean such a great benefit to the United States economical life and national 
defense, I remain, 

Respectfully yours, 
JosepH N. Lanoan, Mayor. 


MosiLe Bar PILots ASSOCIATION, 
Mobile 11, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
Pusiic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sirs: We, the 18 active members of the Mobile Bar Pilots Association, 
who handle all vessels in and out of the port of Mobile, would like to provide you 
with some facts concerning the conditions here at present. 

We are handling ships now which measure 800 feet in length with 118-foot beams. 
It is practically impossible to turn these vessels around in Mobile River. As to 
their draft, they must come to this port only loaded with a fraction of their 
capacity, due to the depth of the river and ship channel. These vessels will 
draw up to 38 feet when fully loaded. Alcoa is also bringing in large ships haul- 
ing bauxite which must bring only a partial load because of the depth of the river 
and channel. With just these few facts, it is evident that if we are to care for 
the ecommerce of this port in a satisfactory manner, some action must be taken 
immediately to facilitate the deepening and widening of the channel and river. 

It is further evident that any action must effect the entire channel and river, 
as a partially improved status would be the same as none at all. A vessel enter- 
ing the port could have a draft no more than the shallowest point in the route, 
regardless of the depth of the rest of the way. 

Also, we cannot overemphasize the great potential to the port of the develop- 
ment of the Warrior lock and dam project, as well as the Jackson lock and dam 
project. This would greatly enhance the use of the port of Mobile. 

Hoping that you will extend to the matters above mentioned your every 
consideration, I am 

Yours very truly, 
H. L. Harcrove, President. 


MosiLe Port Trarric Bureau, INc., 
Mobile 8, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
Pusiic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Mobile Port Traffic Bureau is a nonprofit organization duly 
incorporated under the laws of the State of Alabama, and represents the city, 
county, port, commercial, and shipping interests of Mobile in transportation 
matters. 

The executive committee of this bureau has authorized me to write this letter in 
support of an increased appropriation for the Mobile Ship Channel project and the 
necessity of obtaining initial funds for the beginning of the Jackson lock and dam 
project on the Tombigbee River. 

We are advised that appropriations have been made for starting the work of 
deepening the channel in Mobile Bay, that contract has been let for this work to 
cover the first phase of the project, but that sufficient funds have not been author- 
ized to complete the first phase. We understand that approximately $943,000 
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additional money is necessary to complete the first phase and we respectfully 
urge that this amount be included in the appropriation for the fiscal year 1956-57. 

As for the Jackson lock and dam, this development is badly needed to take the 
place of outmoded locks and dams which are retarding the growth of commerce on 
the Warrior-Tombigbee Rivers between Mobile and Birmingham. 

We understand that both of the above projects are economically sound and we 
respectfully urge that you appropriate the necessary funds to permit construction 
to go forward without delay. 

Respectfully yours, 
E. C, Asu, Traffic Manager. 


ASSOCIATION OF FORWARDING AGENTS AND FOREIGN FREIGHT 
BroKERS OF MosiLe, INc., 
Mobile, Ala., March 26, 1956. 


PusLic Works SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Mobile Freight Forwarders Association, established for the 
purpose of promoting shipping and foreign commerce through the port of Mobile, 
wishes to endorse the request of the port development committee of the Mobile 
Chamber of Commerce before your committee to obtain an appropriation of 
$943,000 to complete the first phase of the widening and deepening of the Mobile 
Ship Channel which is now in progress. 

In view of the fact that this project has already been authorized and proven 
economically feasible, we hope that you will see fit to provide sufficient money to 
complete deepening of the entire channel at this time from 32 to 36 feet. Present 
appropriations will allow for deepening all of the channel except the southern end 
over the bar into the gulf and the far northern end into the Alabama State docks. 

If phase 1 could be completed at this stage, we would have the full use of the 
entire channel, and in addition, the United States Government would save a 
rather substantial sum of money, rather than completing it in a later project. 

We also wish to endorse the efforts in behalf of the Warrior lock and dam 
project and the Jackson lock and dam project. 

Commerce along Alabama’s inland river system has been rapidly expanding 
in recent years, and both from an economical outlook and a national defense 
standpoint, these waterways need developing and improving. 

We urgently request favorable consideration of these projects. 

Yours very truly, 


Pau A. Bou o, Jr., President. 


MosBILE STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
Mobile, Ala., March 26, 1956. 


Pur.tic Works SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Mobile Steamship Association endorses the request being ede 
of the Public Works Subcommittees of the House Appropriations Committee 
and the Senate Appropriations Committee for an appropriation of $943,000 to 
complete phase 1 of the Mobile Harbor and Mobile Bay Channel improvements 
which is now in progress. 

The present funds appropriated, $1,600,000, will deepen the largest portion of 
the channel from 32 to 36 feet, but will not deepen it over the bar into the gulf 
at the lower end or to the State docks at the upper end. 

It is understood that if the additional $943,000 is made available along with 
the current contract that phase 1 of the deepening of the channel can be done at 
a savings of approximately $250,000, which would be an estimate of the added 
cost if completion of phase 1 is held over for a later project. 

Previous testimony has been given by the United States engineers showing the 
necessity for the development and improvement of the Mobile Ship Channel 
because of the trend toward larger ocean going vessels, primarily tankers and 
ore carriers. Mobile’s increasing importance as an ore port and oil port makes 
it imperative that this deepening to 36 feet in this project be completed as quickly 
as possible. 

We hope you will give this request your favorable consideration. 

Yours very truly, 
S. A. LEBitanc, Chairman. 
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AMERICAN NATIONAL Bank & Trust Co., 
Mobile 9, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
Pusiic WorKs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: We understand that you are giving serious consideration to an 
adjustment in the 1956-57 appropriations for the cost of dredging in the Mobile 
Ship Channel. 

We appreciate very much the fact that $1,600,000 has been appropriated for 
this work and understand that this will accomplish a major segment of the 
dredging required to permit the entry ef deep-draft ships from the gulf into the 
port of Mobile; $943,000 additional appropriation would be necessary to dredge 
the entrance to the channel as well as the river where the ships would berth if 
full use is to be made of the deeper channel. 

We would appreciate very much your approval of this additional amount; 
otherwise, it will require considerably more than this sum to accomplish the 
same purpose in a subsequent year, and the deeper draft ships still will not be 
able to enter the port. 

As bankers we can fully appreciate the problems that you Members of the 
House are facing in order to try to balance the budget. We appreciate the time 
and careful consideration that you give these appropriations, and we hope that 
your study of the matter in question will being out sufficient evidence to justify 
favorable action in our behalf. 

We believe that the economic benefits to be derived from the full utilization 
of our port facilities will amply repay the Federal Government for the expenditure 
in question. 

Sincerely yours, 
GrorceE Denniston, President. 


First NATIONAL BANK, 
Mobile, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
Pusitic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: Without appearing ungrateful for the appropriations already 
made to deepen and widen our channel, we would urge your increasing the amount 
presently appropriated sufficiently to complete the job. We are told that approxi- 
mately $943,000 will be needed to complete the first phase of deepening our channel 
to 38 feet over the bar and 36 feet to the north end of the harbor. We are confident 
that eventually this work will be done but it will save the Government money 
to complete the work which has been started while the equipment is on location 
and give our port the added depth for which there now exists a real need. As 
we will have present at your hearing witnesses who will present the facts support- 
ing our petition, I will not burden you by pointing out the merits of our request 
other than to urge vou to finish the job now under way. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. AustitL PHARR, 
President. 


THe MercHants NATIONAL BANK OF MOBILE, 
Mobile, Ala., March 26, 1956. 
Pusiic Works SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: I ask the privilege of submitting a statement concerning the 
need to increase the appropriation in the 1956-57 budget from $1,600,000 to 
$2,543,000 for improvements now underway in the Mobile ship channel. Our 
interest in this matter is derived from the fact that the major Mobile banks have 
for many years past devoted special attention to the field of foreign trade banking 
resulting in close familiarity with port affairs, and it is with this particular back- 
ground of experience in mind that we approach you. 

On the recommendation of the Corps of Engineers the Congress of the United 
States has already authorized certain improvements for Mobile Harbor. These 
improvements were scheduled to be done in two phases with the first phase calling 
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for enlargement of the Mobile Bay channel to 36 feet by 400 feet and the Mobile 
bar channel to 38 feet by 600 feet and certain improvements in Mobile River 
channel and turning basin. This phase is presently underway. As other testi- 
mony has stated, according to an estimate of the Corps of Engineers, completion 
of this first phase will require a sum of $943,000 in addition to that already recom- 
mended to be appropriated in the 1956-57 budget. Should these additional funds 
not be forthcoming, under the present work schedule the improvements will be 
confined to the Mobile Bay Channel, leaving the enlargement of the bar channel 
at the mouth of the bay and the Mobile River Channel improvements to be done 
at some later date. In effect, the work already accomplished would be negated 
as the entrance to the bay channel would remain at the old width and depth. 

Not only will the economic benefits to be derived from the improvements be 
delayed until such time as completion can be effected, but also in the long run there 
will be additional costs accruing to the United States Government as a result of 
added dredging mobilization costs and other costs incidental to new contract 
negotiations. It appears to us that the completion of the first phase of the work 
at this time would result in substantial savings to the Government. 

The savings inherent in obviating the additional expenses which would be 
incurred in having to complete phase one at a later date, however, while of the 
utmost importance, are not the only reasons for urging your support in requesting 
this increased appropriation. As you know, the project was originally recom- 
mended by the Corps of Engineers and authorized by Congress for a number of 
reasons after careful study and after several hearings. ‘These factors have been 
fully and adequately covered in testimony given previously in hearings before 
the Corps of Engineers and before congressional committees, and we shall not 
attempt to repeat them here. But at the present time none of the factors sig- 
nificant in the thinking of Congress in approving the original project are any the 
less important. Asa matter of fact, the need for improve’nents in Mobile Harbor 
ias steadily increased since approval by Congress 2 years ago, and we think it 
proper at this time to review briefly some of the more important of these factors. 

‘Lhe port of Mobile not only is of increasing economic importance as a port of 
entry and exit for the servicing of both domestic and forei 1 commerce orizinating 
in and destined for the vast hinterland of Southern and \lidwestern States; but, 
iso, as previous testimony has revealed, the trend in ccean transportation is 
toward the building of larzer and deeper draft vessels, particularly for the carrying 
of ore and petroleum. Both ore vessels and tankers are peculiarly important to 
the port of Moile. 

Since original testimony was given before the Corps of Engineers regarding the 
movement in Mobile Harbor by tanker of crude petroleum originating in oil 
fields in south Alabama and in southeastern Mississippi, there have been two 
additional fields of importance discovered in this area. The Citronelle field is 
within 30 miles of Mobile and the Pollard field is within 80 miles of Mobile. 
Mobile is the focal point for movement of this crude petroleum from all these 
fields to refinery by tanker, and it is imperative because of larger tankers in use 
that Mobile Channel be deepened and widened to the approved dimensions. 

[ron ore moving throuzh this port from Venezuela in the largest ore carrying 
vessels afloat is now a reality. We understand that these ore carrying vessels 
have not been able to be loaded to capacity, thus effecting maximum savings in 
transportation costs, because of the restricted channel depth and width. 

It is evident to us that it would be much more feasible from an economic 
standpoint for the Congress to go ahead and appropriate sufficient funds to 
complete the already authorized phase one of the present project, and we respect- 
fully urge that you give utmost consideration to recommending the increased 
appropriation for completion of these improvements in the Mobile Channel at 
this time. 

Very truly yours, 
EK. W. Faux, 


Senior Vice President. 


Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, I could have had all of Alabama up 
here, because this is so important to us, and it would be a tragedy 
if we do not do it. 

[ also have other statements here, but at this time | want you to 
hear from Congressman Selden. 

Mr. Evins. With reference to the insertions which are put in the 
record, are they all devoted to one subject? 
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Mr. Boykin. Yes. The Mobile Ship Channel. 

Mr. Evins. The Mobile Ship Channel? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, urgently requesting its construction at this time. 
Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Selden. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ARMISTEAD I. SELDEN, JR. 


Mr. Setpen. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of again 
appearing before your committee. 

Realizing as I do that our undeveloped and underdeveloped water 
resources are among the greatest remaining natural assets which can 
be converted into usable form for the benefit of our people, I am, of 
course, tremendously interested in every water resource development 
project in the State of Alabama. 

I am appearing this morning to urge the committee’s approval of 
three water-resource development projects which are of the utmost 
importance to my State of Alabama. First, I respectfully request 
that an adequate appropriation be made this year to complete the 
first-phase deepening of the Mobile Ship Channel to afford access 
to our State’s only deep seaport by modern oceangoing commercial 
vessels. A deeper, wider Mobile ship channel is unquestionably 
needed, and I join with my colleagues who have and will appear 
before you in urging approval of the funds necessary for that work. 

I hope the members of the ccmmittee will also give very careful 
consideration to the plea that is being made for a small initial appro- 
priation to begin construction on the Jackson lock and dam located 
in the lower reaches of the Tombigbee River. This installation is 
the next lock and dam that is to be constructed tn the orderly schedule 
of improvements on the Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway—a schedule 
that has been maintained with this committee’s aid during the past 
few vears. 

The third project, and the one to which I particularly direct the 
attention of the committee this morning, is the Warrior lock and dam. 
Construction of this installation, located in the district which I have 
the privilege to represent, was begun in the fall of 1954 with an initial 
appropriation of $1,800,000. Congress approved an additional 
$4,100,000 last vear, and J am informed that construction is progress- 
ing on schedule. The Corps of Engineers has indicated that 
$4,580,000 will be required during the coming fiscal vear if the lock 
is to be readied by December 1957 as planned. The Bureau of the 
Budget and the President have approved that amount and it is now 
included in the bill under consideration by your committee. 

The Warrior lock and dam is a modern navigation structure that 
will replace two 50-year-old installations which are now dilapidated, 
obsolete, and in danger of partial, if not complete, failure. In fact, 
the present structures are in such condition that they pose serious 
danger not only to navigation but to the safety of the persons operat- 
ing towboats and barges on the river. The importance of completing 
the new structure at the earliest possible date cannot be overem- 
phasized. 

The great majority of the people of my district favor the construc- 
tion of the Warrior lock and dam. The towboat and barge operators, 
as well as the shippers of commerce on the river, regard the completion 
of this installation as urgent. The people of the State of Alabama as a 
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whole recognize the need for it, and in their behalf I earnestly urge 
this committee to approve the full amount of $4,580,000, already in 
the bill under consideration, so that the orderly construction of the 
Warrior lock and dam may continue on schedule. 

Mr. Ranaut. The figures on this report show that this has a cost 
ratio of 1.91 to 1. 

Mr. SELDEN. Yes. 

Mr. Rasavut. With a total estimated project cost to the Federal 
Government of $14.6 million. 

Mr. SevpEen. On the Warrior lock and dam. 

Mr. Rasavut. Yes; Warrior lock and dam. 

Mr. SELDEN. Yes. 

Mr. Rasaur. The appropriation, including the amount of $4,580,- 
000 for 1957 will bring this project to 73 percent of completion, which 
is showing pretty good progress on this dam, 

Mr. SELDEN. Yes. 

Mr. Rapaur. The balance after that to complete after fiscal 1957 
is about $4 million? 

Mr. SevpeN. Yes. And it is, as I understand, progressing on 
schedule, and it is also my understanding that the amount that is in 
the budget this year will continue it on schedule. 

Mr. Rasavt. It is really in form, because in many of these projects, 
they go up to a peak and then come down. 

Mr. SELDEN. Yes. 

Mr. Rasaut. They gradually rise, until they get to a certain 
momentum. 

Mr. Boyxin. Gentlemen, I want to present to the committee at 
this time Congressman Huddleston to speak to the committee at this 
time, 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN GEORGE HUDDLESTON, JR. 


Mr. Hupp.eston. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
1 am George Huddleston, representing the Ninth Congressional 
District, Alabama. 

I realize the time limitation will preclude my making a major 
statement, and I will be brief, I assure you. 

It is a real pleasure to appear before your subcommittee to testify 
in behalf of the Mobile Bay ship channel, the Warrior lock and dam, 
and the Jackson lock and dam. They are all a part of the overall 
picture in the development of Warrior-Tombigbee River system. 

As I say, I represent the Ninth Congressional District of Alabama, 
which comprises Jefferson County, which includes Birmingham. 
Birmingham, as you know, is one of the great industrial centers of the 
Southeast. In our area we produce nine per cent of the steel and iron 
that is produced in the United States. We produce it, believe it or 
not, 90 percent of the cast-iron pipe that is produced in this country. 

We are an integral part of the defense planning of the country and 
the defense situation should receive the very careful consideration of 
the committee in the determination of what to do about the Warrior- 
Tombigbee River. 

The Warrior-Tombigbee River system is vital to the people of my 
district. Every year we ship over a million tons of coal down this 
river. Each year we import thousands upon thousands of tons of 
iron ore from Veen for use in our steel mills. 
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The importance of this river system cannot be overemphasized or 
overestimated as far as the people of my district are concerned. 

We are moving along at a very satisfactory pace with regard to 
the construction of the Warrior lock and dam. We are moving 
along at a satisfactory rate with regard to the Mobile Bay ship 
channel, as Senator Sparkman has pointed out, it would be bad 
economy, in my opinion, on the part of the Government, not to make 
the allocation for the completion of the Mobile Bay ship channel 
in this fiscal year 1957 appropriation. 

With regard to Jackson lock and dam, it is important that we 
start construction on that dam in fiscal 1957. At the present time, 
as was pointed out, there is no appropriation in the bill to start con- 
struction. I urgently request that when the proper figures are avail- 
able to the committee that it consider the inclusion in the appropria- 
tion bill for 1957 of a sum to commence construction on the Jackson 
lock and dam. We cannot make full utilization of the improvements 
to] the river system until the Jackson lock and dam project is com- 
pleted, and every year the people in my district lose a great deal of 
money, time and effort because of the dilapidated condition of the 
existing lock and dam. 

Mr. AnpErsEN. Just where is the Jackson lock and dam to be 
located? 

Mr. Hupp.irston. It is down in Mr. Boykin’s district, about 40 
to 50 miles above Mobile. 

Mr. Boykin. That is right. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. Thank you, Mr. Boykin. 

Mr. Hupp.ieston. Gentlemen, I think that concludes my statement. 
I do want to say again that it has been a pleasure to appear before 
your subcommittee and testify on behalf ,of this very worthwhile 
assembly of projects. 

Mr. Boykin. I might add, Mr. Andersen, that project is just north 
of Mobile, and the reason the engineers did not approve it previously 
is because the river has been up so much. It is some 25 miles wide 
there now. I was over there Sunday. They moved it up to Coffey- 
ville from Jackson, and we should get it started just as soon as it can 
be done because of its importance to the whole system. 

Mr. Huppieston. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavr. Thank you, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ROBERT E. JONES 


Mr. Boykin. At this time I want to call on Congressman Bob 


Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee I 
want to join my colleagues and the other witnesses who are here today 
in behalf of these projects. 

As you probably know the development of the Warrior system took 
place, in part, in the early part of the century, and has resulted in the 
development of one of the finest utilities in the entire country. To 
make repairments to these projects to take care of the increased load 
in traffic, industrialization of the area, it is necessary that we continue 
to make wise and prudent investment on these projects as we have 
in the past. 

I wanted to join with my colleague in urging this committee to 
give favorable consideration to their requests. 
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I also want to thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee for hearing us out on the fine water resources projects that we 
have in our State. Thank you. 

Mr. Rapaur. We are pleased to have you come, and we know your 
great interest in all public works. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CARL ELLIOTT 


Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
want at this time to call on Congressman Carl Elliott of Alabama. 

Mr. Rapaut. We shall be glad to hear Mr. Elliott. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Mr. Chairman, I just want to take a minute to thank 
you for the consideration your committee has given the projects over 
the past years. I had the privilege of appearing before you in 1949, 
when we were allowed $1 million to begin the construction of the 
Demopolis lock and dam, and that lock and dam has now been 
completed. 

Mr. Raravt. That takes the large loads now, too. 

Mr. Exuiotrr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. The next item, is the Warrior 
lock and dam, for which we ask $4,580,000. And I want to say also 
to you gentlemen that since we started rebuilding this other project 
in 1949, the traffic on the river, the tonnage, the freight moved on the 
river has increased by over 50 percent, as of the 1954 figures. I hope 
that you write into this bill the items that we ask for here and let us 
proceed to really make this river the element in the national defense 
and the economy of our section of the country that it ought to be. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK W. BOYKIN 


Mr. Boykin. Gentlemen, I have already given the reporter a copy 
of the statement of the gentleman who is going to speak now. He is 
not only the president of the Warrior-Tombigbee Development Asso- 
ciation but is also president of the Alabama Drydock Shipbuilding Co. 
Right now, Mr. Chairman, we would be able to have more ships than 
we could possibly build, more ships than we could possibly repair, if 
this Mobile Bay project was finished. 

I want to tell you that right now we have no steel in Alabama, We 
cannot get it now to build ships, even the big ship building company 
which has a contract with the Moore-McCormack in New York. 
They have a contract now for two tankers, but we just cannot get 
steel, although they have steel mills up there, yet there is not enough 
to go around. But the great United States Steel Co. has spent mil- 
lions of dollars in V enezuela, developing their own mines, and bringing 
iron ore into Mobile, and they are going to bring more iron ore. T “he "V 
have developed one of the greatest deposits in the wor ld, greater than 
the Mesabi of the Great Lakes area, which as you gentlemen all 
know was one of the biggest. The only reason they can bring in this 
ore is because they had already built the ships, but still they can only 
load to about half capacity, and you know how costly that is, and what 
a terrible thing it is when the whole Nation needs steel so badly. 

This man can tell you more about it than anybody I know. He is 
not going to take up much of your time, because he already has a 
statement in the record, because we know how tired you are and how 
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long hours you have been working, and I want to repeat that we ap- 
reciate your hearing us again. Khe entire delegation is behind this, 

r. Chairman. I have already submitted Senator Hill’s statement; 
you have heard Senator Sparkman speak this morning, and the rest of 
us are here, and we do appreciate your courtesy and consideration. 

At this time I want to present to you for just a brief statement 
the president of the Warrior-Tombigbee Development Association, 
Mr. Griser. I just want to take a moment to tell you what has been 
done, and you have helped to make it possible. Ships have been 
built, mines have been developed. One company has built $250,000 
building its own port without any cost to the Federal Government. 
They cannot get their ships in there because we do not have sufficient 
depth available. 

Mr. Griser, Mr. Chairman, will tell you more about that. I am 
not going to take any more of your time. This Jackson lock and dam 
should have been started long ago, and although it is not in the budget, 
Iam going to take the matter up with them and give the facts to them. 

Mr. Rapavut. We will be very glad to hear you, Mr. Griser. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. GRISER 


Mr. Grisrer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
John M. Griser, president of the Warrior-Tombigbee Development 
Association. Our offices are in Birmingham. We are a nonprofit 
organization. Our purpose is to seek development of the Warrior- 
Tombigbee River system in Alabama, for better navigation and 
allied purposes, and the deepening of the Mobile ship channel in 
Mobile Bay, into which the river empties. 

There are three specific projects in which we are interested, as you 
have already been told, the Warrior lock and dam, the Jackson lock 
and dam, and the Mobile ship channel. 

The membership of the association which I represent thoroughly 
endorses the construction of these projects in the belief that they are 
economically sound and will enhance the economic growth of our 
— our people as well as the economic growth of the Nation as a 
whole. 

What I have said is true whether we continue in peace or whether 
we find ourselves unfortunately caught up in another war emergency. 

The association membership which is made up of individuals from 
all walks of life, including many businesses and industries, instructed 
me at its annual meeting early this month to convey its endorsement 
of these Federal civil-works projects to this committee, and also to 
plead with you for adequate funds to carry forward all three projects 
on the most economical and expeditious construction schedule possible. 

I shall not dwell on the detail of the needs. Other witness have 
covered that this morning. However I do want to leave with a more 
comprehensive statement, and I do want to say that in our estimation 
and in our assessment of our needs in Alabama, these three projects, 
Warrior lock and dam, Jackson lock and dam, and Mobile ship channel, 
are all connected links in our economic development, each one vital 
to the other. Each enhances the other, and all three should be 
carried forward at the same time. I hope you will give us the needed 
funds for the Corps of Engineers to so carry them forward. 

Gentlemen, in connection with the Mobile ship channel, as you have 
already been told, the money that is presently set up will permit the 
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dredging the center of the bay, but it will leave as is the channel at 
each end. We have 32 feet of water now, and we presently have 3 
ships that are bringing ore in from South America; they are coming into 
Mobile about half loaded. If they were fully loaded they would draw 
38 feet of water. 

We have 2 other bauxite ships coming in which will require 34 feet 
of water, and they are unable to come in fully loaded. There are 
additional ships being constructed every day that will require greater 
water depth than we presently have. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would like to have my 
more detailed statement made a part of the record. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you, Mr. Griser. The statement will be 
inserted at this point. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WARRIOR-TOMBIGREE DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 


I am John M. Griser, president of the Warrior-Tombigbee Development 
Association. The nonprofit association, with offices in Birmingham, Ala., repre- 
sents a membership made up of individuals, businesses, and industries throughout 
the river valley. We have one purpose: To seek development of the Warrior- 
Tombigbee River system in Alabama for better navigation and allied purposes; 
and the deepening of the Mobile ship channel in Mobile Bay into which the river 
empties. 

This is the fifth consecutive year we have been privileged to present a statement 
to this committee. With the aid of the Congress and the work of the Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, significant progress has been made in the moderni- 
zation of the Warrior-Tombigbee Waterway. However, much work yet remains 
to be done. 

In the 1957 budget now under consideration, there is an item of $4,580,000 to 
continue construction of Warrior lock and dam, located about 50 miles upstream 
from the recently completed Demopolis lock anddam. Ground for this navigation 
structure, which will cost about $19 million, was broken in 1954 with an initial 
appropriation of $1,800,000. Last year, the Congress voted an appropriation of 
$4,100,000 for this project. Work on Warrior lock and dam is on schedule. The 
$4,580,000 is needed to keep it on schedule. The two old locks and dams to be 
replaced by this new structure are in an advanced stage of deterioration, are totally 
inadequate to meet present-day needs of commerce, and are regarded as the 
weakest link in the entire river system. We respectfully urge this committee’s 
approval of the full amount in the budget for Warrior lock and dam. 

The 1957 budget carries a recommendation that $1,600,000 be appropriated this 
year to continue dredging a deeper ship channel in Mobile Bay. While we are 
gratified that funds are recommended in the budget, we are alarmed over the in- 
adequacy of the amount recommended and earnestly ask this committee to 
increase the funds by $943,000 to a total 1957 appropriation for the Mobile ship 
channel project of $2,543,000. 

In 1954 Congress authorized the deepening of the Mobile ship channel to an 
ultimate 40 feet, with 42 feet over the outer bar. The following year, $1 million 
was appropriated to begin the work. With this appropriation the Corps of Engi- 
neers set in motion a plan to execute the first phase of the project—to deepen the 
bay channel to 36 feet, with 38 feet over the bar. (The present depth in the bay 
is 32 feet with 34 feet over the bar.) Initial dredging work has been started in 
the bay on a contract which contemplates finishing the first phase of the project in 
a continuous operation. In order to do so, an appropriation for the Mobile ship 
channel of $2,543,000 is required this year—$943,000 more than is budgeted and 
in the bill now under consideration. Unless this additional amount is made avail- 
able this year, the deeper channel in the bay will be inaccessible when finished 
because it cannot be reached over the shallower bar channel. 

Unless the 1957 appropriation for the Mobile ship channel is increased from 
$1,600,000 to $2,543,000, the first phase of the dredging operation cannot be com- 
pleted as an uninterrupted project. This means that the present dredging contract 
will have to be broken off and reinstituted at some later date when additional funds 
are appropriated. Such interruption of work on this first phase of the project will 
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increase the cost of the unfinished portion of the first phase by about 25 percent. 
In addition, a year’s delay will occur in providing Mobile—1 of the 6 major ports 
on the Gulf of Mexico—with a much needed 36-foot channel. 

Commerce handled at Mobile now totals approximately 14 million-tons annually. 
Mobile’s dock facilities and her bulk handling and storage facilities are among the 
finest on the guif coast. But her ship channel is inadequate. Her peacetime 
growth is being retarded by this inadequate and dangerous channel. Should 
national emergency arise, the Nation’s potential strength would be handicapped 
by this port’s inability to serve the needs of oceangoing commerce adequately. 

We urgently request this committee to raise the appropriation for the Mobile 
ship channel project to $2,543,000 in the interest of sound economic practices in 
this dredging operation and in the interest of present and future needs of this vital 
gulf port city. 

In addition to continuing construction of Warrior lock and dam and dredging 
the Mobile Ship Channel, there is another equally important project which, in 
our estimation, merits favorable consideration. That project is a new lock and 
dam in the lower reaches of the Warrior-Tombigbee River system. Jackson 
lock and dam is designed to replace three 50-year-old locks and dams which serve 
a 117-mile reach of the river between Jackson, Ala., and the new Demopolis lock 
and dam at Demopolis. 

On March 6, only 3 weeks ago, the Corps of Engineers’ Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors unanimously approved a plan to build the new lock and dam 
3 miles west of Coffeeville, 119 miles above Mobile. Thus, we understand, the 
way is now clear to begin construction as soon as Congress provides the money. 

The plan had not sufficiently progressed for the Corps of Engineers to include 
the Jackson lock and dam project in its 1957 budget requests. But the plan is 
now ready and planning has already progressed to the point where we understand 
the Corps of Engineers can economically use construction money to get work 
started this year. 

Local opposition which developed against a previous plan for the Jackson lock 
and dam project has now largely been dissipated. The opposition was directed 
principally at the amount of land to be flooded. The amount has been reduced 
from 22,600 acres to be flooded in the original project to 2,920 acres in the project 
for which we are asking funds. 

It is imperative that work be started on Jackson lock and dam as quickly as 
possible. The three structures to be replaced—locks and dams 1, 2 and 3—have 
outlived their usefulness and are today causing serious difficulties and costly 
delays in the movement of commerce. The lock chambers are 52 feet wide and 
282 feet long. They can accommodate only three Warrior-type barges and a 
towboat. Since most tows on the river average from 7 to 13 barges, this means 
that tows must be broken up at each lock and locked through in several opera- 
tions. Additionally, the three dams are low-structures originally designed to 
create pools for packet steamers and keelboats. These were shallow-draft vessels 
with capacities of but a fraction of that of a large modern tow. The pools created 
by these low dams are wholly inadequate for the deep-draft, 500-ton barges and 
modern screw propeller towboats which link the industrial and agricultural heart 
of Alabama with the gulf port of Mobile. 

The new Jackson lock and dam will effect substantial annual savings for barge 
and towboat operators in four specific ways: 

(1) Elimination of delays now caused by conditions existing at locks 1, 2 and 3 
and in the lock 2 pool. These delays are caused by congestion at the locks, lock 
repairs and groundings in shallow pool waters. 

(2) Utilization of a single large lock rather than three small, inadequate locks. 

(3) Full utilization by operators of the maximum draft in loading barges. 
This will be made possible by the maintenance of a full project depth by the 
new high dam. 

(4) Ability of operators to operate at increased speeds in the single, deeper 
pool which the proposed new dam will create. 

On the basis of these benefits to navigation, the towboat operators who in 1954 
moved approximately 2 million tons of commerce over the reach of river to be 
improved by Jackson lock and dam would have saved $1,236,129 had the Jackson 
structure been built. 

But these savings would not have stopped with the barge and towboard opera- 
tors. They would finally have been reflected in the price of consumer goods 
made from the raw materials which make the principal cargoes moving over 
the river. Since movement of commerce on this river system continues to increase 
at a steady rate, the savings which will be achieved upon completion of Jackson 
lock and dam will be even greater than indicated here. 
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We recognize that we cannot speak officially and do not attempt to do so here, 
but it is our understanding that approximately $1 million could be economically 
and expeditiously used this year to begin construction of this urgently needed 
navigation structure. Perhaps, an appropriation even less than this relatively 
small figure would suffice to initiate construction of Jackson lock and dam. 

We urgently request this committee’s consideration of an appropri: ition to 
begin construction of Jackson lock and dam to keep the whole Warrior-Tombigbee 
development program moving on the most orderly and economical schedule. 

The condition of our waterways makes it necessary that constant maintenance 
be performed by the Corps of Engineers in order that commerce’ can move with 
a minimum of delay and at the lowest possible cost. We earnestly ask that 
favorable consideration be given to this item in order that sufficient maintenance 
funds will be available for projects in our State as well as other States. 

Inland waterways are among the Nation’s most valuable natural assets. Their 
contribution to the national economy and well-being can hardly be overstated 
It is of the utmost importance, therefore, that these water resources be developed 
in an orderly manner. To do so requires long-range study and planning. We 
request that the most conscientious consideration be given to the appropriation 
of adequate funds to continue long-range studies and planning work by the Corps 
of Engineers without interruption. 

We appreciate the opportunity of again appearing before this committee. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, next I want to present to the com- 
mittee for a brief statement, my good friend Senator O’Conor, repre- 
senting the American Merchant Marine Institute. 

Mr. Rasavut. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. O’Conor. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR HERBERT O’CONOR 


Mr. O’Conor. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
also appeared before you several days ago, and this is an additional 
cood fortune that I have today. However, at that time I attempted 
to emphazise one point which I think is illustrative of the added 
emphasis to the importance of this request, and that is the appro- 
priation made by the Congress for the enlargement of ships of greater 
length and requiring greater depth, and different alinement, which 
further emphasizes the insufficiency of the provision that has been 
made for handling such ships, and that is why this request seems to me 
to be of such importance. And we are for that reason, and when I 
say we, I mean the entire merchant marine, giving great support to 
this request. 

There are 1 or 2 additional matters that I want to call to your 
attention, all of which may be considered somewhat optimistic pre- 
dictions as to what will happen if such projects are put through. 

I asked these gentlemen to prepare certain data, and I should like to 
cite to you three sets of figures, which indicate the proposals such as 
this are not only legitimate, but are essential to our United States 
Treasury. 

In 1912, when this channel went from 21 to 27 feet, the tonnage 
doubled in those 15 years, 1.5 million to 3 million tons, and that 
tonnage, of course, was of great value not only to the State of Alabama 
but to the Nation, all of which was of great benefit to the United States 
‘Treasury. 

In 1927, when the channel went to 31 feet, at that time the tonnage 
in 5 vears went from 3 million up to 4 million tons. 

In 1932, when the channel went from 31 to 32 feet, which is the depth 
just referred to by Mr. Griser, in that period following that increase 
in depth, the tonnage went from 4 to 14 million tons, a staggering total, 
with resulting benefits to the Treasury. And in this period, to which 
reference has been made, between 1940 and 1955, the tonnage in- 
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creased by some 300 percent. So I do submit, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, for your consideration, the fact that this 
outlines for you really the question that has been placed before you— 
and that is the resulting benefits, not only to the State of Alabama, 
but we are also vitally concerned with the benefits derived to other 
parts of the country, and directly to the United States Treasury, 
because we think the more successful you can make ship operations, 
which will be made possible by these improvements, the more dividend 
will be paid and the more taxes will be paid into the Treasury, and that 
would be just another way of indicating an improvement to our whole 
economy. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you, Mr. O’Conor. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, | 
have a very valued and distinguished friend, whom I wish to present 
now for just a short statement, Mr. Robert D. Hays. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Hays. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. HAYS 


Mr. Hays. Mr. Chairman, I am here to speak for the people of 
Mobile, first to say that we hope you will continue to provide funds 
for the improvement of the waterway which the Congressman has 
mentioned. We have seen the traffic up and down this river since 
these improvements were made increase, and which will continue co 
increase in importance both to our national defense and also to our 
economic welfare, the Nation as a whole, not just the South. 

1 was glad when Senator Sparkman asked that a start be made on 
the Coosa because the development of the Coosa is also of great 
importance not only to the steel industry but to other industrial 
activities in Alabama. 

I was particularly interested in your off-the-record discussion of 
your visit to South America and of the tremendous developments 
that have taken place. Of course, as these others have pointed out, 
you can move so much more cargo into this area when the Coosa 
development is completed. My particular mission is to ask you to 
increase the appropriation above that recommended this vear on the 
Mobile Harbor. It means that this is going to leave the channel 
in three parts. First, of course, is the outer bar between Mobile 
Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. Then, of course is the 35-mile stretch, 
and the 3 miles in the river. With the port improvement on the river 
with the exception of the block where the channel will be deepened, 
you will still have limited use of the channel. 

Mr. Rasaut. You have $1.6 million for that in the request. 

Mr. Hays. The appropriated amount was $1 million. The work 
has started. We recommended to the Bureau of the Budget $1.6 
million but according to the contract which the Army engineers have 
with the contractor, unless the appropriation is increased to $2,543,000 
we will be in position of having the contractor to make a move before 
the work is finished. Now that he has the machinery in the channel 
it could be made to the required depth more economically than if he 
has to pull out and mobilize his equipment again. So we are asking 
for the increase in the appropriation by $953,000, or $2,543,000, 
because the contractor is now on the job. We understand that he 
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can finish this work, that he had two big dredges and this work can 
be finished without the contractor pull out, and unless the increase 
is made he will have to pull out, and it will cost a great deal more 
money, and the indications are that it will cost about a quarter 
million dollars more than if he stays on the job until it is completed. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Because of silting up. 

Mr. Hays. Yes. And they can do the work, at the same time, for 
a lesser sum. So if you can see your way clear to provide an ap- 
propriation of $2,543,000, we feel the cost will be less for completing 
the work on the channel. 

This will mean bringing in more iron ore, as well as oil, the two big 
commodities that we need. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you. 

Mr. Boykin. Let me take just a moment to emphasize, before I 
introduce my good friend Mr. Gallaher. The Alcoa Steamship Co. 
and the Aluminum Ore Co. have spent $100 million in development 
for bringing ore in ships, and they cannot get across these bars with a 
fullload. It is a terrible thing to bring vessels in just half loaded, just 
because they cannot get across this short stretch by reason of this bar 
in the channel. 

I want now to present to the committee Captain Gallaher, of the 
Bulk Carriers Association, for a very brief statement, because I know 
your time is limited. 

Mr. Rasaut. We will be glad to hear him. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES K. GALLAHER 


Mr. Gaututaner. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles K. Gallaher, 
assistant to the president, National Bulk Carriers, and affiliates. I am 
only going to take a moment of you gentlemen’s time just to say that 
we and other carriers are operating and will operate possibly larger 
tankers. 

Some reference has been made to 31 feet at Mobile; the capacity for 
cargo carrying is now some 55,600 tons. At the present time I think 
the greatest cargo we can carry into Mobile now is some 30,000 tons. 

I should like to point out just one other thing, that most of these 
waterways projects are based upon the future traffic that will develop, 
as determined by surveys by the Army engineers. J should like to 
further point out that we have negotiated for three ships with capacity 
in excess of the present port, and we cannot use them to the fullest 
extent of their capacity until we have the water depth. We have three 
more ships building which will also be in the same service. And we are 
doing something about the Venezuela development; and in the Orinoco 
Basin within a year’s time, we will have a 40-foot depth, and we would 
like to see 40 feet in the Mobile Harbor. 

Mr. Evins. Why make it 40 feet; on account of the tide? 

Mr. GALLAHER. You mean for the Orinoco? 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 

Mr. Gatuaner. It will be 40 feet over the bar. United States Steel 
is developing 2 or 3 piers. We are dredging the Orinoco to enable us 
to get across the bar. We expect to have 40 feet a year from Sep- 
tember, and if Mobile had 40 feet that would be fine; if Mobile had 36 
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that would be nice; but the most cargo you can bring into Mobile with 
the 32 draft would be approximately 43,000 to 44,000 tons. And these 
are the big ships, 800 feet long and 116 beam. 

If Mobile had 36 feet, if you spent another $900,000, these ships 
could—these 3 ships could turn around every 15 days, 1 in Mobile 
every 5 days, and carrying 650,000 more tons each year, on just a 
4-foot increase in draft. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Chairman, recently I read an article appearing 
in the Marine News of November 1953, entitled, ‘Shall the Rivers 
of Europe Bankrupt Out Inland Waterways.” This article points 
out the amount of money that the United States has given to France— 
$1 billion spent or to be spent on the River Rhone, while we have 
spent some $3 billion in 177 years in the development of our inland 
waterways, the Great Lakes ports, canals, locks, channels, and dams. 

I should like to put this in the record, as I think the members of 
the committee would like to read it. I shall not take time to read 
it, now. 

Mr. Ranaut. Very well. 

Mr. Boykin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


[Reprint from Marine News, November 1953] 
SHALL THE Rivers OF Evrore BANKRUPT OUR INLAND WATERWAYS? 
By Bertram B. Fowler 


In 177 years the United States has spent on its inland waterways, its Great 
Lakes ports, canals, locks, channels and dams, $3 million. 

A lot of money? The people of France do not think so. For, in one grand 
gesture the United States has given to France, as an outright gift with no strings 
attached, $1 billion which has been spent or is to be spent on the River Rhone. 

All this is grand for France and the Rhone. But it begins to look like bank- 
ruptcy for the inland waters of the United States. It must be clearly under- 
stood, however, that the charge that Uncle Sam is profligate with his money is a 
base canard. In the case of France, this money was given, along with another 
half billion or so that the United States is committed to spend on the Rhone, 
with the best of intentions. France sadly needed expanded facilities for the 
development of electric power. That the Rhone flows through peaceful vine- 
yards, with never a major industry along its winding stretches, is beside the 
point. France, a potential ally should it come to a defense of the western world, 
seemed to need the added potentials of electric power. So Uncle Sam foots the 
bill. 

It must be clearly understood that this case was a desperate one. The electric 
power had been needed for a long time. But every time the Government of 
France made a survey of the project it thought of its reluctant taxpayers, col- 
lectively shuddered, and promptly vetoed even an approach to a project that 
would load its taxpayers with a burden that might even begin to approach the 
load that the long-suffering American taxpayer was carrying so docilely. No 
indeed, no such load could be shouldered by the French. So it was left for Uncle 
Sam to shell out the hundreds of millions and start the Gallic kilowatts flowing. 

But Uncle Sam was also proving that he was no fool with his money. A great 
many men back home were finding that out every day. For instance, as the 
great Rhone project gobbled up millions in bales, there were those at home who 
wanted things done on their own waterways. Some of them wanted new dams. 
Others wanted silted channels dredged out. Some asked for new locks to replace 
obsolete and crumbling ones along the vital arteries of the system of inland 
waterways. To these Uncle Sam demonstrated that he was no Patsy. 

Of course, in the case of the domestic inland waterways those asking for money 
for maintenance, modernization, and replacements had to go before the watchful 
committees of an alert Congress which was becoming economy conscious as taxes 
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mounted and budgets grew. Most of the seekers were rapped smartly over the 
knuckles as they reached for the public purse and were sent home to reconsider 
their crass selfishness. 

No such handicaps vexed France. Bureau and department heads just up and 
decided to give France the money for this grandiose project. No congressional 
committee was consulted. Congress itself had not a word to say about the whole 
business. No one, save those who decided to make the donation, had any say 
in the matter. So the Rhode Valley bustled with activity-—while at home the 
old dams sagged lower toward collapse, the locks grew more unsafe, and the 
silting channels continued to fill up. 

All this, as we study the ridiculous contrasts, has a quality of Homerie humor. 
But when we get down to cases, it ceases to be funny. In fact, the whole thing 
has about it the case of dismal tragedy. For these inland waterways of the 
United States to which we have referred are the vital arteries in a critically essen- 
tial system of transportation. And if some of the necessary work is not done 
and soon—the country is going to wake up one day to the fact that it has on its 
hands a national emergency of major proportions. We only have to look along 
these inland waterways to see that this is no overstatement. 

This inland waterway system of the United States is almost unique upon the 
face of the earth. Certainly, nothing like it exists in any other country. And 
in no other country has there grown up along a system of inland waterways 
anything approaching it in the way of industrial might. In that system of 
waterways and in the industry that has developed along it we have the heart 
and framework of the whole national economy. Cripple this system of water- 
ways and you cripple the whole industrial system on which the welfare, safety, 
and progress of the United States depend. 

As settlement in the United States moved westward after the Louisiana Pur- 
chase this great inland waterway system that feeds and sustains the heartland 
of the continent saw the development of an era marked by robust vitalitv and 
splashed with the vivid color of drama. This was the era of the cld stern-wheelers, 
roustabouts singing on the levees, steamboat-round-the-bend, Mississippi gambler 
and show boat. During this era Old Man River was king. 

Then came the railroads to dethrone him. As the questing rails probed into 
every corner of the new Nation the river traffic died. According to all authorities 
on the subject, the disappearance of inland waterway activity was so complete 
that by 1914 there wasn’t a decent barge in the inland United States. 

But memories died hard along the rivers, and there were prople who never 
ceased to believe that these waterways had their proper sphere of activity Sut 
there were none to listen until, in 1917, there came the emergency of World War 
I to put these theories to the test. The railroads, that system which many fondly 
believed to be capable of hauling all freight for al] time, became clogged and 
slowed to a crawl. 

Under the circumstances anything that would haul freight anywhere was wel- 
come. So the oldtimers glued up leaky boilers, patched up the old stern- 
wheelers, hastily caulked the sun-widened seams of the ancient wooden barges 
and took to the water. Some day a historian may arise to write the epic woven 
on the system of inland waterways by the indominitable men who had held firm to 
their belief in the might and immortality of Old Man River and its tributaries 

The inland waterway system did a titanic job during World War I and then 
seemed to be sliding back into disuse. At least it seemed so to the general pub- 
lic. But, actually, the public to this day has no conception of the importance of 
these waterways. Which is why, perhaps, those who seek Government aid to 
keep the waterways open receive such brusque treatment and such scant attention. 

But the inland waterways never did slide back into disuse. The men who had 
brought traffic to life during World War I would not quit now that they had 
started. With inadequate equipment and very little encouragement they pro- 
ceeded to prove that for certain types of bulk freight the barges on the inland 
waterways were in a class by themselves. 

In this case these men were unwittingly performing a signal service to their 


country. For the time was coming when the demands made upon the inland 
waterways would be greater than at any time in history. Believing only in the 


economy of moving bulk freight by river barges, the strong believers went on 
building. They replaced the old stern-wheelers with modernized power towboats 
and junked the old barges to make way for the new steel ones. 

Of course, they were aided and abetted in this instance by a great national 
phenomenon. The Southern States that had slumbered beside their great river 
during the period when the inland waterway traffic had died began to wake up. 
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Their awakening came with the inflow of industry that was following a trend that 
became stronger and clearer with the passing years. Modern industry needed 
vast quantities of water in never-failing supply. Only on the great Midconti- 
nent system of rivers could such supplies of water be found. So industry came to 
the rivers, to remain there and turn this area from the Great Lakes to the gulf 
into the greatest area of industrial production on earth. 

The men who would not quit did the rest. They gave that industry a system 
of transportation that for economy and efficiency in its own sphere of activity 
could not be equaled by any other form of transportation. 

Which brings us back to our contemplation of the generosities of Uncle Sam 
on the Rhone and Rhine and his penuriousness at home. Three billion dollars 
spent on the inland waterways of the United States in 177 years. Half of that 
spent on two European river systems in a very few years—and with no promised 
end in sight. 

For, let us point out again that which cannot be repeated too often, there is 
no brake, no congressional control, therefore no way of stopping the outflow of 
funds to launch more grandiose schemes on more European rivers. But there is 
such control on expenditures on the United States waterways, and in the name of 
completely false economy the brakes are being drastically applied to the abso- 
lutely necessary expenditures for maintenance and modernization of the Nation’s 
inland waterways. Somehow this utterly fails to make the slightest sense. 

Let us not forget one face that now stands out in crystal clarity. The inland 
waterways system of the United States made as great a contribution to the in- 
dustrial production that did so much to win World War II as did any other seg- 
ment of the economy. When coastwise shipping was sadly crippled by the toll 
taken by enemy submarines the inland waterways moved through safe lanes to 
the vital sections of the continent vast tonnages of freight that otherwise would 
have had to be moved along the menaced sealanes. It is interesting, in view of 
this, to study the treatment that has been accorded them. 

Chicago, for example, unfortunately, is not on the Rhone River. This is too 
bad for Chicago and the great area of which it is the industrial capital. For at 
Chicago, on the narrow strip of land that separates the Great Lakes from the 
inland waterways system lies a national disgrace. It exists in a narrow, twisting 
sewage canal that has been pressed into service during the years as a waterway. 
This is the Calumet-Sag-Channel—accent on the “‘Sag.’”’ It should have been 
widened and deepened years ago to become the vital link that is needed at this 

oint. But, to repeat, Chicago is not on the Rhone. The job needed on the Cal- 
Sag calls for the expenditure of more than a hundred million dollars. Congress, 
while it has authorized this project, has never summoned the courage to appro- 
priate the money to do the job. 

That the failure to spend ghis money has held up what has been estimated as a 
billion dollar industrial expansion in this area doesn’t seem to make any appreci- 
able difference to those who control the purse strings. It is much better, it would 
appear, to spend a billion-and-a-half along the storied banks of the Rhine or along 
the vine-clad slopes of the Rhone than on the dirty, smoke-erupting, industrially- 
humming Chicago area. 

Or take that phenomenon of rivers, the Ohio. Along its banks lies billions of 
dollars of investment in heavy industry vital to the whole Nation. No water ever 
was utilized on a scale that the waters of the Ohio are used. For along a hundred 
miles of length the whole river is pumped up, used and pumped back again 20 
times. The temperature of this prodigy of a river is therefore about 90° all the 
time. And along that steaming current flows millions of tons of essential freight. 
But there are no vine-clad slopes, no ruined castles. 

But there are other points here and should be of national interest. There are 
locks and dams that have been obsolete for years. These have now reached a 

oint of decay and decrepitude where they threaten to collapse into the river. 
Vhen they do, the whole Pittsburgh area is crippled. It would be tragic if this 
should happen at a time when our Nation was under threat from an enemy, and 
industrial production was absolutely necessary for national survival. 

The situation is well known. ere again Congress has taken partial action. 
The New Cumberland lock and dam has been authorized and approved. But no 
funds have been appropriated. Maybe someone, somewhere can come up with a 
good reason as to why this has not been done. To date, no amount of probing has 
found a printable answer from anyone who is familiar with the situation. P 

So the situation stands on a national basis from the headwaters of the Missouri 
to the teeming ports of Mobile and New Orleans. On almost every river and 
channel the signs of neglect and decay are written largely and boldly. On the 
Warrior-Tombigbee system connecting Birmingham, Ala., and her steel mills with 








i-—cr 


mS 


d 
i- 
I] 
O 
d 
yf 


O 
it 
e 
£ 


IS 
hs 
3, 
= 


le 
d 
ig 


of 
or 
dd 
0 
1e 


id 


n. 
10 


AS 


ri 
id 
ne 
th 





1037 


the gulf, a dam that would be a disgrace on a farm pond is sagging into the river. 
Should this go out, and it may at any time, all traffic on the essential waterway 
comes to a complete halt. 

On the Delaware River, at Mobile and New Orleans, at Pensacola Bay, along the 
Missouri and on the tributaries of the Mississippi, the same signs appear again 
and again. And at no time in the Nation’s history, with the possible exception of 
the years of World War II, has the need been more critical for the inland water- 
ways to be in sound condition, for continued operation. 

So, as the gigantic work goes forward on the Rhone and Rhine, it is more than 
an idle statement to say that the rivers of Europe may yet bankrupt the magnifi- 
cent inland waterways system of the United States—a transportation system that 
in two world wars has accomplished a major job in bailing out the Nation. If so, 
it will be the most tragic eventuality that has ever been thoughtlessly permitted 
to overtake the Nation. 

Mr. Boykin. And we have spent less than $400,000 on the projects 
that Senator Sparkman talked about, that Mr. Griser talked about, 
and the rest of us have been talking about. I wish I had time to talk 
a few moments about the Coosa. This is something that should have 
been done 100 years ago. 

These projects, Mr. Chairman, were pioneered when Bankhead and 
other great men before us represented the State of Alabama. 

We beg of you, we pray that you give to these projects your utmost 
sympathetic consideration. You will be doing something you will be 
proud of the rest of your lives. 

Thank you, gentlemen, from the bottom of my heart, and may 
God bless you. 

Mr. Rasaut. Thank you, Mr. Boykin and gentlemen. 


Marcu 28, 1956. 
MuskKINGUM WATERSHED CoNSERVANCY DistTrRIcT 


WITNESSES 


HON. FRANK T. BOW, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OHIO 

HON. JOHN E. HENDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 

BRYCE C. BROWNING, SECRETARY-TREASURER, MUSKINGUM 
WATERSHED CONSERVANCY DISTRICT, NEW PHILADELPHIA, 
OHIO 


Mr. Rasaut. The committee will come to order and we will hear 
our colleague at this time. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, I am here with Mr. Bryce C. Browning, 
secretary-treasurer of the Muskingum Watershed Conservancy Dis- 
trict of Ohio, a project that I believe is well known throughout the 
country as an outstanding example of watershed conservation com- 
bined with flood control. 

We are especially interested in securing your approval for the pay- 
ment of $425,000 which the Government of the United States owes, 
by contract, to the Muskingum District, a debt that is long overdue 
and that Mr. Browning will describe to you in detail. 

In preparing to come before you, I learned that there are several 
other similar obligations of the Government which should also be 
paid, and I have been asked by our colleague, Congressman Albert 
Thomas, to speak for him generally and in behalf of the Buffalo Bayou 
project in his district. There is also merit and justice in the other 
cases which I will list briefly at the end of this statement. 

The total involved is less than $9 million. 
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Let me say that of all of these, the Muskingum is, I believe, the 
only one in which a definite contract has been entered into between the 
local agency and the Corps of Engineers calling for payment in the 
next fiscal year. As I have said, the payment was authorized in 1939. 
The district is now faced with the necessity of fulfilling its obligations, 
and can do so only if the corps makes a timely payment in accord 
with its contract. There is a special urgency about our project that 
may or may not apply to the others. I do not know the details as 
well with regard to them. 

At any rate, the $9 million seems like a paltry sum when contrasted 
with the millions we consider here each day. 

I assure you that it is no small amount to the local interests whose 
assets were acquired or who advanced funds for these projects. It 
was no easy matter for citizens to raise these funds and it is not easy 
for them to continue their various local operations while the Federal 
Government delays its repayment. 

These are legitimate debts of the United States. In my opinion, 
they should have the highest priority. Debts of this Nation to its 
citizens or to local governmental units should be paid promptly and 
cheerfully. 

The Corps of Engineers shares my views with regard to these 
obligations, and I have every reason to believe that the corps included 
a schedule of repayment in its annual budget requests. The Budget 
Bureau undoubtedly has withheld its recommendation because of 
other considerations. I challenge the wisdom of this Bureau’s 
decision. If we can spend millions and billions on new projects all 
over the world, it seems to me that we are morally obligated to pay 
our just debts to our own people. We expect them to pay their 
taxes promptly and we tolerate no delay. 

I am submitting herewith a list of the projects involved. I would 
now like to introduce Mr. Bryce Browning, to speak about our own 
Muskingum Conservancy District, which is in an especially difficult 
position because of the Budget Bureau decision to postpone payment 
of the amount the Corps of Engineers owes the district. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


Projects referred to by Mr. Bow 


A. Authorized river and harbor and flood-control projects involving a Federal 
obligation to pay the cost of investments made with non-Federal funds: 


1. Muskinguin Watershed Conservancy District_____ $425, 000 
This amount represents final repayment for local 
assets acquired by the United States under the Flood 
Control Act of 1939. The Corps of Engineers entered 
into a contract to pay this amount this vear. It must 
be paid this vear to permit retirement of District bonds, 
2. Great Lakes to Hudson River Waterway (New York 
State Barge Canal) 275, 000 
Local interests invested this mone v in can: al improve e- 
ments which are the responsibility of the Federal 


Government. Reimbursement is badly needed to 
permit local interests to undertake other work. 
3. Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbors ; = 485, 000 


The 1954 Flood Control Act authorized repayment 
for work done by local interests in dredging east basin. 
Money is badly needed to be used for other work. 


IO ncaa ee . 185, 000 
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Projects referred to by Mr. Bow—Continued 


B. Fund advances accepted by the Secretary of the Army from local interests 
under authority of the 1925 River and Harbor Act and the act of October 15, 
1940, for expediting completion of authorized river and harbor and flood- 
control projects: 


1. Buffalo Bayou___-_-. $2, 900, 000 
Two advances by local interests are involved in this 
amount, the first made in 1941 and the second in 1945. 
I am informed there has also been a $1,500,000 advance 
this year in connection with Bray’s Bayou, which 
perhaps should be repaid. 
2. Sacramento River Deepwater channel (1949) 200, 000 
This amount advanced for the channel connecting 
the city of Sacramento with the bay. 
3. Jones Inlet, New York (1953 and 1955) 1, 470, 000 
Local interests pe rformed both their own and the 
Federal Government’s share of breakwater and jetty 
work. 
4. Gulf Intracostal Waterway, Franklin Canal (1947) 44, 000 
This navigation project has been completed for 
several years and local interests are concerned about 


repayment. 
5. Central and Southern Florida (1954-55) drainage and 
irrigation works 2, 900, 000 


I am told that local interests are more interested in 
continued construction appropriations than in the 
repayment of this entire advance. However, one of 
the districts badly needs reimbursement of $750,000. 


Total : : 7, 514, 000 


Grand total 8, 699, 000 


STATEMENT OF BRYCE C. BROWNING 


Mr. Browninc. Mr. Chairman, my name is Bryce C. Browning. 
| am secretary treasurer of the Muskingum Watershed Conservancy 
District. The district is a public corporation and political sub- 
division of Ohio, It was organized on June 3, 1933, for the purpose 
of providing flood control and water conservation in the watershed of 
the Muskingum River, one of the main tributaries of the Ohio River 
which it joins at Marietta, Ohio. The watershed embraces ap- 
proximately one-fifth the area of the State. JI wish to urge the 
reinstatement of a $425,000 item in the Corps of Engineer’s budget. 

On August 11, 1939, under authority of H. R. 6634, Public Law 
No. 396, 76th Congress, the dams and reservoirs of the Muskingum 
Watershed Conservancy District became a part of the flood-control 
plan for the Ohio River Basin and the War Department immediately 
took over the flood-control assets of the district. 

These assets consisted mostly of lands and easements. The 
act. provided that the district was to be reimbursed the value 
of the assets so taken as determined reasonable by the Secretary 
of War and the Chief of Engineers. It authorized payment from 
funds theretofore or thereafter appropriated. In compliance with 
this authority numerous payments have been made during the ensu- 
ing 16 years and, with the exception of this small balance, the debt 
is already paid. 

The funds expended by the district for the construction of the 
Muskingum project were provided primarily through the sale of 
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bonds. All moneys received from the United States in payment of 
its obligation have been used by the district for the sole purpose of 
retiring its indebtedness. In the assumption that the balance agreed 
due it by the United States would be promptly paid all plans have 
been made for the final liquidation of these bonds. 

Under date of October 14, 1955, the Corps of Engineers and the 
district executed a formal contract which officially established the 
balance due the district on July 1, 1956, as being $525,061.95. I am 
furnishing a copy of the contract for the record. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


[Contract No. DA-46—022-GIVENG-56—24] 


AGREEMENT 


This agreement entered into this 14th day of October 1955, by the Unirrep 
Srares or AMERICA (hereinafter called the “Government’’), represented by the 
Contracting Officer executing this agreement, and the MuskincGumM WATERSHED 
CoNnsERVANCY District, a body corporate and political subdivision of the State 
of Ohio, organized and existing under and by virtue of the Conservancy Act 
of the State of Ohio (Section 6101.01 et seq., Ohio Revised Code), having its 
office at New Philadelphia, Ohio, (hereinafter called the “District’’): 


WITNESSETH 


That whereas a flood-control plan for the Ohio River Basin was authorized 
in section 4 of the act of Congress, approved 28 June 1938 (Public Law No. 761, 
75th Congress, 3d Session), which included the Muskingum River Valley Dams 
and Reservoirs as set forth in the official plan of the Muskingum Watershed 
Conserancy District; and 

Whereas the Flood Control Act of 1939 (Public Law No. 396, 76th Congress, 
ist Session), provided for certain reimbursements by the United States to the 
said Muskingum Watershed Conservancy District, as set forth in section 4 of said 
act, quoted in part as follows: 

“Sec. 4. * * * Provided, however, That the reimbursements in connection with 
the Muskingum project shall include, in addition to payments to landowners, the 
reasonable expenses of acquiring lands, easements, or rights-of-way heretofore 
transferred to the United States, as well as those hereafter transferred and the 
reasonable expenditures made in acquiring lands or rights-of-way transferred to 
railroads or other utilities in connection with the relocation of such facilities 
other than highways. Such reimbursements shall be made from funds heretofore 
or hereafter appropriated and shall not exceed actual expenditures made by the 
Muskingum Watershed Conservancy District that are deemed reasonable by the 
Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers nor include any expenditures for the 
relocation of highways nor any funds provided by the State of Ohio nor by 
any State or Federal Agency other than the Muskingum Watershed Conservancy 
District: Provided further, That the Secretary of War is authorized to pay 
to said district forthwith on the passage of this Act, the sum of $1,500,000, on 
verification of the fact that reimbursable expenditures in such amount have been 
made by the District, and on the agreement of the district, duly certified to the 
Secretary of War, that it will proceed immediately to convey and transfer any 
assets acquired through such expenditures not already conveyed, but such pay- 
ment may be made prior to the actual transfer of title to lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and other property: And provided further, that the Muskingum 
Watershed Conservancy District is hereby relieved of any obligation to main- 
tain and operate the dams.”’ and 

Whereas upon the effective date of said act, 11 August 1939, pursuant to the 
authorization contained therein, the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
took over the operation of the dams of the Muskingum Watershed Conservancy 
District and administration of all flood-control features of the Official Plan of said 
District Lands upon which the dams, levees and other flood control works of the 
District were located were deeded to the United States by the District; flowage 
easements were conveyed to the United States on all lands owned by the District 
which would be subject to flooding by the operation of the dams, and those 
flowage easements which had previously been acquired by the District on lands 
of others were assigned and transferred to the United States; and 
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Whereas in compliance with the provisions of said act, payments have been 
made to the District from time to time by the United States as reimbursement for 
payments to land owners and expenses of acquiring lands, easements and rights-of- 
way as deemed reasonable by the Chief of Engineers; and 

Whereas the method of reimbursement to the District employed by the United 
States was to apply all payments first to the reduction of principal, then to 
interest, computing the interest on the reduced balance; and 

Whereas it has been determined that all payments heretofore made to the 
district should be recomputed and revised so as to apply payments first to in- 
terest and then to prinicpal; and 

Whereas the reimbursement payments by the Government were not keyed to 
the bond retirement schedules of the District, and it has been determined thet the 
difference between interest expense and the interest that could have been earned 
on the unapplied balance of the Government payments, is a reasonable expense 
within the purview of Section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1939; and 

Whereas it is agreeable to the District and the Government that a final settle- 
ment of reimbursement payments be made. 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the premises, it is mutually agreed by and 
between the parties hereto as follows: 

1. The Government does hereby agree that in addition to sums heretofore paid 
to the District it will, on 1 July 1956 or as soon thereafter as funds are available 
for the purposes, pay to the District in final settlement of all reimbursements 
to be made by the Government to the District in connection with the Muskingum 
River Valley Dams and Reservoirs under the provisions of the Flood Control 
Act of 1939 (Public Law No. 396, 76th Congress, lst Session), the sum of five 
hundred twenty-five thousand sixty-one dollars and ninety-five cents ($525,061.95), 
as follows: 


(acy Henne SS, hs os aad eae an ale mtiblate eld auietls $296, 409. 08 
Sse ence NIN 2 S000 1p a Fe re ee al ae aceiebiad 25, 486. 16 
Fo) Ns eet ane 203, 166. 71 


Mt dik a ne ae ee le in ssiararns Re Oe eden ice tages areas ie a 525, 061. 95 


2. The District does hereby agree to accept from the Government in final 
settlement of all reimbursements to be made by the Government to the District 
in connection with the Muskingum River Valley Dams and Reservoirs under the 
provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1939 (Public Law No. 396, 76th Congress, 
Ist Session), the sum of five hundred twenty-five thousand sixty-one dollars and 
ninety-five cents ($525,061.95), as aforesaid; and, the District upon receipt 
of said sum does hereby forever release, discharge and relieve the Government 
from any and all further’ payments of reimbursement in connection with the 
Muskingum River Dams and Reservoirs. 

3. The expenditure to be made by the Government under the provisions of 
this agreement shall be subject to appropriations being available for the purpose. 

4. This agreement is conditional upon the payment of said agreed amount 
being made to the District during the fiscal year 1957, which terminates June 30, 
1957, and this agreement shall have no further force or effect in the event said 
payment is not so made. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement as of 
the day and year first above written. 

UniTED Stares oF AMERICA, 
By G. T. Derry, 

Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
District Engineer, Contracting Officer. 


MvskINGUM WATERSHED CONSERVANCY DIsTRICT, 
By Rurvs K. Brown, 
President, Board of Directors. 
Attest: 
Bryce C. Brownina, Secretary. 


CERTIFICATE 


I, Bryce C. Browning, do hereby certify that I am Secretary of the Corporation 
named in the foregoing agreement; that Rufus K. Brown, who signed this agree- 
ment on behalf of the Muskingum Watershed Conservancy District was then 
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President of the Board of Directors of said Corporation; that said agreement 
was duly signed for and on behalf of said Corporation by authority of its governing 
body and is within the scope of its corporate powers. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOFP, I have hereunto affixed my hand and seal of said Cor- 
poration this 14th day of October 1955. 





[CORPORATE SEAL] —_—_——_—_——-,, 
Secretary. 

Mr. Browniva. The agreed amount is substantially less than was 
considered reasonable by both the district and the Ohio Bureau of 
Inspection and Supervision of Public Accounts. It is $900,000 less 
than the amount required to complete the liquidation of the district’s 
flood-control indebtedness. 

It was accepted as a compromise settlement only after the board of 
directors of the district had determined that this difference could be 
raised through the liquidation of its land and cash reserves—$800,000 
through the sale of lands and $100,000 by the use of the reserve it had 
accumulated for major conservation improvements. This agreement 
between the district and the United States specifically provides for 
payment being made to the district within the fiscal year 1956-57. 

The district’s bonds must be paid. Should Congress fail to appro- 
priate the amount due it, the district will be required— 

1. To raise the required funds through the collection of an assess- 
ment against the more than 20,000 properties affected by the Musk- 
ingum project. The expense of determining the ownership of. these 
properties and the making of such a collection will be great. 

2. To make refunds to each of these 20,000 property owners 
following the later payment by the United States of its debt to the 
district. 

3. To ask the United States to increase its payment to the district 
by the amount of these additional expenses which, in the judgment of 
the State bureau of inspection and other accounting authorities, may 
exceed $75,000. 

General Itschner has stated that $100,000 of the amount owed the 
district will be provided from available sources. The balance, 
$425,000, is by Government standards extremely small. It is in 
payment for assets taken more than 16 years ago by congressional 
enactment. 

Payment was authorized at that time and, with the exception of 
this small balance, has since been made. There has been no question 
at any time as to the validity of the obligation. 

Should the item not be reinstated the district will be put to a great 
and unnecessary expense and the cost to the United States propor- 
tionately increased. There appears to be no possible way whereby the 
necessity of levying additional assessments could be satisfactorily 
explained to either the affected property owners or to the public at 
large. 

This is a valid existing obligation which the United States has by 
contract admitted to be due and owing. The district needs this 
money now and it is certainly reasonable for it to ask that it be paid 
and that both the United States and the district be spared the embar- 
rassment and added expense which will result if payment is delayed. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I would like to say that I 
hope there will not be a number of assessments, amounting to some 
20,000 in my district about September or October next year, on a 
contract which the Government owes. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. HENDERSON 


Mr. Henperson. I am Congressman John Henderson from Ohio. 

Part of this project is in my district. I would like to endorse 
everything that has been said by Congressman Bow and by Mr. 
Browning. I feel it is because of a misunderstanding of the contract 
that this matter has been left out of the budget by the Bureau of the 
Budget and I think it is a matter that needs to be looked into and | 
think that you will see the wisdom of it, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Marcu 28, 1956. 


Lower CUMBERLAND Dam 
WITNESSES 


HON. PERCY J. PRIEST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 

HON. ROSS BASS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TENNESSEE 

Cc. M. EVERHART, PRESIDENT, CUMBERLAND VALLEY ASSOCIATION 

HARRY B. DYER, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, NASHVILLE, TENN. 

R. E. BRIDGES, NASHVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

CHARLES V. RUNYON, CITY ATTORNEY, CLARKSVILLE, TENN. 

E. H. HARRISON, CHAIRMAN, CLARKSVILLE ELECTRIC POWER 
BOARD 

HON. WILLIAM RANKIN, MAYOR, CARTHAGE, TENN. 


Mr. Rasaut. Now, Congressman Percy Priest, chairman of the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

Mr. Prisst. [ appreciate this opportunity to appear before your 
subcommittee today, to urge that the subcommittee give very careful 
consideration, and I hope approval of an appropriation of $2 million 
to complete advanced planning and initiate construction during the 
fiscal year 1957, on the lower Cumberland Dam. Now, this dam is 
to be located in the State of Kentucky. I understand that last week 
a number of the Kentucky Members of the House and Senate and 
others from that area were here in support of the appropriation. 

Nashville is my hometown and is my Congressional District. 
Nashville happens to be the largest port, insofar as volume of traffic 
is concerned, either on the Cumberland River, or the Tennessee River. 

This dam, as the committee well knows, would provide for a flood- 
control acreage of 1,223,000 acres—that is an approximate figure— 
the navigation lock would be 110 by 800 feet, and the pool created 
would extend 118.2 miles upstream to the Cheatham Dam on the 
Cumberland River which is nearing completion at this time. 

It would in doing so, replace five obsolete navigation locks and dams 
that are more than 40 years old. 

I made a specific check last week and found that on an 8-barge 
tow going downstream on the Cumberland River, that 11 hours were 
required to clear that tow through 2 of these old antequated, 40-year- 
old. inadequate locks. 

Mr. Rasavut. They are too short. 

Mr. Prisst. The maintenance and operating costs are becoming 
excessive, according to all of the figures that I have. 
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Traffic has increased, notwithstanding that situation, 21 percent 
since 1946. The benefit-cost ratio, according to the best figures I 
have been able to obtain, is about 2.8 to 1. Last year an amount 
of $200,000 was appropriated for planning. 

What we are so eagerly seeking, now, is an appropriation of $2 
million that the engineers might complete their advance planning and 
initiate construction during the next fiscal year. 

In my own opinion—and I think it could be borne out if we had 
time to go into statistics—the navigation features alone would justify 
the building of this dam and in doing so as quickly as possible. 

I am pleased to have here Mr. Everhart, Mr. Dyer, and Mr. Bridges. 

Mr. Everhart is president of the Cumberland Valley Association. 
He is also executive vice president of the Cumberland River Sand 
& Gravel Co.; executive vice president of the Cumberland & Ohio Co. 

Mr. Dyer is president of the National Bridge Co. and also represents 
the Chamber of Commerce of the City of Nashville. 

Mr. Bridges is secretary of the Propeller Club of the port of Nash- 
ville, Tenn., and also represents the eochesload River Development 
Committee and is vice president of the Ingram Barge Co. 

There are others here. 

The gentleman from Tennessee, my colleague, Mr. Bass, will present 
two gentlemen who are from his district and our colleague on the 
committee, Mr. Evins, will present a gentleman, the mayor of the 
city of Carthage, who is here from his district. 

These gentlemen have statements which they understand, because 
of the pressure of time, they will not attempt to read in full, but will 
file for inclusion in the record, and I hope the committee may hear 
at this time from Mr. Everhart, of Nashville. 

Mr. Rasavt. This is a $167 million project? 

Mr. Priest. That is the estimated total cost. 

Mr. Raxsavrt. Allotments prior to 57 were $200,000? 

Mr. Priest. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rapavr. There are tentative allocations here for fiscal year 
1957, $200,000 for planning. For preconstruction planning, leaving 
a balance to complete the planning of $300,000. 

Now, did I understand you to say something about $2 million? 

Mr. Priest. The $2 million figure, Mr. Chairman, is what we are 
requesting in order that the advance planning may be completed and 
construction initiated during fiscal year 1957. That was the minimum 
figure, after consultation with engineers and others—that we felt 
needed in order to complete the planning and initiate construction. 


STATEMENT OF C. M. EVERHART 


Mr. Evernart. As Mr. Priest mentioned, I am president of the 
Cumberland Valley Association which is a two-State organization, 
dedicated to the economic development of the Cumberland River. 

I appear here today on behalf of the association, with the identical 
request which I will not repeat. 

Mr. Rasavut. Do you have a statement? 

Mr. Evernart. Yes, sir. I am not going to read my prepared 
statement. I would like permission, sir, to file it with the record, and 
I would also like permission to file a statement addressed to the 
committee from the Governor of Tennessee, and also from the mayor 
of the city of Nashville. 
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Mr. Raxsaut. Without objection the statements will be accepted 
for the record. 
(The statements referred to follow:) 


Marcu 26, 1956 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Cannon: I regret that prior commitments would not permit my 
appearance before your committee to orally present the vital interest of Metro- 
politan Nashville and the municipalities of Tennessee in the full development of 
the water resources of the Cumberland River Basin and specifically the urgent 
need for construction of the lower Cumberland project. 

As major of the city of Nashville and president of the Tennessee Municipal 
League my interests are threefold: First, to actively support the maximum develop- 
ment of our water resources to meet the critical national problem of water short- 
ages; secondly, to assure that Nashville and other municipalities of Tennessee 
receive the maximum advantages of flood protection, hydroelectric power bene- 
fits, recreational opportunities, and the economic stimulus always accompanying 
these improvements; and, thirdly, to further the essential project developments 
now required to maintain the growing navigational use of the Cumberland River, 
an important sedment of America’s waterways system. 

Nashville’s first white settlers arrived by riverborne raft and since that time 
the Cumberland River has served as an important artery of commerce. In 
attempting to analyze the recipients of benefits from water transportation, it is 
extremely difficult to find any person who does not in some way share these 
advantages. Our industrial and domestic economy is based on steel products, a 
substantial portion of which is transported by water. Over 95 percent of middle 
Tennessee’s petroleum products arrive by barge. Sugar, salt, and grain, other 
basic commodities, as well as molasses, feed for dairy and beef producers, are 
delivered by water thereby allowing substantial transportation advantages to the 
consumer. 

Although the multiple purposes and benefits of the lower Cumberland project 
are enormous, the navigational aspects of the project are of such overwhelming 
importance that this deserves foremost consideration in the action which Congress 
will take. Nashville and the middle Tennessee area are already threatened with 
becoming a ‘‘one railroad community” through the proposed merger of the L. & N. 
and N. ©. & St. L. railroads. Unless this committee and the Congress act favor- 
ably my city and surrounding areas will be blockaded by river from increased 
commerce and the economie growth which commerce engenders. 

Gentlemen, I am referring to fact reported by the Corps of Engineers as follows: 
the 5 obsolete locks and the inadequate channel on the lower Cumberland impose 
an absolute ceiling on the river traffic which can be accommodated. These 
ancient facilities can accommodate only a 30 percent increase in present tonnage. 
The ceiling will be reached in a very few years. We ask, gentlemen, that you 
lift the ceiling and break this bottleneck on the opportunity of our people. 

The present installations on the lower Cumberland were installed some 50 
years ago and are long past their anticipated economic life. 

Further, the stultification of river transport is already exacting a heavy price. 
Large modern equipment, such as used in much of other portions of the Mississippi 
River inland waterways system, cannot enter the Cumberland. Many barge 
operators have thus canceled interconnections and service into our territory. 
Inadequate locks and channel impose a 30-hour excessive time factor in the 
schedule of barges operating on the lower Cumberland between Nashville and the 
Ohio River. The project proposed would reduce running time by almost three- 
fourths. 

Gentlemen, river transportation has been a great asset to our territory. In 
spite of inadequate facilities, commerce on the Cumberland has shown phenomenal 
growth throughout the past 10-year period reaching an alltime high of approxi- 
mately 2,900,000 tons in 1955. A tonnage increase of 19 percent per year has 
prevailed during the last 10 years; it has almost tripled. 

Speaking for an area which had been directly affected by drought, by floods, by 
an inadequate navigation channel, by heavy polluted streams, and by other dis- 
advantages of an unharnessed river, I feel qualified to evaluate the extensive 
benefits being realized from even the partial development of the Cumberland 
River Basin. Prior to the construction of the upstream multipurpose projects by 
the Corps of Engineers, the Cumberland River at Nashville reached flood stage or 
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higher on an average of once each 2 years. Since completion of the 3 upstream 
reservoirs, only a part of the total flood-control plan, flood damages of approxi- 
mately $5,800,000 have been averted at Nashville and a total of $8 million for the 
entire Cumberland River Basin exclusive of benefits from local protection projects. 
The lower Cumberland project will provide substantial additional benefits to the 
Ohio and Mississippi Rivers thereby extending these benefits to widely dispersed 
areas. 

Conversely, during the extreme dry season when the natural flows of the streams 
of the area were critically low, power discharges from the multipurpose réservoirs 
provided a substantial regulated flow for adequate water supply and pollution 
abatement. As is true in the case of flood-control benefits, the advantages from 
this low flow regulation extend into the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers as far as New 
Orleans, where the municipal water supply has been in jeopardy from salt water 
intrusion from the Gulf of Mexico. 

The growing power demand of the area also emphasizes the need for full devel- 
eee of the hydroelectric power potential of the Cumberland River. In the 

ashville electric service area, power consumption in 1955 reflected a 12 percent 
increase over 1954. Over the entire TVA service area a phenomenal 40. percent 
increase occurred during the same period. 

In the field of water supply there has been, and continues to be, serious areas of 
waste. If they continue unchecked they will impoverish us and our children. In 
all parts of our great Nation, however, among engineers, conservationists, farmers, 
householders, and I am sure in the Congress, there is a growing recognition that we 
must conserve and develop, as well as use, our natural resources. And in con- 
servation and development, as in use, water is the key resource. Here in the 
Cumberland Valley we are fortunate to have this basic resource available for the 
expanding industrial, domestic, agricultural, and related uses, provided it is fully 
developed to meet the growing needs of our economy. 

One of the most important uses of streams is for the disposal of waterborne 
waste. For reasons of economy, the available assimilative capacity of receiving 
waters should be utilized to the greatest extent possible to minimize outlays for 
disposal facilities. It has been estimated that the increased minimum flow on the 
Cumberland has reduced the cost of sewage disposal for the Nashville com- 
munity by as much as $250,000 per year. This is an important saving to my city 
which has under construction an $11 million sewage disposal system. 

The lower Cumberland project is adequately justified on an economic basis. 
The Corps of Engineers compute the benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.23 to 1. Ina recent 
presentation by the Cumberland Valley Association, the association stated that 
the Corps of Engineers was not permitted to include all benefits in their economic 
ratio and advised the Bureau of the Budget that this benefit-to-cost ratio ex- 
cluding recreational benefits would more nearly approximate 2.80 to 1 and in- 
cluding recreational benefits would represent a ratio of 4.67 to 1. 

We request that you thoroughly evaluate the immediate need for improvement 
of the lower section of the Cumberland River and urgently recommend your 
favorable consideration of this request for initial construction funds for the lower 
Cumberland project in view of the benefits which will be derived from the multiple 
features of the project. 

Respectfully, 
BEN West, Mayor, 
City of Nashville, President, Tennessee Municipal League. 


(et ae 


Marcu 27, 1956. 
Honorable CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Cannon: I regret that prior commitments prevent my joining 
delegations from Kentucky and Tennessee appearing before your committee for 
the purpose of testifying in behalf of the lower Cumberland project, to be located 
on the Cumberland River approximately 30 miles above its confluence with the 
Ohio. As Governor of the State of Tennessee, I take this means to lend all pos- 
sible support to these delegations in the securing of funds for commencement of 
construction of the lower Cumberland project and for subsequent funding neces- 
sary for completion of the project. 

It is true that the project itself is located outside of the boundaries of the State 
which I am honored to serve. However, the benefits do be derived from it trans- 
cend boundary lines and assume not only regional but national significance. I 
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feel, therefore, that in supporting this project, I speak not only as an official and 
citizen of Tennessee, but as a citizen who is sincerely concerned with the welfare 
of the region and the Nation in which I live. 

I am a layman, not an engineer. You have, no doubt, heard testimony from 
experts in the field of engineering who have given you precise details on the lower 
Cumberland project. You have heard and know well what the project will cost 
in money, materials, and time. I do not wish to burden you further with those 
details of which you are already aware. However, I do desire to add my voice 
to those others who sincerely support the preservation and development of the 
Nation’s natural resources. 

Rivers are the arteries which carry and sustain the lifeblood of our country. 
Tennessee and Kentucky are fortunate to have within their boundaries two rivers, 
the Cumberland and the Tennessee, both of which have had a profound effect on 
the welfare and economy of the two States, the South, and ultimately, the Nation. 
Congress, in its wisdom, has authorized plans for development of both rivers 
which are designed to afford the greatest possible control and utilization of the 
waters for the welfare of our people. Under the aegis of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, the Tennessee River is now bound by mighty structures of concrete 
and steel which channel its course from its rising in the eastern part of Tennessee 
to its joining with the Ohio in the northwestern edge of Kentucky. Where once 
its floods terrorized the people of the valley in the same manner as the recent 
visitations to our New England countrymen, there now exists freedom from such 
fear of devastation. On its broad waters flow over 9 million tons of commerce 
a vear, while the electrical power generated from its descent lights over a million 
homes in seven States, turns the wheels of industry, and activates arsenals and 
installations for the defense of the Nation. The development of the Cumberland 
River, under the Army engineers, rivals the development of the Tennessee. Now 
a point has been reached where one key project, the lower Cumberland, will permit 
fulfillment of a major part of the plan for development of the Cumberland River. 

The Cumberland River, rising in the mountains of southeastern Kentucky, 
flows southwest through the heartland of Tennessee and bends northwest through 
Tennessee and Kentucky. To the north and towards the source of the river, the 
massive Wolf Creek project has been constructed by the Army engineers to provide 
flood control and electrical power. To this project has been added the dam at 
Center Hill on the tributary Obey River and Dale Hollow on the Caney Fork. 
Near Nashville the Old Hickory and Cheatham projects are nearing completion 
and will provide modern navigation facilities for 165 miles. Below Cheatham 
Dam, unless funds are forthcoming for construction of the lower Cumberland 
project, there will exist a bottleneck of outmoded and deteriorating locks and dams 
which in a short time will stifle a river commerce now at nearly 3,000,000 tons a 
year. I wish, in the following, to discuss in broad terms five points in which the 
construction of the lower Cumberland project is of vital importance to me, to the 
people I represent, to the citizens of Kentucky and neighboring States and to 
other millions in our country who benefit from resources development. 

tlectrical power production.—The demand for power in this area, which is grow- 
ing apaee with our expanding national economy, now nearly exceeds the ability of 
existing systems to produce and future demands, if continued at the same rate of 
progression, cannot be met without the addition of all possible sources. The 
lower Cumberland project is the last major location in the area capable of being 
developed for massive production of low-cost hydroelectric power. Six hundred 
million kilowatt-hours, which is estimated by the Army engineers to be the average 
annual energy output of the powerplant, will bolster a power system which is 
strained to the breaking point, and will, in some measure, alleviate a future power 
shortage which is now of serious concern. 

Navigation.—One of the most significant contributions to industry and populace 
alike is the availability of a low-cost means of transporting bulk commodities. 
More and more industries are utilizing water transportation as a method of deliver- 
ing bulk commodities at savings which are ultimately returned to consumers. 
Commerce on navigable streams of the United States has grown in staggering 
proportions, particularly since the end of World War Il. The Ohio Valley would 
not be known as the “Ruhr” of America were it not for the mighty Ohio and the 
development with which this river has been blessed. The Cumberland River has 
kept pace percentagewise in the growth of commodity transportation and in the 
years since World War II has risen from approximately one-half mi lion tons % 
year to the 1955 high of 2,900,000 tons. As an indication of the inter: ;:ate nature 
of the shipments nearly 330 million ton-miles were involved in this traffic move- 
ment. Commodities which are basic to the welfare and economy of populaces, 
such as petroleum products, steel, and building materials, were brought into 
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Tennessee cheaply and expeditiously. I am reliably informed that this tre- 
mendous growth in traffic occurred due to an essential need and in spite of obstacles 
caused by obsolete locks and dams which have deterred many river transportation 
companies from using our river. The Army engineers estimate that an additional 
30 percent increase in river traffic, which is expected within a few years at the 
present rate of growth, will so congest the river and lockage facilities that no 
further increase in traffic could be handled. The immediate initiation of construc- 
tion of the lower Cumberland project is the only practicable solution to this 
problem. 

Water supply.—In the field of water supply there has been, and continues to be, 
serious waste. Where water supply in times past has been the concern of arid 
portions of the Western States, drought conditions, particularly in the last few 
years, have brought that concern home to us all. The rapidly decreasing under- 
ground water supply has had its effect not only from as far as the eastern metrop- 
olis of New York, but even to the farms of the south where once no shortage of 
water existed. I believe that the great reservoirs of the Army engineers and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority are one sure means of alleviating this condition. 
By storing water in times of flood and by judicious releases in times of drought, 
these two agencies have maintained a supply of water sufficient to sustain the 
needs of the downstream populaces and industries along both rivers and enable 
the continued flow of commerce. The lower Cumberland project will benefit 
directly the people of Tennessee and Kentucky in providing a source of water 
supply from its reservoir, and its benefits in this respect will extend down the 
Ohio and the Mississippi. 

Flood control.—Recent floods in the New England States, in Texas, and in 
California are dramatic reminders that our Nation is not yet fully protected 
from these mightiest of nature’s scourges. Inhabitants of the Ohio and Missis- 
sippi Valleys recall too well the disastrous floods of 1927 and 1937 and live in the 
realization that history can repeat itself until such time as these rivers and their 
tributaries are fully controlled. Under the able direction of the Army engineers 
much has been accomplished in this direction; however, much still remains to 
be accomplished before this constant threat to the lives and property of our 
citizens can be erased. The Cumberland River has long had an evil history of 
devastating floods and these waters have poured into and augmented floods 
along the Ohio and the Mississippi. The lower Cumberland project, with its 
tremendous capacity of over 1,270,000 acre-feet for storage of flood waters will, 
prove to be one of the greatest bulwark in the protection of the lower reaches of 
the Ohio Valley and the entire length of the Mississippi below Cairo, IIl., from 
future devastation. 

Recreation.—I am informed by the Army engineers that in the consideration 
of projects to determine a benefit-to-cost ratio that the laws and regulations which 
govern such considerations do not permit the inclusion of the recreational benefits 
which inevitably result. I firmly believe that time will see a change in these 
laws and regulations whereby the tangible and intangible benefits resulting to 
our people and to our local and national governments from all aspects of recre- 
ational development can be considered along with the other benefits to navigation, 
hydroelectric power production, and flood control. The ‘‘Great Lakes’’ of the 
South have changed the geographical faces of States and the recreational habits 
of their citizens. Countless millions of tourists from all of the 48 States of our 
country and visitors from abroad have been drawn to the region by the irresistible 
lure of these beautiful man-made impoundments. Apart from the tremendous 
impact on the private economy of the region from the spending by local citizens, 
tourists and visitors in this healthful pursuit, tremendous sums are annually 
returned through taxes to the coffers of local, State, and Federal treasuries. 
I am reliably informed that nearly $13 million annually will be generated by the 
lower Cumberland project in public visitation and recreational benefits which 
added to the navigation, power and flood-control benefits will result in the annual 
return of over $4.60 for each $1 spent for its construction and operation. 

Therefore, as Governor of the State of Tennessee, I strongly recommend and 
respectfully urge for your most serious consideration the appropriating of sufficient 
funds for immediate initiation of construction of the lower Cumberland project. 


Frank G. CLEMENT, 
Governor of Tennessee. 
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STATEMENT OF C. M. EvernHart, PRESIDENT, CUMBERLAND VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am C. M. Everhart of Nash- 
ville, Tenn., president of the Cumberland Valley Association which is a non- 
profit, general welfare organization, incorporated under the laws of the State of 
Tennessee, and organized in 1935, for the purpose of encouraging the full de- 
velopment of the great economic resources of the Cumberland River. The 
membership of the association extends the length of the river as it traverses 
eastern Kentucky, middle Tennessee, and western Kentucky. I appear before 
this distinguished committee representing this association and, on behalf of the 
membership, express our sincere appreciation for this opportunity. 

Being fully cognizant of your limited time and the heavy duties of the members, 
| would like to present this prepared statement of our purpose there, and to file 
with it for the record a more comprehensive and descriptive statement. 

The Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in its overall plans for the de- 
velopment of the Cumberland River, has included a total of 14 multiple-use 
projects on the river and its tributaries. Congress has authorized 11 of these 
projects, and 3 of them, located in the headwaters of the Cumberland, and 
designed to curb the devastating floods, for hydroelectric power production, and 
streamflow regulation, are fully complete and have already saved the valley in 
excess of some $10 million in flood-control benefits alone, provided inestimable 
benefits of streamflow regulation during periods of drought, and $7 million an- 
nually in power benefits. Two other multiple-purpose projects, including 
navigation, at Old Hickory and Cheatham, on either side of Nashville, are in the 
final stages of completion with ultimate completion scheduled for 1958. Five 
other projects are either in the planning stage or have been deferred pending 
further studies of economic justification. However, the immediate improvement 
and modernization of the lower Cumberland River in western Kentucky, has 
become essential at this time because of the complete inadequacy of existing 
facilities in this area to meet present demands. 

The Congress, in 1953, approved this project, consisting of the lower Cumber- 
land lock, dam, hydroelectric plant, and a canal connecting the reservoir created 
by Kentucky Dam on the Tennessee River, and the reservoir to be impounded 
by this project. Two hundred thousand dollars in planning funds was appro- 
priated by the Congress in 1955 and an additional $200,000 has been recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 1956-57. The planning phases of 
this project are moving toward a rapid conclusion. Our purpose in appearing 
before this distinguished committee is to request that the committee recommend to 
the Congress the appropriation of a minimum of $2 million for the immediate 
start of actual construction on this project during the next fiscal year. 

The Cumberland Valley Association believes that any further general economic 
and industrial development of the middle Tennessee and southwestern Kentucky 
areas are fully dependent upon the completion of this key project. If the 
Cumberland River is to continue as a principal transportation artery of the 
inland waterways system, immediate replacement of the existing obsolete struc- 
tures and modernization of the navigation channel below the Cheatham project 
is essential. Prolonged periods of floods and high waters during the spring of 
1955 and again in 1956, in the area of this project, have again demonstrated to the 
citizens of this area that land management and control can never be realized in 
this area until this project is completed. 

On February 12, 1952, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors sub- 
mitted a report to the Chief of Engineers, outlined in Senate Document No. 81, 
83d Congress, 2d session, indicating that the benefits-to-cost ratio of this project 
would be 1.38. This study was based on 1950 traffic volume with a so-called 
assured growth factor for the next 25 years. The estimated navigation savings 
was then based on the savings to this traffic, resulting from the 9-foot navigation 
channel over the existing 6-foot channel plus an additional movement that would 
result from the provision of the 9-foot channel. This association submits that 
this estimate was ultraconservative, particularly in view of the fact that the 
estimated average assured growth for a 50-year period has already been reached 
in only 5 years. This association has made a current study, based on current 
economic conditions and costs, which reveals that the current benefit-to-cost 
ratio is 2.8 to 1, excluding all visitation and recreational benefits. If these recrea- 
tion benefits are included the benefit-to-cost ratio rises to 4.67 to 1. The naviga- 
tional benefits alone are full justification for the construction of this project. 

It is impossible to describe to this committee the extreme hardships encountered 
in bringing modern navigational equipment up the Cumberland River under the 
present conditions. Located below the Cheatham project are five obsolete locks 
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and dams completed between the years 1916 and 1923. These locks are 52 feet 
wide, and 280 feet long. In the case of modern equipment, a single barge will 
completely fill one of these locks. A standard tow, consisting of 6 to 8 cargo 
barges, and a towboat, sometimes requires as long as 7 hours to navigate one of 
these locks. It is common knowledge along the waterways that the locking 
time required on the Cumberland is equal to half of the total transit time. Most 
waterways operators, who are licensed to operate on the Cumberland River as 
common carriers, have discontinued operation pending modernization of these 
navigational facilities. A Nashville shipbuilding company, which builds some of 
the largest equipment used on the inland waterways, has been forced on many 
occasions to decline orders for modern equipment to be used on the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers, but which are too large to be transported through the obsolete 
locks now in operation on the lower Cumberland River. 

Notwithstanding these acute difficulties, the volume of commerce and the 
demands on the system, even under these adverse conditions, continue to rise 
at a surprising rate, and between the years 1950 and 1955 the annual commercial 
tonnage increased by 1 million tons. The Army engineers now estimate that 
with the existing navigation structures, an increase of over 30 percent over cur- 
rent traffic will so congest the river and lockage facilities that additional traffic 
over this increase could not be handled. This is very easy to comprehend, 
since a recent instance where 2 tows met at one of these obsolete structures re- 
sulted in a 12-hour delay to one of the units. 

With the initiation of construction of the lower Cumberland project in fiscal 
year 1957, the average life of the 5 obsolete locks and dams proposed for replace- 
ment by this project will be 43 years. The age of these structures, together with 
restrictive size of the lock chambers, dictate the immediate replacement of these 
structures for continued navigational use of the Cumberland River. It is esti- 
mated that from 6 to 8 years would be required for the completion of this project, 
and we submit that the hour is now late in order to avoid a complete strangulation 
of the economic development of this great area. Using the present annual ton- 
nage volume as a base, and adding a 1-million-ton increase between the years 
1954 and 1962 (the earliest date for possible completion of this project), we 
would have a situation of complete congestion before this facility could be con- 
structed. The study which we will submit for the record reveals that the naviga- 
tion benefits alone will more than justify construction of the project without the 
substantial benefits assigned to all of the other multipurpose uses such as flood 
control, water storage, power, agricultural, and other benefits. 

Recent floods throughout many sections of the United States and the prolonged 
high waters and floods in the Cumberland Valley during the past 2 years, again 
point up the need for full development of maximum flood control facilities. It is 
almost axiomatic that at the same time of year that the Ohio River rises to flood 
crest, the situation is further aggravated by extreme high waters and floods on 
the Cumberland and other tributaries. Over 1,270,000 acre-feet of storage 
capacity will be available in the lower Cumberland Reservoir for flood-control 
purposes. During February and a large part of the month of March of the current 
year, high waters have been flowing over the tops of these structures to a depth 
ranging between 15 and 30 feet and flooding the lower valley in Kentucky. he 
proposed flood-control capacity of this new structure will not only alleviate this 
condition but will provide substantial benefits to the lower Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers as well as the immediate area of the Cumberland Valley. 

During the past year, the matter of streamflow regulation has been brought 
vividly into focus with the low streamflow available in the lower Mississippi River 
after periods of extreme drought throughout the valley. This great reservoir 
would contribute substantially to controlling this critical situation in future years. 
It is apparent now that the ever-rising critical water shortages confronting the 
Nation, and our increasing dependence upon greater volumes of water, that more 
attention must be paid to the matter of water conservation. Natural drainage 
water must be stored in these areas providing natural storage basins, and nowhere 
in these United States is a more natural storage area provided than in the valley 
of the Cumberland. The selected site of the lower Cumberland Reservoir has 
been termed by engineers, one of the most natural areas in the Nation. 

The area traversed by the Cumberland River is facing an acute shortage of 
electrical power, and most recently, the area, in desperate need of industrial 
expansion, has lost more than one large industry due to the lack of availability of 
sufficient electrical energy. The 130,000-kilowatt capacity of the lower Cumber- 
land powerplant, with an estimated annual energy output of 600 million kilowatt- 
hours, will greatly assist in future years to meet these growing power demands 
with economical hydroelectric power. 
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Little has been said in this presentation regarding the increased benefits to be 
derived from the crossflow canal which will connect this proposed reservoir and 
the reservoir now created by Kentucky Dam on the Tennessee River. Alternate 
and shorter routes in some cases, for commercial navigation, crossflow stream 
regulation in cases where one of these streams experience drought conditions, 
which is often the case, constant hydroelectric power production by both fac ilities, 

and maximum water conservation by crossflow regulation, are all features of this 
unique project which will add materially to the benefits for the entire Nation. 

This project, under current estimates, will cost $167 million if construction is 
initiated during fiscal vear 1957. The cost in 1952 was estimated by the Corps of 
Engineers at $145 million, and in 5 years the estimated cost, due to rising costs, 
has increased some $22 million. Further delays will further increase these esti- 
mates. The current estimates provide total annual cost of this project of 
$6,840,000. The navigation benefits, power benefits, and flood-control benefits 
alone provide annual benefits of $19,139,000, or a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.8 to 1. 
If recreational and visitation benefits to the area of $12,800,000 were included 
the benefit-to-cost ratio would rise to 4.67 to 1. This association believes that 
detailed analysis of this pro‘ect reveals one of the most feasible and economically 
justified projects in the entire water resources-development program of our 
Nation. 

Notwithstanding the fact that other authorized projects in the Cumberland 
tiver Basin have full economic justification for construction, this association, 
cognizant of an essential ceiling on the budget for water-resources development, 
appears here only to recommend that the committee further recommend to the 
Appropriations Committee the inclusion of an appropriation of $2 million to 
initiate construction of the lower Cumberland project during fiscal year 1957. 
We are advised that such an amount is the minimum amount that can be eco- 
nomically expended during the fiscal year for this purpose. 

We submit, gentlemen, that the need is urgent. The full potential benefits of 
the modern upstream navigation facilities now in service can never be realized 
without this key project, and access to those facilities will be effectively blocked 
until its completion. In a coneluding word, we are re spectfully requesting the 
Congress to make a nominal start toward “unlocking our river.’ 

Again, we express our appreciation to the committee for this opportunity, 
We urge your serious consideration of this very important matter, and commend 
to your attention the detailed calculations of benefits contained in the summary 
presented to the committee. 

Thank you. 


PROGRAM FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN 


tecommendations of the Cumberland Valley Association for Fiscal Year 1957— 
February 1956 


INTRODUCTION 


The Cumberland Valley Association is a general welfare, nonprofit organization 
incorporated in the State of Tennessee and organized in 1935. The objectives of 
the association are to promote and support the most feasible plan whereby the 
natural resources of the Cumberland River may be developed and utilized for 
navigation improvement, to maintain flood-control devices, to generate electric 
power from hydroelectric plants, to assure an adequate water supply for future 
generations, to advance the interest of the whole Cumberland River Valley and 
to do those things for the general welfare of its citizens. 


DEVELOPMENT OF THE CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN 


Beginning with the initial appropriation for the Cumberland River in 1832, 
the first development of the stream was entirely in the interests of navigation. 
From that early beginning 124 years ago, the river has become increasingly im- 
portant to the welfare and economy of the area and, with the yearly growth in 
commercial commerce, navigation is still one of the most significant iment of 
river development. However, in response to the growing demands for protection 
from fieods, adequate water supply for industrial and domestic consumption, and 
full utilization of the hydropower potential of the area, the present plan for 
development of the Cumberland River Basin was conceived by the Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, and is now being executed through the con- 
struction of multiple-use projects strategically located to provide maximum 
benefits. 
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PRESENT STATUS OF THE PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT 


Eleven of the projects in the present plan shown on the following page have 
been approved by Congress for construction. The four projects in the headwaters 
above Wolf Creek are included in the long-range plans for construction after the 
downstream projects of higher priority are completed. 

The Wolf Creek, Dale Hollow, and Rica Hill projects are complete and in full 
operation for power production, flood control, and streamflow regulation. An 
analysis of the chart inclosed as exhibit A vividly displays the flood-control value 
of these projects which provided flood-control benefits totaling $3,600,000 in the 
Cumberland River Basin alone during the March 1955 flood. During the extreme, 
dry season when the natural flows of the streams of the area were critically low, 
power discharges from these multipurpose projects provided a substantial regu 
lated flow to assure an adequate water supply and to enhance pollution abatement. 
As an example of the value of this regulation, the United States Geological Survey 
Department reports flows at Nashville would have been as low as 500 cubic feet 
per second in the unregulated stream whereas the mean regulated flow was in 
excess of 6,000 cubic feet per second. As is true in the case of flood-control bene- 
fits, the advantages from this low-flow regulation extend into the Ohio and Mis- 
sissippi Rivers as far as New Orleans, where the municipal water supply has been 
in jeopardy from salt-water intrusion from the Gulf of Mexico. . Power benefits 
from these 3 projects exceeded $7 million during the past fiscal year with the 
production of over 1,323 million kilowatt-hours of electrical energy. 

Construction of the Old Hickory project is now in the advanced stage. The 
lock and dam are substantially complete and in operation. The powerplant is 
approximately 65 percent complete. The Army engineers advise that a total of 
$45,646,000 has been appropriated for the Old Hickory project including 
$5,475,000 made available for the current fiscal year’s operations. The entire 
project is scheduled for completion in April 1958. A cut showing current con- 
struction status is shown on the preceding page. 

The Cheatham project is also well along in the construction stage. The lock 
and dam are complete and in operational status. The substructure for the power- 
plant is approximately 85 percent complete, and a contract for completion of the 
powerplant will be awarded in the near future. A total of $24,965,000 has been 
appropriated for construction of the Cheatham project including $6,360,000 for the 
current fiscal year’s operations, according to the engineers. The entire project is 
scheduled for completion in October 1958. The current status of construction is 
reflected in the cut shown on the following page. 

The Carthage and Celina projects are in advanced planning status, however, no 
work is being accomplished on these projects during the current fiscal year. 

Work on the Stewarts Ferry, Three Islands, and Rossview projects is now in 
deferred status and the Corps of Engineers advise that these projects will be 
completely restudied for economic justification prior to the submission of recom- 
mendations for construction. 


IMPROVEMENT OF THE LOWER CUMBERLAND RIVER 


Early improvement of the lower Cumberland River below the Cheatham project 
is becoming increasingly essential on account of the inadequacy of the existing 
facilities. In view of the restrictive size of the lock chambers now in operation 
and the unfavorable channel conditions for tows similar in size to those navigating 
the connecting waterways, many shippers find it impossible or impracticable to 
attempt to navigate the Cumberland River under existing conditions. Initial 
planning funds in the amount of $200,000 were made available for the lower 
Cumberland project during the current fiscal year. Work was immediately 
initiated by the Corps of Engineers on subsurface investigations of the project 
site and on hydraulic studies in connection with the preparation of general design 
memorandum. Basic surveys and mapping were also initiated and the entire 
planning program is scheduled to be expeditiously accomplished in accordance 
with the available funds. A cut of an artist’s perspective of the lower Cumberlar’ 
project is shown on the following page. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR LOWER CUMBERLAND PROJECT 


The Cumberland Valley Association believes that the general economy and 
further industrial development of the southwestern Kentucky and middle 
Tennessee areas are dependent on the full utilization of the water resources of the 
Cumberland River Basin. Further, we believe that if the Cumberland River is 
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to continue as a principal transportation artery of the inland-waterways system, 
immediate replacement of the existing obsolete structures and modernization of 
the navigation channel below the Cheatham project is essential. 

Exhibit B, showing a recent tow on the Cumberland River, reflects the extreme 
hardships encountered in bringing modern navigation equipment up the Cumber- 
land River under present conditions. Most towing companies which are licensed 
to operate on the Cumberland River as common carriers have now discontinued 
operations pending modernization of navigation facilities. A Nashville ship- 
building company has also been forced on numerous occasions to decline orders 
for modern floating-plant equipment for use on the connecting waterways but 
which are too large to be transported through the obsolete locks now in operation 
on the lower Cumberland River. In view of the hazards involved, construction 
of equipment of a size similar to or larger than that shown in exhibit C has been 
discontinued pending modernization of navigation facilities. 

The commercial navigation potential of the Cumberland River is apparent, 
however, from the continual growth of commerce and the demands on the system 
even under obsolete conditions. Charts showing the increase in commerce by 
commodity groups and on a ton-mile basis are inclosed as exhibits D and E. 
Exhibit F is an example of the thriving river activity at the Nashville port. 

With initiation of construction of the lower Cumberland project in fiscal year 
1957, the average life of the 5 obsolete locks and dams proposed for replacement 
by this project will be 43 years. The age of these structures together with the 
restrictive size of the lock chambers, 52 feet by 280 feet (see exhibit H) dictate 
the immediate replacement of these structures for continued navigational use of 
the Cumberland River. Exhibit G shows the tremendous savings in towing and 
locking time which will be realized upon construction of the lower Cumberland 
project. 

The navigational features of the Corps of Engineers estimate as reported in a 
review report published as Senate Document 81, 83d Congress, 2d session, was 
based on 1950 traffic volume with a so-called assured-growth factor for the next 
25 years. The estimated navigation savings was then based on the savings to 
this traffic, resulting in the 9-foot navigation channel over the existing project 
plus an additional movement that will result from the provision of the 9-foot 
project. This estimate is considered ultraconservative, particularly in view of 
the fact that the estimated average assured growth for the 50-year period has 
already been reached in only 5 years. The association feels that a reasonable 
tonnage should be based on the existing traffic projected for the foreseeable growth 
to 1962 (estimated completion of lower Cumberland) with the additional average 
growth of 3 percent for each year thereafter. The President’s Materials Policy 
Commission estimated in 1952 that gross national product would continue to 
grow at a rate of 3 percent a year. Thus, an annual growth factor of 3 percent 
appears to be conservative, particularly when the volume increase in traffie on 
the Cumberland River has averaged 19 percent per year over the past 10 years. 

The Army engineers estimate that with the existing navigation structures, an 
increase of 30 percent over current traffic will so congest the river and lockage 
facilities that additional traffic over this increase could not be handled. 

With the better alinement and increased depths that will be available after the 
construction of the lower Cumberland project, towing speeds can economically 
be increased from 5 to 9 miles per hour. 

It is noted that the navigation benefits alone will more than justify construc- 
tion of the project without the substantial benefits assigned the power and flood 
control features of the project. (See exhibit K, sheets 1 and 2.) 

The growth in power consumption in the Kentucky and Tennessee areas is 
readily apparent from an analysis of the charts inclosed as exhibits Land J. The 
130,000-kilowatt installed capacity of the lower Cumberland powerplant with an 
estimated annual energy output of 600 million kilowatt-hours will greatly assist 
in meeting these growing power demands with economical low-cost hydroelectric 
power. 

Recent floods in the New England States, in Texas, California, and in other 
areas of our great Nation, point up the need for development of maximum flood- 
control facilities considered economically sound in order that repetitions of the 
1927 and 1937 floods in the Ohio and Mississippi River Basins as well as those 
of subsequent years in other areas may not occur with their accompanying tre- 
mendous damages and loss of life. Over 1,270,000 acre-feet of storage capacity 
will be available in the lower Cumberland Reservoir for flood-control purposes. 
This flood-control capacity will provide substantial benefits to the lower Ohio 
and Mississippi Rivers. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


After detailed analysis as contained in exhibit K, the Cumberland Valley 
Association urgently recommends that $2 million be made available to initiate 
construction of the $167 million lower Cumberland project during fiscal year 1957 
The association believes that the benefit to cost ratio of 4.67 to 1 including recrea- 
tional benefits and 2.80 to 1 without recreational benefits represents one of the 
most feasible and economically justified projects in the entire water resources 
development program of our Nation. 

The association further recommends that construction funds in the amount of 
$3,650,000 for the Old Hickory project and $4,200,000 for the Cheatham project, 
as contained in the President’s budget message, be made available during the 
forthcoming fiscal year to continue construction of the two projects in an orderly 
schedule. 

Notwithstanding the fact that other projects in the Cumberland River ‘Basin 
have full economic justification for construction, the association, cognizant of an 
essential ceiling on the budget for water resources development does not recom- 
mend funds for any additional projects for fiscal year 1957. 


Benefit to cost ratio 
Navigation benefits: 
{xtension of existing benefits (conservatively estimated as de- 
preciation and interest required for in-kind replacement) - - - $595, 000 
Elimination of operation and maintenance cost for existing 
structures _ __ sas be esos ne RS a etree 423, 000 
Elimination of channel dredging e xpe nse_ yee 72, 000 
Annual savings in locking time over e xisting structures. ~ (Aver- 
age over 50-year life of 18,037 tow-hours at $70 per tow- 
hour) s ad ee 1, 263, 000 
Annual savings in tow-hours resulting from elimination of 
al'gnment bottlenecks in existing project and increased 
efficiency in deeper pool ee sa boda ieee 680, 000 
Savings for Cumberland River traffic originating on inland 
waterways downstream from the Tennessee River by virtue 
of the canal. (Approximately 20 miles saved by using 
Kentucky Pool. Average over 50-year life of 2,750 tow- 
hours at $70 per tow-hour) aie us 192, 000 
Provision of the alternative route to the Ohio by virtue of the 
canal in case of unavoidable lock closure on either the Ken- 
tucky or Lower Cumberland lock-_--- SN Gi 190, 000 
Savings to new traffic by construction of Lower Cumberland_. 10, 120, 000 
Total navigation benefits _ 13, 535, 000 
Fower benefits... .......... 3, 300, 000 
Flood control benefits_____--___- Fas 2, 304, 000 


Subtotal annual benefits (1) 19, 139, , 000 


Total annual costs. $6, 840, 000 
Benefit to cost ratio____...._--_-.- 2.80 to 1 
Recreation benefits (2) __-_--_- $12, 800, 000 
Total annual benefits (1) a ig $31, 939, 000 
Total annual costs_ $6, 840, 000 
Benefit-to-cost ratio ; 4.67 to | 


Savincs For CuMBERLAND River Trarric Ustinac INLAND WATERWAYS 
DOWNSTREAM FROM THE TENNESSEE RIVER 


An analysis of 1954 traffic indicates that 51 percent of all traffic on the Cum- 
berland originated on inland waters downstream from the Tennessee — River. 
Estimate prepared using the 50-year average of traffic with an average barge 
load of 3,000 tons (based on loaded and empty barge traffic) with a speed of 9 
miles per hour and an average cost of $70 per tow-hour. The canal connecting 
the Cumberland and Tennessee will shorten the route for this traffic by 20 miles. 





7,281,000 tons 
3,000 tons 


at 51 percent X 
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Estimated savings 


20 miles 


: ———= 2,750 tow-hours 
9 miles per hour 


2,750 tow-hours at $70 per hour=$192,000 ! 


1No allowance has been shown for traffic moving between the Cumberland and Tennessee 
Rivers which should develop since substantial savings will accrue. 


1950 

1954_ 

1962 (completion lower 
Cumberland) _ - 

1968... 2: = 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980. 

1981 

1982 

1983_ 

ro) ce 

eRe 525k 

L986 

1987 

1988 

1989 


Estimated tons ! 


Estimated tonnage 


Actual tons 
1, 627, 560 
2, 185, 423 


1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 _- 
2003 
2004 
2005. 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 


3, 135, 000 
3, 229, 000 
3, 326, 000 
426, 000 
529, 000 
, 635, 000 
744, 000 
856, 000 
972, 000 
091, 000 
214, 000 
340, 000 
_ 470, 000 
604, 000 
742, 000 
, 884, 000 
_ 030, 000 
181, 000 
, 336, 000 
496, 000 
5, 660, 000 
, 830, 000 
6, 005, 000 
6, 185, 000 
6, 370, 000 
6, 560, 000 
6, 757, 000 
6, 960, 000 


w 


WwW WwW & 


Ww 





tOororor gor ee oe ee ee 


Total 


or 


Average tons 
period) 
Limit of growth on exist- 


ing system _- 


(50-year 


New traffic _- 


1 Tonnages from 1963 to 2012 based on normal 3-percent growth. 


2 Based on foreseeable traffic. 


Estimated tons | 
7, 169, 000 
7, 384, 000 
7, 605, 0OO 
7, 833, 000 
8, 068, 000 

"310, 000 
5, 559, OOO 

816, 000 
, O80, OOO 
, 352, 000 
, 633, OOO 
, 922, OOO 

220, 000 

527, 000 

, 843, OOO 

, 168, OOO 

503, 000 

, 848, 000 

203, 000 

, 569, 000 

946, 000 

334, 000 

, 734, 000 


et et 
_—— 
a) 


WWNNNRK = 


364, 058, 


000 


7, 281, 000 
, 000 
000 


3 Average tonnage over 50-year life based on initiation of construction in fiscal year 


1957. 


75562—56—pt. 2——67 
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Investment and annual cost 


Investment: 
First cost (1955 base) __- wares , Bs __.. $167, 000, 000 
Interest during construction ___- Sats 12, 525, 000 
Unamortized portion of existing structures based on comple- 
pletion of lower Cumberland project in 1962 (6-year con- 
struction initiation fiscal year 1957): 
Lock and dam B_- __.. $28, 000 
Lock and dam C_-__-. ; ; +0 . 44, 000 
Lock and dam D_ owes eii- 
Lock and dam E_-_- aia oT _ 110, 000 
Lock and dam F_-_-_- 125, 000 
——— 332, 000 


Total investment_. so Satna 179, , 857, 000 


Annual costs: 
Sinking fund deposit (50-year sinking fund, at 2.5 percent) __- 1, 
Interest hs ies 4. 15, 000 


Operation and maintenance of OI cat 00, 000 


845, 000 
Af 
5( 


Total annual cost__-_-- ~~ ; ; 6, 840, 000 


Savincs In LockaGE TIME 
The estimated savings in lockage time of the lower Cumberland lock over the 
five obsolete locks presently in use is 19.5 hours per average tow: 
Estimated savings 
19.5 hours X 2,775,000 tons ! at $70 per tow-hour =$1,263, 000 
3,000 tons per tow 
1 Estimated capability of existing locks. 


Savines 1n Tow-Hours Dur To ALINEMENT IMPROVEMENT AND INCREASED 
Poot DrEptH 


The construction of the lower Cumberland will allow speeds of 9 miles per hour 
because of the increased pool depth and elimination of existing alinement bottle- 
necks. The average speed for the existing 6-foot navigation pools is estimated at 
5 miles per hour. Saving in time is 

118.2 118.2 


— _-= 5 
5 9 10.5 hours. 


Estimated savings 


1 f g : 
2,775,000 ! X 10.5 hours X $70 per tow- ~hour _ $680,000 


3, 000 tons (ave rage tow) 
1 Estimated capability of existing 6-foot project. 
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Investment of annual cost for replacing present lower Cumberland pool structures 
in kind 


INVESTMENT 





| Date existing) 
facility Original cost 1955 cost 
completed 


Lock and dam B ; $679. 683 $3, 462. 000 
(.i CT 2 o2 5. | oad dpkmnmeneiebeaamtte 1918 721, 381 2, 617, 000 


Lock and dam D 1916 629,255 | 3,305, 000 
Oe EE cc accrwh a irandnhud cb sabia iinet ‘ 1, 075, 810 4, 072, 000 
Lock and dam F Rides 1923 | 110,743 | 3, 424, 000 


Total estimated cost (replacement in kind). - ycuikee tusleieemebeds Lihdads civ: deh 1a 16, 880, 000 
| 


ANNUAL COSTS 


Sinking fund deposit (50 years at 2.5 ods $173, 000 
Interest at 2.5 percent..___ donuitin'? ae 
Annual 7 yeration and maintenance on structures. scbainsatakac Shea len wildinebitan 423, 000 
Annual channel maintenance dredging. .._..._-- . vaataee 72, 000 


Total estimated annual cost required to continue navigation.............................. 1,090, 000 


Savinas To New Trarric Dug to Construction or LowER CUMBERLAND 
PROJECT 


Reference is made to page 43 of Senate Document No. 81, 83d Congress, 2d 
session. The River and Harbor Board, Corps of Engineers, in 1951 estimated that 
a savings of $989,100 would be realized on 274,200 tons of new traffic. On this 
basis, the savings per mile is: 


$989, 100 l 


=$0.019 per ton-mile 
274,200 “*191 miles (mouth Cumberland to Nashville) 0.019 per ton-mile 


Ystimated savings.—4,506,000 tons (new traffic) times 118.2 miles (lower 
Cumberland Pool) times $0.019 equals $10,120,000. 


Public visitation and recreation benefits 


¥ ; pepe 
Kentucky Lower Cum- 


berland 
Reservoir ; 
(1954) 2 Reservoir 


(estimate) 
Visitation - - .-- 4, 801, 000 2, 000, 000 
Man-days employment prov ided by recreation business enterprises. sa 101, 601 | 50, 000 
Income from recreation business on lakeshore. - scan $1, 758, 000 | $800, 000 
Capital investment (floating and fixed) on lakeshore... __- =~ $12, , 358, 000 $6, 000, 000 
Business generated by commercial activities in area dependent for the most | 
part on the reservuir: 
Hunters and fishermen (800,000 man-days with estimated expenditures | 
at $10 per day) ?___. $8, 000, 000 
Boaters, picnickers, campers, and sightseers (1,200,000 ) aa eaye with 
estimated expenditures, at $4 per day) 4 4, 800, 000 


Total 1 i amieealitns 12, 800, 000 





! Tennessee Valley Authority estimates. 

* Meals, lodging, boats, motors, gas, oil, bait, and shells. 
No estimate available. 

‘ Food, gas, oil, and souveniers. 
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Mr. Evernarr. | would like to take a brief moment to describe, 
if | possibly can, the very extreme hardships and difficulties that we 
are experiencing, and all people are experiencing in the navigation of 
the Cumberland. 

I hold in my hand, Mr. Chairman, a picture of a tow which is 
termed “Ordinary river equipment,” today, which came into Nashville 
not long ago. In that particular tow, every single barge in it required 
an individual locking through five locks whic h this proposed project 
is contemplated will replace. The least ime that that tow required 
at any one of those locks was 7 hours 15 minutes and extended up to 
8 hours 30 minutes at one of them. In other words, when the two 
arrived in Nashville, it had spent a far greater amount of the entire 
time in 190 miles, navigating these locks, than it did in the total 
transit time. 

Now, the other point that I would like to make very briefly is 
this: In 1954, the Corps of Engineers estimated—and I think their 
estimate was correct—that with these old hand-operated locks in the 
lower portion of the river, that a 30-percent increase over present 
volume of traffic on the river would so congest the facilities that they 
could not possibly handle any additional tonnage. We are vitally 
concerned because in 1955 alone, the past vear, 20 percent of that 30 
was reached in expanded volume, which means that this particular 
project was started tomorrow, with a possible 6 years to complete 
we would have 5 years of an absolute ceiling on any expanded volume 
of traffic moving on the Cumberland River. 

I am not going to say any more regarding the navigation. | 
would like to say that all civil engineers who have inspected this 
particular project say it is one of the most unique situations in the 
country with regard to flood control and water storage. 

We have just gone through a period, Mr. ( ‘hairman and members 
of the committee, of 7 weeks, when almost the entire area that will 
be inundated by this particular project has been under water. The 
land is completely incapable of being managed because almost every 
year we have from 4 to 7 weeks when this lower valley has been 
completely ae. It has been 7 weeks this year. Almost at 
the same time every year when the Ohio River reaches flood crest, 
the Cumberland an calc out its floodwaters. 

As Congressman Priest mentioned, we have a unique situation 
here, one of the most natural storage basins in the country for not 
only flood control on the lower Ohio and Mississippi, but a vast 
storage basin of 1,270,000 acre-feet, which will be cross connected to 
Kentucky Lake, to provide one of the greatest conservation measures, 
insofar as water resources are concerned. 

I feel sure that I have taken up my time, Mr. Chariman, and | 
appreciate the opportunity to be here. We certainly hope the com- 
mittee will give us favorable consideration. 

Mr. Rasaut. The committee can recognize this barge situation 
and the difficulties encountered in putting through the locks and the 
great help the new locks would be. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY B. DYER 


Mr. Dyer. Mr. Chairman, I am here representing the Chamber 
of Commerce of Nashville. I am a past president of the Chamber 
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of Commerce of Nashville and a member of the Cumberland River 
development committee. 

[ have a prepared statement here, which I feel sure you prefer that 
| do not attempt to read to you. I want to file it with you. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Harry B. DyER FOR THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF 
NASHVILLE, TENN. 


Gentlemen, I am Harry B. Dyer, president of Nashville Bridge Co., Nashville, 
Tenn. I am past president of the Nashville Chamber of Commerce, a director 
of the Mississippi Valley Association, a director of the American Waterways 
Operators, Inc., a trustee of the Ohio Valley Improvement Association, a past 
president of the Propeller Club, port of Nashville, a member of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers, and a master and pilot of river vessels. 

I am appearing before you today on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Nashville, Tenn., as a member of its Cumberland River development committee; 
but, in addition, I am confident that I am expressing the consensus of the thinking 
of the vast majority of the affected citizens within the entire lower Cumberland 
Valley area as well as the opinions of the operators and users of the Cumberland 
River and connecting waterways. 

[ am here to ask for the appropriation of $2 million for beginning construction 
on the lower Cumberland Dam. This multipurpose dam and reservoir in the 
lower Cumberland River near mile 30 is most urgently needed from the standpoint 
of navigation, power development, flood control, and recreational developments; 
and I will elaborate on each of these factors in the following paragraphs: 

(a) Modern navigation facilities are essential to the growth and progress 
of Nashville, capital city of Tennessee. Already many barges and towboats are 
being built which are too large to go through the present antiquated and obsolete 
locks on the Cumberland River, and many tows are now being operated on the 
Mississippi and Ohio Rivers at a draft which will not permit them to come up 
the Cumberland River in low water. In recent years, many accidents involving 
serious damage have occurred to towboats and barges which were attempting to 
navigate in the Cumberland River in spite of the present handicaps. ven when 
barges small enough to negotiate the present locks are used, they must for the 
most part be locked through one barge at a time and, with the five small locks 
between Nashville and the mouth of the river, often much more time is consumed 
in locking at the various locks than is required in actual navigation on the river. 

When 2 or more fleets of 5 or 6 barges each happen to arrive at a lock at the 
same time, there have often been delays of 10 hours or more at each lock when the 
sailing time between locks is only 3 hours; and there are presently 5 small locks 
between Nashville and the mouth of the river. 

In spite of the obsolescence and inadequacy of the present locks and channel 
in the lower Cumberland River, there was an increase in total tonnage in the 
10-year period from 1945 to 1955 of approximately 362 percent. This increase 
has been occasioned by the rapidly expanding market area in Nashville and 
vicinity and is an indication of the tremendous further increase which would 
occur if the navigation facilities were completely modernized. 

As an illustration of the loss of time caused by our present lock conditions, 
one large tow, which recently came up the Cumberland River, spent 39 hours 
at the locks whereas, if the lower Cumberland Dam was completed, the locking 
time would be reduced to 1 hour. Some of the large towboat operators have 
given up trying to operate on the Cumberland River due to the delays and dam- 
ages caused by operation in the inadequate channel and small obsolete locks. 

The proposed interconnecting canal between the lower Cumberland project 
and the existing Kentucky Reservoir on the Tennessee River will provide further 
substantial benefit to navigation. The shortening of the distance between Nash- 
ville and downriver points will result in substantial savings in operating costs 
and will give the additional advantage of an alternate route in event of disruption 
of traffic caused by the closure of either the lower Cumberland or Kentucky lock. 

During the last war, our company could not participate in the program for 
construction of LST ships at inland yards because the LST’s were too large to 
go in the Cumberland River locks; and we have recently been precluded from 
bidding on many of the modern large integrated river fleets and offshore drilling 
rigs for the same reason. Since the trend in river transportation is to the larger 
equipment, Nashville cannot enjoy the benefits of modern river transportation 
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until our existing obsolete facilities are replaced with modern facilities; and, 
furthermore, some of our present locks and dams are in such poor condition 
that they may become unusable at any time, which would completely cut Nash- 
ville off from any river transportation. Accessibility to a modern canalized 
waterway is becoming more and more a consideration in the selection of large 
new industrial sites; and, since the dispersal of industry is now becoming so 
important to our national defense, it seems of paramount importance to provide 
modern waterways facilities in this area, as well as additional electric power. 

(b) From the standpoint of power development, there is no question about the 
need for additional electric power. The Tennessee Valley Authority, the Federal 
Power Commission, and the Southeastern Power Administration have all gone 
on record in support of the power features available from the lower Cumberland 
project and have emphasized the growing need for power from the lower Cumber- 
land River. 

Sales of power within this region have increased at a tremendous rate; the 
increase from 1946 to 1954 was 250 percent. This is an excellent indication of 
the probable further rate of increase in the future, and the proposed dam would 
permit an additional 130,000 kilowatts of capacity at a very reasonable cost 
per kilowatt. 

I favor the maximum utilization and conservation of our natural resources, 
and I feel that we should not let this much potential power go to waste when it 
could economically generate badly needed electrical energy at a low operating 
cost and without any depletion of our natural resources. The proposed inter- 
connecting canal between the Cumberland and Tennessee Rivers would permit 
much more economical utilization of the waters of both rivers for power develop- 
ment. 

(c) The dam will have considerable floodwater storage; and, although this addi- 
tional flood-control reservoir would not affect us in middle Tennessee, it would 
give added protection to those on the lower Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, where 
it is badly needed and its location near the Ohio River would be very effective 
in this respect. Flood protection for the lower Ohio and Mississippi Valleys 
must be provided by reservoirs on the tributaries, and the proposed lower 
Cumberland Dam will provide a substantial portion of this much-needed flood 
protection. The interconnecting canal will permit equalizing the flood storage 
in both rivers for greater overall capacity. 

(d) The benefits relating to navigation, power development, and flood control 
have been assessed in monetary terms and are considerably more than sufficient 
to return the Federal investment. Realistic estimates show this ratio to be 
2.8 to 1. Few people, however, realize the tremendous business which has 
grown up through the recreational facilities created by the lakes of high dams. 
Figures have been compiled which indicate that the recreational business alone 
would pay for the entire project. The most conservative estimate we have for 
the recreational yield from Kentucky Lake last year was $50 million. A conserva- 
tive estimate for the proportion of recreational spending that goes into Federal 
taxes is 22.6 percent; but, if we use only 20 percent as the average tax rate, that 
means that $10 million was collected last year by the Government from that source 
on Kentucky Lake. It is estimated that the lower Cumberland Lake would 
produce half of that revenue, or $5 million per year in taxes, which in 35 years 
would pay the total cost of the entire project. 

This vast business, which is growing larger each year, will vitally affect the 
economy of any area and should be taken into consideration in computing the 
value of this type of dam. Many property owners whose lands have been 
partially flooded by this type of dam have found that their remaining land is 
worth more than all of their land was worth before the dam was built. 

In view of the apparent indecision during the 6 or 8 years prior to authorization 
of the high dam for the lower Cumberland, practically no improvements in river- 
bottom lands and no development of port facilities have been accomplished. 
It is certain that these economic features will proceed at a rapid rate, once 
construction of the dam is started. The overall needs of the area clearly show 
that the complete and efficient use of the entire water resources of the Cumberland 
River is an urgent necessity, and the lower Cumberland Dam is the missing link 
which must be started immediately. 

[ therefore respectfully urge this committee to take favorable action toward 
the appropriation of $2 million to begin the construction of this project. 

Thank you. 

Harry B. Dyer. 
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Mr. Dyer. I just want to make a few statements on this Cumber- 
land Dam. 

The chamber of commerce approved the authorized projects on 
the Cumberland River. There are quite a number of them, none of 
which have been started and they decided they would back only one 
new start, and that is this lower Cumberland project, which is the one 
project that everybody agrees is absolutely urge ntly needed. When 
Congressman Priest commented on the locks that we have, I hear 
you “comment that they are too short. They are much too short. 
Many of the barges our firm builds now, they are also too narrow for 
the larger barges. which are being built ‘today, and are operating on 
the other rivers and it cannot operate on our river, because they will 
not go in the locks at all. We just can’t even get those barges up 
here. 

Now the smaller barges which Mr. Everhart referred to can come 
in by bringing one barge through the lock at a time, but the larger 
barges which are more efficiently operated cannot even come in our 
river. They are too large. We have built coal barges which are 
290 feet. Our locks are 280. They cannot even operate in there. 
We can in flood times get thein out, but nobody can navigate be- 
cause you can’t depend on it, but once of twice a year. Most of the 
time we can’t even bid on that large equipment unless we think it is 
ata time when a flood might enable us to get it out. 

Now, one other point that I did want to point out to you is that in 
all of the estimates of the ratio of benefit to cost, a volume of traffic 
in the future has been estimated and every time that traffic has far 
surpassed the estimate and | think that the estimates on which this is 
hased will be far surpassed. I think the benefits will be far greater 
than the estimates show them to be, because the way the traffic is 
increasing, it has done that in every particular case. 

In so much as I am submitting this statement I won’t go on with 
my remarks, but I do hope that you might have some questions to 
ask me, since I have been building equipment for the river and navi- 
gating on it for the last 30 years. 

Mr. Rapavt. I think the committee understands the situation. 
We have sympathy for it, too. It takes time to get the plans ready 
and we are doing this in other parts of the country on rivers where 
we are taking out these old locks and putting in single locks that 
take longer barges rather than breaking them up and putting them 
through ‘piecemeal. We realize the problem and we are pleased to 
have the statement. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question. 
| am doing so because we have with us a very prominent Member of 
Congress in Mr. Percy Priest, who happens to also be chairman of the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, as you know. 

I would like to ask the gentleman what he would think of a nation- 
wide policy being instituted toward making a charge on these barges 
going through such locks, and all traffic going through, so as to create 
a fund out of which to improve the waterways of the Nation. 

What would be your reaction to such a change in policy? 

Mr. Dyrr. I would be very much opposed to it. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Why? 

Mr. Dyer. We think in the first place the Constitution provided 
that the waterways would be forever free for all the use of all the 
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people of our country and we don’t think it would be proper to put a 
charge on it. We don’t think it would be practical to apportion 
the charge properly and if you are going to get into that question, 
I could give you quite a good many points along that line. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You suggested we ask you questions and that. is 
the logical question to me, coming from a landlocked area. It comes 
to my mind whether or not you people are not standing in your own 
light because through the creation of such a fund, would you not 
practically guarantee the improvement of the great waterway system 
in the United States at a far more rapid rate than by depending on 
direct appropriations out of the Congress? 

Mr. Dyer. We don’t think so. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Well, I am glad to have your opinion. You 
look like a very intelligent gentleman and that is why [ am asking you 
the question while we have our ve ry illustrious colleague here with us. 
I have a lot of respect, as far as Mr. Priest is cone erned, 

Mr. Evins. I might say, to my colleagues, that Senator Everhart, 
who was introduced for his business connections, is also a Democratic 
State Senator, and that Mr. Dyer is a leading Republican in our area, 
and you have detected their intelligence. I might say on this basis 
they give bipartisan support for this very important project. 

Mr. Evernarr. Mr. Chairman, I appeared before another com- 
mittee of Congress on the very question the gentleman raised. | 
would be glad sometime to take about an hour and a half and answer 
his question. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Dyer, would not the completion of the lower 
Cumberland Dam complete the chain of locks and dams on the 
Cumberland? 

Mr. Dyer. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. This is the one link, the omission of which keeps the 
project from being completed. 

Mr. Dyer. That is the one dam that interferes with completing 
the project. It is like building a house and not putting the roof on it. 
It will complete the whole navigation project into Nashville and will 
be what it takes to give Nashville and middle Tennessee its navigation. 

Mr. Evins. We reemphasize the point that this is the dam that is 
needed to complete the whole chain of dams on the river. 

Mr. Dyer. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. And until it is completed, the efficiency of the other 
dams in the area is not fully effective. 

Mr. Dyer. That is correct. 

Mr. Evernarr. You can’t get to them. We have a_ beautiful 
setup of $150 million worth of beautiful locks up the river which are 
inaccessible. The benefit of those two projects upriver can never be 
realized until this link is completed. We have a beautiful bottle with 
an iron-clad cork in the mouth of it. 

Mr. Evins. This is the project which, in effect, reaches into the 
Mississippi River wor into Kentucky through the lower reaches of the 
river and until it is completed the other “dams are not completely 
efficient? 

Mr. Dyer. That is correct. 

Mr. Evernart. Mr. Chairman, of 7 barge companies who have 
operating rights up the Cumberland River, all but 1 have abandoned 
the river, completely. 

Thank you very much, sir. 
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Mr. Priest. Next is Mr. Bridges, president of the Propeller Club. 
He has a statement to file, and he may want to make a brief state- 
ment. Then I shall yield to my colleague, Mr. Bass. 


STATEMENT OF R. E. BRIDGES 


Mr. Brinces. Mr. Chairman, I am R. E. Bridges, member of the 
river improvement committee of the Nashville Chamber of Commerce. 
| am president of the Propeller Club and also vice president and oper- 
ating general manager of the Ingram Barge Co. The Ingram Barge 
(Co. operates petroleum tows on the river. We have two tows which 
operate into the port of Nashville. 

We find that our average locking time per unit through these obso- 
lete locks on the lower river is about 1 hour—40 minutes to an hour. 
We are forced to operate up the Cumberland River with a three-barge 
tow. On the other rivers we normally use a four-barge tow which 
means an increase of another 1,500 tons in cargo. 

It is also a fact that on the Cumberland River, due to these obsolete 
locks, that the towing rate usually takes a higher rate for the Cumber- 
land River ports of the trip. Such as a quarter of a mill a ton mile or 
something of that sort. 

We all know that the cost of your gasoline that you buy in your 
pumps depends a whole lot on the transportation costs. Being able 
to save a day each way coming up the river on our locking time, we 
can certainly haul our gasoline into the city of Nashville, or Clarks- 
ville as the case may be. at a lower rate. 

This is a multipurpose dam. It takes in things besides navigation. 
Being in the navigation business, we are aware of that. 

We strongly urge that this ¢ ommittee approve the amount of money 
the engineers state will be necessary to start this dam. We know it is 
going to take several years to complete it and the sooner the start is 
made, the sooner we will realize the benefits of it. For instance, the 
Cheatham lock, which is already completed, just below Nashville, 
it takes us from 15 to 25 minutes to lock through it, with a 3-barge 
tow. The small locks below take approximately 2 hours, with good 
conditions. 

If you have a tow like the picture you have seen, it takes an extra 
6 or 8 hours to operate that through. 

Our men know how to lock through. They are the same men who 
have been doing it for years. It takes us 2 hours to make a locking 
of 3 barges through the tow. We have discontinued entirely the 
possibility of bringing a 4-barge tow to Nashville. 

Thank you for vour time, gentlemen. I have prepared statements, 
here, which I would like to submit. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 


STATEMENT OF R. E. BripGes 


Mr. Chairman, I am R. E. Bridges, a member of the river improvement com- 
mittee of the Nashville Chamber of Commerce, serve as president of the Propeller 
Club of America, port of Nashville, and am vice-president of Ingram Barge Co., 
of Nashville, Tenn. I appear before you to testify in behalf of the lower Cumber- 
land project to be located approximately 30 miles above the mouth of the Cumber- 
land River in western Kentucky. 

As a representative of the river improvement committee of the Nashville 
Chamber of Commerce and as president of the Propeller Club, port of Nashville, 
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1 speak for thousands of the citizens of that town who are interested in the con- 
servation and preservation of all our natural resources and are vitally concerned 
with the development of the Cumberland River in particular. 

As vice-president of Ingram Barge Co., I speak as an individual having first- 
hand knowledge of the impact which the Cumberland River has upon the economy 
of Nashville, Tenn., and the surrounding area. Although I am primarily con- 
cerned with river navigation and commerce, I fully recognize those other benefits 
obtained by full river development such as flood control, hydro-electric power 
production, water conservation, and recreation. I would like therefore, to touch 
briefly on each of these broad fields. 

River transportation is essentially a service industry and its value is measured 
solely by the extent to which it serves those needs adequately and at the lowest 
possible cost. One of the most important contributions to industry and populace 
alike is the availability of this low-cost means of transporting bulk commodities. 
Industries in increasing numbers are utilizing water transportation as a method 
of delivering these bulk commodities at savings which are ultimately returned to 
consumers. The years since World War II have witnessed a phenomenal rise 
in the use of water-borne commerce on the navigable rivers of the United States. 
The Cumberland River has kept pace percentagewise in this tremendous traffic 
growth and has risen from about one-half million tons in 1945 to nearly 3 million 
tons in 1955. Included in this river traffic are commodities which are basic to 
the welfare and economy of the Nation, such as petroleum products, steel, and 
building materials. This growth has occurred in spite of obstacles to river 
navigation which are rapidly becoming insurmountable. Below Cheatham lock 
there exists a series of five obsolete locks and dams, each of which is a barrier and 
bottleneck to modern river tows. Operation of modern equipment is extremely 
hazardous and difficult through this section of the river, which serves as a funne! 
for the entire system, due to the restrictive size of the lock chambers of these 
obsolete locks. In fact, lockage time is nearly equal to towing time under the 
best conditions. When two tows meet at a lock, which frequently happens, one 
tow is forced to wait many costly hours while the other tow is passed through 
the lock. Most of the towing companies which are licensed to operate on the 
Cumberland River as common carriers have now discontinued operations pending 
modernization of navigation facilities. 

A Nashville shipbuilder has been forced on numerous oceasions to decline 
orders for modern floating plant equipment for use on the connecting waterways 
but which are too large to be transported through the locks now in operation. 
These obsolete locks have now exceeded their economic life, and are in such poor 
structure! condition that any one of them could fail thus effectively sealing off 
the entire system. Immediste replecement of these structures and moderniz9tion 
of the navigation channel is vitel to this entire area if the Cumberland River is to 
continue to serve as a major transportation artery. With the better channel 
alinement and ineressed river depth thet will be available on completion of the 
lower Cumberland project, towing speeds can be economically increased from 5 
to 9 miles per hour and totel lockage time reduced from 20 hours to 1 hour for an 
average tow moving from the mouth of the river to Nashville. The tots] savings 
in lockage and towing time will be approximately 30 hours. On estimated cost 
of operation of modern equipment at $70 per tow-hour savings, ultimetely passed 
to consumers, would totel $2,100 for each one-way trip. The lower Cumberland 
project is adequately justified on an economic basis from navigation alone, 
however, the additional flood control, hydroelectric power, stream flow regulotion, 
and related benefits provide both regional and national benefits and make this 
project one of the most essential to be constructed in the national waterways 
development program. 

Power consumption from the Tennessee Valley Authority system has increased 
over 360 percent since 1946. In this area which is continuing to grow with our 
expanding national economy, the demand for power continues to increase and even 
now strains the ability of the existing power system. Future demands, if con- 
tinued at the same rate of progression, will result in a power shortage unless 
additional power sources are added. The lower Cumberland project is the last 
major location in the area capable of being developed for massive production of 
low-cost. hydroelectric power. The Army engineers estimate that the project is 
capable of producing an average annual energy output of 600,000,000 kilowatt- 
hours which will, in some measure, alleviate a future power shortage which appears 
even now to assume serious proportions unless additional power producing 
facilities are added. 

An adequate water supply is rapidly becoming a serious problem to munici- 
palities and industries alike. Drought conditions in the last few years have em- 








— 


ll ee | a ee ee ee es ee 


a Sy ee 


eee we 


1065 


phasized the serious nature of the problem, and decreasing underground water 
tables have caused concern where formerly no reason for concern existed. The 
great reservoirs of the Army engineers and the Tennessee Valley Authority are 
one answer to this problem. Waters which are stored in the reservoirs during 
times of flood and adequate natural inflow are released in times of drought in 
order to supply a sufficient amount of water to sustain the municipal, industrial, 
and navigational needs. The lower Cumberland project will be an excellent 
source of water supply not only to the people within the area but also to the in- 
habitants of the lower Ohio River Valley and those of the Mississippi River 
Valley below Cairo, II. 

The floods in the New England States last year and the more recent floods in 
California have brought reminders to us all that the problem of controlling floods 
has not been completely solved. The disastrous floods of 1927 and 1937 along 
the Cumberland, the Ohio, and the Mississippi Rivers are still fresh in the mem- 
ories of people who lived through these disasters. The danger from floods will 
continue to exist until all our rivers are properly harnessed. The lower Cumber- 
land project will have about 1,270,000 acre-feet for storage of floodwaters and 
will go far to prevent floods in the lower Ohio and Mississippi River Valleys. 

tecreational benefits are not included by the Army engineers in determining 
a benefit-to-cost ratio for projects. However, tremendous benefits do exist in 
this field and extend to many millions of our people annually. In 1955 over 
5 million persons visited Army engineers impoundments on the Cumberland River 
while many millions more visited Tennessee Valley Authority reservoirs. Apart 
from the tremendous impact on the private economy of the region due to the spend- 
ing by local citizens, tourists, and visitors, tremendous sums are annually returned 
through taxes to the coffers of local, State, and Federal Treasuries. It is esti- 
mated that about $13 million annually will be generated by the lower Cumberland 
project in public visitation and recreational benefits of which a goodly percentage 
will be returned to the Government in the form of taxes. 

Of the 4 major Tennessee municipalities, 3 are located on fully improved 
waterways. The industrial development and expansion in these three cities have 
far exceeded that of Nashville for the past few years and indicates the economical 
advantages of waterways use in industrial growth. The completion of one link 
in the development of the Cumberland River will permit Nashville to enjoy 
comparable benefits to those of the other major cities. 

[ appreciate the courtesy of this body in permitting me to be heard and I 
strongly recommend for your consideration the appropriating of $2 million during 
the fiseal year 1957 to permit commencement of the lower Cumberland project. 


Mr. Priest. Mr. Chairman, our colleague from Tennessee, Mr. 
Bass. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ROSS BASS 


Mr. Bass. For the record, | am Ross Bass of the Sixth Congress- 
ional District of Tennessee, and, Mr. Chairman, I have two very 
distinguished gentlemen from my district with me that I would like to 
have come up to the table, Mr. H. E. Harrison, with the Clarksville 
Power Board, and Mr. Charles Runyon, city attorney of Clarksville, 
Tenn., and also the attorney for the Cumberland Electric Corp. 

Mr. Chairman, [ am grateful for this opportunity to appear before 
your committee in support of the Lower Cumberland Project since a 
portion of the proposed reservoir will lie in the Sixth Congressional 
District of Tennessee, and since the project is of such vital concern 
to the people I represent and to the entire area of middle Tennessee. 

| am sure that you have been well informed on the technical analysis 
and basic economics of the project, so I will not be repetitious in 
discussing these features. I take this opportunity, however, to em- 
phasize the immediate critical need for development of the lower sec- 
tion of the Cumberland River. Failure to develop this section of the 
river has stunted and retarded the economic growth of southwest 
Kentucky and middle Tennessee. If a healthy, robust, economy 
comparable to the rest of the country is to be created and maintained 
then the lower Cumberland must be fully developed. 
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The Congress wisely authorized the construction of a multi- 
purpose project for the lower Cumberland River in the River and 
Harbor Act of 1954. This authorization, however, followed by 9 
years the original recommendation of the Corps of Engineers for 
improvement of the lower section of the river. During this period 
the economy of the valley has deteriorated. This deterioration has, 
in a great measure, been due to the lack of a functioning, modern, 
waterway. 

The five-county area of the lower Cumberland River, and I am 
excluding Montgomery County, Tenn., on account of its economic 
stimulus from Fort C ampbell, Ky., has experienced a population loss 
of 19.1 percent during the period 1940 to 1950. In contrast, the 
seven-county north Alabama area, excluding Madison County which 
is influenced by Redstone Arsenal, has experienced a population gain 
of 7.1 percent over the same period. In an analysis of these trends, 
the outstanding benefits to be enjoyed from an improved waterway is 
apparent from the great industrial expansion which has been accom- 
plished in the north Alabama area. The great majority of this 
industry is dependent on, and is daily utilizing, the tremendous 
advantages of waterways transportation, an adequate industrial water 
supply, and electric power made available in a great part by the 
harnessing of our basic natural resource—water. 

The potential for similar growth and development is also available 
in the Cumberland River Basin as is evident by the increase in com- 
merce on the Cumberland which, in spite of the grossly inadequate 
facilities in the lower river, reached an all-time high in 1955 of approxi- 
mately 2,900,000 tons and which over the past 10-year period has 
maintained an average annual growth of more than 18 percent. 
Further increases in commerce are only awaiting the modernization 
of the stream to permit full utilization of the modern towing equip- 
ment now operating on the connecting waterways. 

The far-reaching effect of these benefits are apparent by reference 
to a few of the specific movements. Last year approximately 615,000 
tons of grain moved by water into the Tennessee River. The benefits 
from these shipments accrued to the grain producers of the Midwest, 
to the millers along the Tennessee River, to the chicken growers of 
north Alabama and Georgia, to the consumers of broilers in the New 
York, Chicago, and other metropolitan areas, as well as to the con- 
sumer of bakery products in the areas served by the Tennessee River. 

As another example, the shipment of coal over the inland water- 
ways system for power production at defense and industrial plants 
along the Ohio, and in electrical energy plants in the Tennessee 
Valley, at Georgia Power Co. plants, and in other areas, is permitting 
power production at minimum cost as well as reducing rates on com- 
petitive transportation systems. | cite as a specific example a rail- 
rate reduction of approximately $1.25 per ton on shipments of coal 
from the west Kentucky fields to Rome, Ga., after initiation of a 
combined waterway and truck shipment to serve an electric generating 
plant at that location. 

In addition to the almost nationwide benefits from navigation 
improvement, the other multiple benefits from the lower Cumberland 
project are of similar scope. Tremendous flood control benefits will 
be provided on the Ohio and Mississippi River areas as well as to the 
lower Cumberland. The water supply, pollution abatement and low 
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flow regulation will also enhance conditions at the municipalities and 
industrial installations along the lower Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. 
The low flow regulation for navigation improvement, of course, will 
provide a better interchange of commerce throughout the entire 
inland waterways system. Foreign and domestic trade utilizing ports 
on the Gulf of Mexico and on the Great Lakes will also benefit from 
this improved inland waterway distribution system. 

Power usage in the Cumberland and Tennessee Valley area has 
increased almost fivefold in the past 10-year period. While the 
increase in power consumption in the area has been influential in 
increasing the standard of living for the local residents, more than 
two-thirds of the power consumed last year was used by defense 
installations and heavy industry whose products were distributed 
throughout our great Nation. The power demands in this area 
continue at an unprecedented rate and the need for full development 
of the low-cost hydropower potential should be apparent to all. The 
lower Cumberland project with an installed capacity of 130,000 
kilowatts and an estimated annual energy output of 600 million 
kilowatt hours will make a substantial contribution in meeting these 
demands. 

Notwithstanding the fact that, under the current criteria, recrea- 
tional benefits cannot be included by the Army engineers in the 
economic analysis of a project, I believe that all of us realize that 
these recreational advantages are becoming more essential in our 
accelerated rate of business, professional and social life. The phe- 
nomenal usage of the man-made reservoirs in our water-resources 
development program points up the tremendous benefits from recrea- 
tional aspects alone. It has been estimated that under current 
visitation rates, recreational benefits from the lower Cumberland 
Reservoir will conservatively reach $13 million annually. 

I consider the request we are making today a very modest one in 
view of the pressing needs for all of the multiple benefits to be derived 
from the lower Cumberland project. The Corps of Engineers con- 
servatively estimate the benefit-to-cost ratio at 1.23 to 1. The 
addition of other benefits, however, for which the engineers cannot 
include values, will provide substantial increases on the benefit side. 
The Cumberland Valley Association considers a more appropriate 
ratio to be 4.67 to 1 including recreational features. We earnestly ask 
your favorable consideration of the request for $2 million to initiate 
construction of the lower Cumberland project. I sincerely thank the 
committee for the time given me and for your attention to my request. 

I would like to say that this construction of the lower Cumberland 
lock and dam, might be Cumberland to getting the lower plate, after 
going to the dentist and getting the upper plate. The lower is no 
rood. without the uppers, and this project certainly deserves the con- 
sideration of the committee, because the entire development for 
navigation purposes of the river is dependent upon this dam which 
gives the entrance into the Cumberland River. 

We have already spent some $450 million in developing the naviga- 
tion facilities of the river, and they are not effective, without the 
development of this. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I won’t take up any more of your time, but 
| would like for the committee at this time to hear Mr. Runyon, who 
lives in Clarksville, Tenn. 
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Now, Clarksville is the biggest city on the reservoir of the proposed 
Cumberland project. I would like to say this, that sometimes these 
projects are objected to by a few people who are on the reservoir, but 
in this ease I think Mr. Runyon can tell you and I know of experience 
in my own district having three counties affected by it, that it has 
the full backing of the communities involved in it, so Mr. Runyon 
would like to be heard at this time. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES V. RUNYON 


Mr. Runyon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T am 
citv attorney for Clarksville, for the Clarksville Power Board, and | 
also represent the Cumberland Electric Membership Corp. 

Clarksville has a population of about 25,000, and if the densely 
mare adjoining areas were included, it would be about 40,000. 
As Mr. Bass says, it is the largest city in the basin of the lower Cumber- 
land, between Nashville and the Kentuc ky line. 

Being on the Cumberland, from time to time Clarksville has suffered 
from high water, both directly and from the flooding of roads and 
highways leading into Clarksville and the areas adjoining. 

The Cumberland Electric Corp. serves a membership of about 
25,000, in five north-middle Tennessee counties, chiefly farmers, small 
home owners, and smell-business men. 

The Cumberland Electric Membership Corp. serves members on 
both sides of the Cumberland River, from the Kentucky line to David- 
son County, of which Nashville is the county seat and State capital. 

In the matter pending before you, we are primarily interested in 
flood control, its costs and costs from flood damage, and we are also 
directly interested in river transportation to supplement rail trans- 
portation 

There are five antiquated locks on this river. 

Flood control is generally supported from tax dollars cf the entire 
Nation and flood damege is an economic loss to the entire Netion, 
regardless of where the land is that is flooded. We believe it will be to 
the economic pdvantage of the Nation to build this higher dam on the 
lower Cumberland and across channel just above that dam and the 
one on the Tennessee River, to connect those two rivers, so as to better 
control the waters in each river, particularly at flood times. 

My reason is, the whole Nation has learned the importance of con- 
serving water supply. This dam will help in this conservation. 

As for the technical aspects of flood control and transportation, | 
would refer you to the Army engineers and the men who have made a 
direct study of this and know more about it than I do. 

Shall I ‘le this? 

Mr. Ranaut. Yes. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES V. RUNYON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Charles V. Runyon, 
attornev representing the citv of Clarksville and the Clarksville Power Board and 
also representing the Cumberland Flectric Membershiv Corp. 

The citv of Clarksville has a population of about 25,000 and if the densely 
populated adjoining areas are included then the populk ition is nearer 40,000. 

Clarksville is the largest citv in the basin of the lower Cumberland between 
Nashville and the Kentucky line. Being on the Cumberland River, from time to 
time Clarksville has suffered from high water both directly and from the flooding 
of roads and highways leading into Clarksville. 
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The Cumberland Electric Membership Corp. serves a membership of about 
25,000 in the five north-middle Tennessee counties, chiefly farmers, small home 
owners, and small business people. 

The Cumberland Electric Membership Corp. serves members on both sides of the 
Cumberland River from the Kentucky line to Davidson County of which Nash- 
ville is the county seat and State capital. 

In the matter pending before you we are primarily interested in flood control, 
its cost and the cost from floods and flood damage, and we are also directly 
interested in river transportation to supplement rail transportation. 

‘Today there are five antiquated locks on the lower Cumberland between 
Clarksville and the Ohio River. 

Flood control is generally supported by tax dollars from the whole Nation. 
llood damage is an economic loss to the entire Nation regardless of where land 
is flooded, 

We believe that it will be to the economic advantage of the whole Nation to 
build a high dam on the lower Cumberland and to build a cross channel just above 
that dam and the dam on the Tennessee River to connect those two rivers so 
as to better control the waters in each river, particularly at flood time. 

In recent years the whole Nation has learned the importance of conserving the 
water supply. This dam will help this conservation. 

As for the technical aspects of this matter both as to flood control and trans- 
portation I prefer to have you consider the advice of the Army engineers and others 
who have studied those things and are better posted as to the details. 


STATEMENT OF E. H. HARRISON 


Mr. Harrison. Gentlemen, I appreciate this opportunity of 
presenting this matter to you, which I will do very briefly. Mr. 
Runyon has been giving a lot of thought to this problem and I thought 
maybe he would take up the rest of the time available, but he did 
very nicely. He was conservative and I shall be less conservative 
than he was. 

I want you to understand that I am appearing here as chairman 
of the transportation committee of the Clarksville Chamber of 
Commerce, and also as chairman of the power board, which position 
| have held for the past 18 years. 

[ am appearing before you today with a group of citizens from the 
Cumberland Valle 'y section of our country, in behalf of the so-called 
higher dam of the lower Cumberland River. 

According to all available statistics and information, this region 
faces during the next year or two, a terrific shortage of power. One 
main reason for this pending shorts age is that more than 50 percent 
of the TVA power supply is alres ady allocated to and used by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

It is my privilege to present to you some more of the reasons why 
[ am endorsing this project for additional power. As a national 
defense measure, this additional power is needed. In arriving at 
this conclusion I cannot be unmindful of the contribution that TVA 
power made for victory in World War II. It is evident to us all 
that we cannot wait for a declaration of war, or a sneak attack before 
beginning to build our dams and powerplants, any more than we 
could wait to begin building our airplanes and atomic bombs after 
war was declared. I am dee ply impressed and particularly this 
year, with the need for flood control. Twice this year, except for 
dams on the upper Cumberland, we would have had two disastrous 
floods in this valley. Floods this year in California, Pennsylvania, 
and the eastern section of our country have cost us more than 200 
lives and unnumbered millions of dollars, and have all but wiped out 
the total assets of that wonderful organization which we all know 
as the American Red Cross. 
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Incidentally, | am chairman of the American Red Cross for our 
county. 

Just a few years ago, not more than 3 or 4 or 5 years ago, I recall 
having put on a pair ‘of hip boots and going down to the C ‘umberland 
River to help rescue people, all day and well into the night, when we 
had a high flood. 

Third, transportation is one of the main projects in our entire 
country that we are concerned with, from our President on down. 
Water transportation in my lifetime has grown to be a real factor 
in the movement of essential freight. Long strings of barges con- 
stantly patrol our waterways. Our highways are crowded to over- 
flowing now. But if you will please visualize adding this existing 
river tonnage to our highways, and imagine the impossible traffic jam 
on our now crowded road system. 

Fourth, I am a strong advocate of public power development. 
The waterways are owned by the people of our Nation and for that 
reason in my opinion they should be developed to the fullest benefit 
by the owners. I am strong for the development of the Colorado, 
the Missouri, and the St. Lawrence Rivers. These projec ts should 
not be delayed. We are already late. Projects like the Cumberland 
River and the Tennessee River development should not be considered 
sectional projects any more than we should consider the Panama 
Canal as sectional. 

Sixth, I cannot fail to be impressed with the rural development of 
electricity within a few years’ time. Electricity has taken the place 
of coal-oil lamps and tallow candles in almost every farm home. 

In conclusion may I state for 18 years I have been chairman of the 
power board of the city of Clarksville. This operation has been one 
of the best in the valley. It pays a generous tax equivalent into the 
municipal treasury of our city. 

| would like to add, which I overlooked adding, that I am a large 
landowner on the Cumberland River and own some 900 acres of land, 
a substantial part of which is river-bottom land. I heartily endorse 
the development of this project. ‘Thank you very much, sir, 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Harrison follows:) 

To the members of the Senate and House Public Works Appropriation Com- 
mittee | am appearing before you today with a group of citizens from the Cum- 


berland Valley section of our country in behalf of the so-called high dam on the 
lower Cumberland River. 

According to all available statistics and information, this region faces during the 
next year or two a terrific power shortage. One main reason for this pending short- 
age is that more than 50 percent of the TVA power supply is already allocated to 
and used by the Atomic Energy Commission. 

It is my privilege to present to you some of the reasons why I am endorsing this 
high dam project for additional power. 

First, as a national-defense measure, this additional power is needed. _ In arriv- 
ing at this conclusion I cannot be unmindful of the contribution that TVA power 
made to victory in World War II. It is evident to us all that we cannot wait for a 
declaration of war or a sneak attack before beginning to build our dams and power 
plants any more than we could wait to begin building our airplanes and atomic 
bombs after war was declared. 

Second, I am deeply impressed and particularly this year with the need for flood 
control. Twice this year, except for dams on the upper Cumberland River we 
would have had two disastrous floods in this valley. Floods this year in Cali- 
fornia, Pennsylvania, and the eastern section of our country have cost us over 200 
lives and unnumbered millions of dollars and have all but wiped out the total 
assets of that wonderful organization which we all know as the American Red 
Cross. 





1071 


Third, transportation is one of the main projects that our entire country is 
concerned about, from our President on down. Water transportation in my life- 
time has grown to be a real factor in the movement of essential freight. Long 
strings of barges constantly patrol our waterways. Our highways are crowded to 
overflowing now. But, if you will, please visualize adding this now existing river 
tonnage to our highways and imagine the impossible traffic jams on our now 
crowded road system. 

Fourth, | am a strong advocate of public power development. The waterways 
are owned by the people of our Nation and for that reason, in my opinion, they 
should be developed to the fullest benefit by the owners. I am strong for the 
development of the Colorado, Missouri, and St. Lawrence Rivers. These projects 
should not be delayed. We are already late. 

Fifth, projects like Cumberland River and Tennessee River development should 
not be considered sectional projects any more than we would consider the Panama 
Canal as sectional. 

Sixth, I cannot fail to be impressed with the rural development of electricity. 
Within a few years’ time, electricity has taken the place of coal-oil lamps and 
tallow candles in almost every farm home. 

Seventh, in conclusion, may I state that for 18 years I have been chairman of 
the power board for the city of Clarksville, department of electricity. This opera- 
tion has been one of the best in the valley and pays a most generous tax equivalent 
into the municipal treasury of our city. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Kk. H. Harrison, 
Chairman, Clarksville Electric Power Board, 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Chairman, I want to take the opportunity of 
presenting one of my friends and esteemed constituents, Mayor 
Bill Rankin, of Carthage, Tenn. Carthage is located on the upper 
reaches of the Cumberland. 

Mr. Ranaut. We will be very glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM RANKIN 


Mayor Rankin. I am mayor of the city of Carthage, Tenn., located 
on the Cumberland River, about 117 miles above the city of Nashville. 
| am here today as proponent of the immediate commencement of the 
lower Cumberland project on the Cumberland River in western Ken- 
tucky, about 30 miles above its meeting with the Ohio. The future 
of navigation on the Cumberland River, a major transportation 
artery in Tennessee, is dependent upon an early replacement of five 
obsolete navigation structures below the new Cheatham project. 

The controlling channel depth now seriously limits the interchange 
of fully loaded commercial equipment with connecting waterways 
and the excessive number of lockages in the small 52 feet by 280 feet 
locks now make shipments up to the Cumberland unprofitable to 
many towing companies. 

The lower Cumberland project will replace the five obsolete locks 
and dams in conjunction with the new Cheatham and Old Hickory 
projects will provide unimpeded navigation of the river from its mouth 
to Carthage, Tenn. The Tennessee Planning Commission has advised 
that the river between Nashville and Carthage provides some of the 
few best locations remaining for industrial development. 

The proposed interconnecting canal between the Cumberland and 
Tennessee Rivers will also permit substantial savings in water move- 
ments between the two rivers and the upbound tows from the Mississ- 
sippi and lower Ohio points consigned to Cumberland River ports. 

The vital need of additional hydroelectric power producing facilities 
cannot be overemphasized and the estimated average annual energy 
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output of 600 million kilowatt-hours from the lower Cumberland 
project will greatly assist in meeting the defense and industrial needs 
of the area. Ihave been advised that the Federal Power Commission, 
the Southeastern Power Administration, and the Tennessee Valley 
Authority are all on record urging early development of this power 
potential. 

The proposed reduction of 80,000 cubic feet per second in peak flows 
from the Cumberland River into the Chio will also provide additional 
flood protection for the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. While the im- 
proved regulated flows, the recreational and many related benefits are 
not included in the economics of the project, it is becoming increasingly 
apparent that these features have a substantial effect on the economy 
of the area. During 1955 over 5 million people visited the reservoirs 
and impoundments of the Army engineers, while other millions visited 
the reservoirs and impoundments of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

In conclusion I wish to thank the Chairman for the time given me. 

Mr. Prinst. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent 
to furnish for the record a copy of a resolution adopted by the Engi- 
neering Association of Nashville. The copy should reach me this 
afternoon, and I will turn it over to the clerk with the permission of 
the committee. It is a short resolution. 

Mr. Ranaut. That will appear in the record when received. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the lower Cumberland lock and dam, to be located on the Cumberland 
fiver in western Kentucky, was authorized by Congress in 1953 and is in the 
final planning stages by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army; and 

Whereas this project is the key link in the navigation and flood-control projects 
on the Cumberland, and without it, the full benefits of the other projects can 
never be fully realized; and 

Whereas the lower Cumberland Vallev has, for 2 successive vears, been sub- 
jected to prolonged flood conditions which deny full utilization of land for other 
purposes, and the project forms a natural storage basin for over 1,270,000 acre- 
feet of water for flood control of the lower Ohio and Mississippi Valleys, and will 
aiso provide vast quantities of water for all economie purposes; and 

Whereas the chain of five obsolete locks, which this project will replace, has 
become an insurmountable obstacle to modern navigational equipment, and is 
stifling the economic growth and development of the entire region; and 

Whereas the area is faced with an acute power shortage which has already 
denied the area industrial location and expansion, and which ean be alleviated 
by the 130,000-kilowatt generating capacity of this project; and 

Whereas conservative calculations reveal an annual benefit-cost ratio of this 
project, excluding all recreational benefits, of 2.80 to 1 (or 4.67 to 1 if such benefits 
are included): Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Engineering Association of Nashville, Tenn., does record 
itself as favoring the immediate start of construction of this project and, further, 
urges our Representatives in Congress to make every effort in this session of 
Congress to secure the initial appropriation of $2 million in order that construc- 
tion may be commenced in 1957. The vice president is hereby directed to com- 
municate copies of this resolution to: All interested persons. 

Adopted: March 26, 1956. 

NASHVILLE ENGINEERING ASSOCIATION, 
W. H. Mann. 


Mr. Priest. There is one statement I would like to make in con- 
clusion. This is a multiple-purpose dam as the committee well 
knows. The power expected to be generated at this dam, the hydro- 
electric power, is needed to meet existing shortages in the area, 

I want to thank very much the members of the subcommittee 
for hearing us. 
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Mr. ANperRsEN. Mr. Chairman, before these gentlemen leave, 
[ would like this in the record: We are very glad to have had Mr. 
Priest here today, and we are very proud of the fact that we have a 
very fine member from Tennessee on this subcommittee, in Mr. 
Evins. We likewise feel fortunate in having with us from the State 
of Tennessee, Representative Clifford Davis, Representative Jere 
Cooper, Representative Tom Murray and Represe ntative James B. 
Frazier, Jr., who have all expressed themselves in favor of the $2 
million construction fund for this project, the lower Cumberland Dam. 
You who have come here to testify have a right to be proud of these 
gentlemen, together with these new men you have coming up in the 
Congress. 

Mr. Dyer. We have been proud of them for a long time and they 
have done much. We appreciate their promise to do more. 

Mr. Evins. I would also like to include in the record a statement 
from Col. G. M. Dorland, district engineer, relative to this project, 
including a statement on the river tonnage in this area. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED States Army, 
OFFICE OF THE District ENGINEER, 
Nashville, Tenn., February 6, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Evins: With the release of the President’s budzet messave containing 
the proposed civil-works prozram for fiscal year 1957, 1 assume you would like 
information on what is scheduled to be accomplished under the recommended 
funding program. 

Construction of the Old Hickory project was approximately 80 percent com- 
plete as of December 31, 1955, and is scheduled for 88 percent of completion 
by June 80, 1956. The fiscal vear 1957 budget message contained $2,250,000 
for the Old Hickory project, which will permit continuation of construction 
operations in conformance with the current schedule and should brin: the project 
to approximately 94 percent of completion by the end of the fiscal year. Work 
will be continued in fiseal year 1957 on construction of the powe rplant, construc- 
tion of the permanent miter sill in the lock, and channel dred jins which will 
permit full project depth for navigation. Two of the four units in the power- 
plant are also scheduled to be placed in production in the forthcomin: fiscal year. 
In a coordinated prozram with the Tennessee Game and Fish Commission, e forts 
will be made to further impound and so rezulate the reservoir durin: the coming 
spring as to enhance the spawning of game fish and retard the spawning of rouzh 
fish. Similar prozrams coordinated with the bentucky and Tennessee Con- 
servation Departments for stabilization of reservoir levels to o>tain the most 
advantazeous conditions for the spawn of game fish are in operation on the com- 
pleted reservoirs during the appropriate season. An up-to-date photographic 
cut showing the status of the Old Hickory project is enclosed. 

The Cheatham project was approximately 62 percent complete as of December 
31, 1955, and is scheduled to be about 78 percent complete by June 30, 1956. 
The $3,900,000 contained in the budget message for fiscal vear 1957 is adequate 
to continue construction operations. The substructure of the powerplant is 
substantially complete and bids for construction of the superstructure and instal- 
lation of equipment will be opened during the current week. Funds for the 
forthcoming fiscal year should bring the project to 91 percent of completion by 
June 30, 1957. A photographic cut showing up-to-date construction status on 
the Cheatham project is also inclosed. 

The budget proposal for funds in the amount of $765,000 for fiscel year 1957 
will be adequate to complete the Barbourville, Ky., flood protection project. 
Work in section I is presently under way and construction of section II will be 
commenced as soon as lends are acquired by local interests and will, upon com- 
pletion of a short wall section at the upper end of the project, provide protection 
to the town against headwater flooding. Full protection will be provided upon 
completion of the proposed pumping stations which will remove the interior 
drainage. Construction of these features will proceed in an orderly schedule. 
Section II will complete the levee sections for the town. 
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No funds were requested in fiscal vear 1957 for the Pineville flood protection 
project, as adequate funds are currently available to complete the project. This 
project is scheduled to be essentially complete by the 1957 flood season. 

With reference to the lower Cumberland project, no construction funds were 
contained in the President’s budget for 1957. Funds in the amount of $200,000 
were made available for planning purposes during the current fiscal vear. 
These funds are being advantageously utilized in the assembly of hydrological 
data, extensive subsurface investigations of the project site, detailed mapping of 
Kuttawa and Eddyville, Ky., and related planning features. This work is 
progressing satisfactorily and construction could be initiated in the forthcoming 
fiscal year in the event funds are made available. In response to the heavy public 
inquiry concerning the project, a scale model of lower Cumberland was constructed 
and is now being displayed in the project area in order that the public may be 
fully informed as to the project features. 

Your past inquiries concerning the lower Cumberland project and your personal 
inspection of the area last September are indicative of your keen interest in the 
project and your awareness of its vital need for fiood control, hydro-power pro- 
duction, navigation improvement, water supply and related features. The 
recent disastrous floods in California and the widespread havoc from the New 
England floods of last year vividly point up the urgent need for ao ditional flood 
protection throughout the Nation. The lower Cumberland project will provide 
substantia! flood control benefit to the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. 

The inclosed news release indicating the phenomenal growth in Cumberland 
River commerce also reveals the extensive navigation benefits which will accrue 
from the projects. Shippers, however, reveal that the existing commerce is being 
accomplished under extreme hardships due to the antiquated system of navigation 
locks and the inadequate channel from the mouth of the Cumberland to the 
Cheatham project. It is apparent that the full economic advantages of the 
Cumberland River as a major transportation artery can never be realized until 
the lower section of the river is so improved as to accommodate adequately 
modern navigation equipment. 

The exceedingly rapid growth in power consumption in the Tennessee Valley 
Authority service area, which reflected a 40 percent increase in fiscal year 1955 
over fiscal year 1954, and a comparable increase in Kentucky utilities system 
power use points up the wisdom of complete development of the hydroelectric 
power potential of the Cumberland River Basin. 

The inereasingly critical water supply situation on a nationwide basis also dic- 
tates the urgent need for maximum conservation of our basic natural resource 
water. 

Notwithstanding the fact that recreational benefits are not included in the 
economic analysis for project justification, the inclosed news release covering 
recreational use of Corps of Engineers reservoirs in the Cumberland River Basin 
reflects the tremendous impact these benefits have on the economy of the area, 
Recreational utilization of the lower Cumberland Reservoir is expected to have a 
similar pattern to that of Kentucky Reservoir where visitation in 1954 exceeded 
+,800,000 persons. 

In the event you may desire any further information on any specific features 
of the proposed program, it will be forthcoming upon request. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. M. Dortanp, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 


CUMBERLAND RIvER COMMERCE REACHES RECORD STAGE IN 1955 


According to preliminary estimates released today by Col. G. M. Dorland, 
district engineer of the Nashville district, Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
commerce on the Cumberland River during 1955 totaled 2,899,700 tons, 30 per- 
cent over the 1954 totals and 16 percent over the all-time record year 1953. On 
a ton-mile basis (a ton-mile is 1 ton moved 1 mile), traffie was up 14 percent 
over 1954 to a total of 329,708,000. 

Tonnages on practically all commodities in 1955 reflected an increase over 1954 
with the exception of sugar, salt, molasses, and steel mill products. Petroleum 
products with a total tonnage of 1,170,000 was up 25 percent over 1954. Sulphur 
was up 13 percent to 35,000 tons. Limestone was up 60 percent to 785,000 tons 
and sand and gravel are up 9 percent to 734,000 tons. Pig iron shipments in 1955 
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were almost 3 times those in 1954, increasing from 1,126 tons to 2,939. Ship- 
ments of scrap iron and steel products were up 81 percent from 19,792 tons to 
35,000 tons. 

Molasses shipments were down from 34,680 tons to 26,250 tons. Salt ship- 
ments were down from 900 tons to 500 tons and sugar was down from 11,567 
tons to 7,477 tons. Steel mill products were off from 66,958 tons to 46,000 tons 

In addition to the overall tonnage increase, of major significance was the ship 
ment of four new commodities during 1955. Initial asphalt shipments on the 
Cumberland River totaled 12,000 tons. Approximately 10,000 tons of carbon 
electrodes moved by barge. Barge shipments of flour were also reinitiated during 
1955 in an amount of 1,517 tons. Roof-decking tonnage totaled 623. 

Indicative of the trend in the revision in design of navigation equipment was 
the evident difference in the capacity of petroleum barges moved over the Cumber- 
land River during the past decade. Each petroleum barge in 1955 averaged 1,900 
tons whereas the 1946 average was approximately 1,200 tons. ‘This increase in 
depth and size of navigation equipment helps bring about substantial transporta- 
tion savings to the American consumer, according to the American waterways 
operators. 

Dorland pointed out that the significant growth in commercial navigation on 
the Cumberland has occurred notwithstanding the fact that navigation facilities 
below the Cheatham project were grossly inadequate to accommodate modern 
towing equipment. Below the Cheatham lock and dam a tow must navigate five 
obsolete locks which are restrictive in size and require 30 minutes for a lockage 
of each barge. In addition, the navigation channel at critical shoals and numerous 
bends in the river is particularly hazardous and difficult to navigate. 

Advanced planning, however, is currently underway on the lower Cumberland 
lock and dam near the mouth of the Cumberland River which will replace the 
five obsolete locks and dams and provide a modern navigation channel which is 
adequate for tows now navigating the inland waterways system. It is expected 
that the towing companies which have discontinued operations on the Cumber- 
land River due to the loss of time in lockages and damages to their equipment 
will resume operations when these adverse conditions have been eliminated. 

According to the district engineer, planning of the lower Cumberland project 
will be sufficiently advanced in the forthcoming fiscal year to permit initiation 
of construction of the project in the event construction funds are made available, 


Marcu 28, 1956. 
Davenport CENTER Dam 
WITNESSES 


HORACE EVANS, SECRETARY, NEW YORK STATE FLOOD-CONTROL 
COMMISSION 

HON. WARREN M. ANDERSON, NEW YORK STATE SENATOR AND 
MEMBER OF THE FLOOD CONTROL COMMISSION 


Mr. Evans. Mr. Chairman, I am executive director and represent 
the New York State Flood-Control Commission. My name _ is 
Horace S. Evans. 

My appearance here today is seeking an appropriation for com- 
pletion of advance planning and design, and beginning construction 
of the Davenport Center Reservoir. I am going to be very brief. 
We only have 10 minutes. I will be followed by New York State 
Senator Anderson of my commission, also. 

The flood-control commission was created in 1936 and charged by 
the legislature to act as the agency of the State in assisting in the 
institution and consummation of a Federal long-range program of 
flood control in all areas of New York State where hazards from 
floodwaters existed. 

The appearance before your committee today is consistent with 
the commission’s efforts to effectuate its legislative mandate and to 
have our flood-control program in New York State completed as 
soon as possible. We are seeking an appropriation, as I stated earlier, 
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for advance design and planning, initiation of construction of a 
flood-control dam on Charlotte Creek, at Davenport Center, N. Y. 

The drawing you have, Mr. Chairman, is of all flood-control projects 
in New York State. 

Construction of the dam was authorized in 1936 by the Federal 
Flood Control Act. It is one of nine structures in the Army engineers’ 
comprehensive plan of flood control in the Susquehanna River Basin 
in New York. 

Four of these dams have been completed in the Susquehanna 
Basin, and they are in operation. Five are proposed for the future. 
This Davenport Center Dam is the largest of the five remaining yet 
unconstructed. As a drainge area it would control 164 square miles. 
The site is in Delaware County about 4 miles above the creek’s 
junction, with the Susquehanna River. This is a detention-type 
dam and when full, the reservoir will cover, at spillway crest, 1,820 
acres. Its operation would provide flood protection for numerous 
places downstream including Oneonta, Otego, Wellsville, Unadilla, 
Bainbridge, Afton, Binghamton, Endicott, Johnson City, Vestal, and 
other downstream municipalities of New York State. It also will 
reduce flood damages to agricultural lands bordering on Charlotte 
Creek and the Susquehanna River downstream of the junction. 

The proposed project contemplates a reservoir area which would 
include taking rights on both urban and rural property. Field investi- 
gation disc loses that 49 properties would be affected in entirety and 
59 partially affected. Thirty acres involve residential, commercial, 
school, and church properties, the remainder being rural. 

It is pertinent to explain here that in the type of dams and resrevoirs 
constructed in New York State, there is a policy on the part of the 
State, in which the Federal Government has concurred, that flowage 
easements be acquired rather than taking of property in fee simple. 
This means that affected properties remain on tax rolls and can be 
used, subject to the fee owner’s risk, for agricultural or other purposes 
which do not conflict with operation and maintenance of the project. 

In the acquisition of property for dams of this type in New York, 
the policy has been adopted where only easements, perpetual easements 
are taken. The land is not taken in fee. Therefore, it is still on the 
tax rolls and can be used for some purposes. 

Flood-control works have been completed at Binghamton and 
others are scheduled for construction during the coming year in the 
Endicott, Johnson City, Vestal area. The plan for local works at 
Binghamton provided for increasing the nondamage capacities from 
42,000 cubic feet per second to 75,000 cubic feet per second on the 
Chenango River and from 50,000 cubic feet per second to 80,000 
cubic feet per second on the Susquehanna River above its confluence 
with the Chenango at Binghamton. 

The works there were constructed with the theory that they would 
be protected. It is essential that this Davenport Center structure be 
undertaken. 

New York State in its basic flood-control law has approved and 
authorized construction of the Davenport Center Dam. Advance 
planning is 92 percent complete. With that background you are 
respectfully requested to make available an appropriation of $1,000,000 
in the fiscal year 1956-57. 
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Senator Anderson, a member of the State flood-control commission, 
joins the director in this evidence. 
(The paper presented by Horace S. Evans follows:) 


DAVENPORT CENTER DAM 
Marcu 28, 1956, 


The New York State Flood Control Commission was created in 1936 and 
charged by the legislature to ‘“ * * * act as the agency of the State in assisting 
in the institution and consummation of a Federal long-range program of flood 
control and regulation of floodwaters in the areas of the State where hazards 
from floodwaters obtain and in cooperating with any department or agency of the 
Federal Government duly authorized to irstitute and consummate such a pro- 
gram and to expend moneys made available therefor * * *” 

The appearance before your distinguished committee today is corsistent with 
the commission’s efforts to effectuate its legislative mandate by requesting 
appropriation of sufficient funcs to insure completion of advance design and plan- 
ning and initiation of construction of the flood-control dam on Charlotte Creek 
at Davenport Center, N. Y. 

Construction of this dam was authorized in the 1926 Federal Flood Control 
Act. It is one of nine reservoir structures in the Army engineers comprehersive 
plan of flood control in the Susquehanna River Basin in New York State. Four 
of the nine have been completed and are effectively operating to reduce flood 
damages and control the occasional torrential runoffs. 

Of the 9 originally authorized dams, 7 are located upstream of the southern 
tier’s most important industrial district—-the Binghampton, Endicott, and John- 
son City area Two of these—Whitney Point and East Sidney—have been 
completed. One of the remaining five, the Davenport Center project is the 
most important and is No. 1 on the priority list of the Corps of Engineers and the 
New York State Flood Control Commission. 

As proposed, the Davenport Center Dam will control a drainage area of 164 
square miles and have a reservoir capacity of 52,500 acre-feet. The site is in 
Delaware County about 4 miles above the creek’s junction with the Susquehanna 
tiver. This is a detention type dam and when full the reservoir will cover 1,820 
acres. Its operation will provide flood protection for Oneonta, Otego, Wellsville, 
Unadilla, Bainbridge, Afton, Binghampton, Endicott, Johrson City, Vestal, and 
other downstream municipalities of New York State. It also will reCuce flood 
damages to agricultural lancs bordering on Charlotte Creek and the Susque- 
hanna River downstream of the junction. 

The proposed project contemplates a reservoir area which would include 
taking rights on both urban and rural property. Field investigation Cisclose that 
19 properties would be affected in entirety and 59 partially affected. Thirty 
acres involve residential, commercial, school, and church properties, the re- 
mainder being rural. It is pertinent to explain here that in the type of dams 
and reservoirs constructed in New York State, there is a policy on the part of 
the State, in which the Federal Government has concurred, that flowage easements 
be aequired rather than taking of property in fee simple. This mears that af- 
feeted properties remain on tax rolls and can be used, subject to the fee owner’s 
risk, for agricultural or other purposes which do not conflict with operation and 
maintenance of the project. 

Flood-control works have been completed at Binghamton and others are 
scheduled for construction during the coming year in the Endicott, Johnson City, 
Vestal area. The plan for local works at Binghamton provided for increasing 
the nondamage capacities from 42,000 cubic feet per second to 75,000 cubic feet 
per second on the Chenango River and from 50,000 cubic feet per second to 80,000 
cubie feet per second on the Susquehanna River above its confluence with the 
Chenango at Binghamton. The design flood channel capacities were determined 
on the assumption that the authorized upstream reservoirs would be completed. 
[t is noteworthy that the July 1935 storm produced a flood on the Chenango River 
approximately equal to the design channel capacity and that if this storm had 
occurred a few miles farther east, it would have caused floods exceeding the design 
channel capacity on both the Chanango and Susquehanna. Fortunately, syn- 
chronization in the peaks of flood flows in the Chenango and Susquehanna Ri, ers 
at Binghamton did not occur and consequently the flood flow below the confluence 
and flood stages at Binghamton were substantially lower than those which would 
have occurred had the peaks synchronized. A closer synchronization of peak 
flows in these streams or larger floods on either stream are entirely possible and 
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the provision of dams is necessary to reduce flood discharges in the design channel! 
capacitieis for the Binghamton improvement as well as the Endicott area project. 
The occurrence of a major storm producing a flood which would overtop the 
protective works at Binghamton would be disastrous. Such a flood would not 
only cause great losses to the city of Binghamton, with resulting damage claims 
against the State, but also would be extremely damaging to Endicott, Johnson 
City, and Vestal as well as at Oneonta, Unadilla, Sidney, Bainbridge, Afton, 
Wellsville, Otego, Conklin-Kirkwood, Owego, and other municipalities. It is 
believed that completion of the local flood works at Binghamton has resulted in a 
false sense of security which would result in serious consequences in the event of 
the occurrence of a major flood. 

New York State, in its basic flood-control law, has approved and authorized 
construction of the Davenport Center Dam. Under terms of the existing law, 
the State has authority to acquire necessary lands, easements and rights-of-way 
required for the dam and reservoir and to convey, subject to reimbursement, these 
to the Federal Government. 

The most recent cost estimate is $12,100,000. Advance design and planning, 
the commission is informed, is 92 percent complete. In order to prepare final 
plans and initiate construction during the 1956-57 fiscal year, it is essential that 
$1 million be made available to the Corps of Engineers. 

Your homorable committee is respectfully urged and requested to appropriate 
$1 million to the Corps of Engineers for completion of advance planning and 
design and initiation of construction of the Davenport Center Dam during the 
1956-57 fiscal year. 

Senator Warren M. Anderson, of Binghamton, a member of the New York 
State Flood Control Commission, joins the commission’s executive director in 
presentation of this memorandum. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WARREN M. ANDERSON 


Mr. AnprerRson. My name is Warren M. Anderson. I ama member 
of the New York State Senate and a member of the New York State 
Flood Control Commission. Mr. Evans, the executive director of 
the commission, has stated our mission, here, and has told you a 
little bit about the proposed dam and facilities at Davenport Center. 

What I should like to do is to say just a word about what has 
been happening in New York State and other areas on the eastern 
seaboard, weatherwise. 

I happen to be a native of upstate New York and the house in 
which I live is about a half a mile from any river. But in 1935 
there was 3 feet of water on my father’s living-room floor. It was 
after that disastrous flood that the proposal that this is a part of was 
undertaken by the Army engineers. Two of the dams then proposed 
were constructed. If they had not been built, we would have had 
reoccurrences of such disastrous floods as were occasioned in 1935 
and 1936. 

But through those two dams that were built, plus some flood walls, 
and the additional fact that we just didn’t perchance happen to have 
an occurrence where the watershed of the two rivers got the full force 
of the storms at any one time, there came about more or less a lulling 
of the community into a false sense of security, and for that reason, 
plus some local opposition to the construction of these dams from the 
people in the area where land had to be taken, it caused more or 
less of a stoppage of interest in these proposals. But recently in the 
last 3 or 4 years, as you gentlemen know, we have had on the eastern 
seaboard, hurricanes which are accompanied by torrential storms. 

We had one last August, or September, which if it had moved a 
degree or so to the north, would have wiped a good portion of two 
counties off the map. 
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This is something that doesn’t talk only about the life and limbs 
of the people in our community, it is talking about the industries 
that make our communities great, It is talking about industries such 
as Endicott Johnson, a large shoe concern, and International Business 
Machines, a concern which I am sure you gentlemen know about, 
which would lie in the path of these floods. 

The president of the Endicott Johnson Corp. and the general man- 
ager of the International Business Machines, the president of the 
Chamber of Commerce of Binghamton and representatives of the 
villages of Endicott and Johnson C itv were scheduled to come down 
here this afternoon, but due to poor flying conditions, were unable to 
be present. 

Now our plea, as Mr. Evans has stated, is that money be made 
available for the start on one of these five dams that we believe to 
be essential, 

We pick on the dam at Davenport Center for the reason that the 
Army engineers tell us that it is the single dam that will give us the 
greatest’ protection the fastest, of those that have already been 
authorized, but have not as yet been constructed. 

Until these dams—and I don’t mean just this one, but all of them 
are constructed, the entire triple cities area must depend upon pure, 
unadulterated luck for its safety. To be frank with you, gentlemen, 
we have stretched that commodity just about as far as it is prudent to 
do. 

Mr. Rapaut. This was not included in the budget estimate? 

Mr. Evans. It was not included in the budget request. 

Mr. Ranaut. And you are aware of the fact that this is con- 
troversial? We had a group here yesterday against it, and a group 
here today for it. 

It is hard to act on a controversial subject, even before you get a 
budget estimate. It puts the committee in an odd position to make 
a decision. 

Further than that, I went into the question of the value of the land 
to be taken, which is estimated here in the annual report, at $3 million 
something. We were told you won’t get it for $6 million, or anywhere 
near $6 million. These may be old figures. Perhaps I am mistaken 
or misinformed, but I am just saying what we hear, here, as members 
of the committee. 

Mr. Evans. There has never been a flood-control dam, and there 
are 5 of them completed in New York State today—6 of them, four in 
the Southern part of New York, 1 on the Genesee River and one on 
Onondaga Creek—but what there has been some opposition. That 
local opposition has ended after construction. 

I don’t think there has been any public works—I think you have 
had that experience—there has been no public works hardly any 
place without some local opposition. 

Mr. Rasaut. We are somewhat familiar with dams and conditions 
that attend their construction. 

Mr. Evans. There are 1,820 acres involved in this. 

Mr. Rasaut. I take no sides in the matter except to say that it is 
an odd situation where we have a controversy on it and we haven't 
even got a budget estimate. Whether the opponents of this have 
succeeded in having the Budget pay no attention to it, or whether 
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the proponents for it haven’t exercised their privileges to approach the 
Bureau of the Budget, whatever it is, something has happened, here. 
and it leaves the committee in an odd position. 

Mr. Anperson. If | may be permitted, Mr. Chairman, beside the 
fact that there is no budget estimate, and beside the fact that I did 
not know it until now, on the matter of local opposition, I think ] am 
more familiar with the situation locally than most people. My wife’s 
family happens to come from the county in which this particular 
dam would be constructed. | can’t hide the fact that the farmers 
in the area whose land will be taken are obviously against it. In my 
brief period in the State legislature, I have attempted sometimes 
successfully and sometimes unsuccessfully to get a few bridges and 
roads constructed in my county, and U have yet to have gotten one 
of those programs in which ] didn’t have somebody come in and Say, 
“That is not the place to build that dam, that is not the place to build 
that road, and that is not the place to build that bridge.”’ 

Mr. Rasavr. I am sure you know the Members of Congress have 
had similar experience. 

Mr. Anprrson. I don’t want to labor the point, but I should say 
the opposition, Mr. Chairman, that you are getting, if you will pardon 
the expression, is no more than you would get for the construction of 
any piece of public works. taking this much land. 

Mr. Rasavr. All right. The point I am making is that it is quite 
odd to have a controversy before us before we have a budget estimate. 

Mr. Evans. At one time, there Was an item put in on the Senate 
side for construction of this dam. 

Mr. Ragavt, Probably without a budget estimate. 

Mr. Evans. It came in without a budget estimate. There have 
been added starters to appropriations, have there not, Mr. Taber? 

Mr. Taser. There have been lots of things added that didn’t have 
a budget estimate, but the committee does not as a general rule indulge 
in those starts. It has to be a very exceptional case, and no contro- 
versy on the subject, to get the committee to put anything in that 
hasn’t been estimated by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Anperson. Pardon me, Mr. Taber. Would you enlighten me 
on this? By budget estimate, do you mean something that the 
executive branch has submitted to Congress? 

Mr. Taner. Yes. 

The Bureau of the Budget submits to us a budget which has been 
approved by the President. Justification for all these items are 
gotten up in books like this. You ean see them all over the table. 
Each member of the committee has one set. 

Mr. Rasaut. These books here are only for the matters before us. 
We have them in every other room, too, for all the other subjects 
before the other subcommittees, 

Mr. Taner. We have another set of hearings for other parts of the 
country, running right now. We have just about all that we can 
handle. Frankly, we have to get this budget out and get it approved 
and have it in shape so that we can intelligently present it. We 
haven’t anything on this item. 

Mr. Evans. Mr. Taber. you will recall a year ago a similar situa- 
tion was involved. This was with regard to an appropriation for New 
York State. That was for planning and design of the Endicott, 
Johnson City, Vestal project. 
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Mr. Taser. That was put in by the Senate and it stayed in in 
conference. ‘There is no question about that, but | don’t recall that 
we put any in. 

Mr. Evans. It was put in on the Senate side. 

Mr. Taser. We have to go into all these projects, every single one 
of them. We must have 400 or 500 projects. We have to go into all 
them. The Senate only goes into the ones where complaint is made 
after it leaves here. 

Mr. Anprrson. I don’t think there is any reason to hide the fact 
that there is controversy, here. However, there is no more contro- 
versy than there would be for any other worthwhile project. 

Mr. Rasaur. We will take this under consideration. 

Mr. Evans. We realize this is not an easy problem. 


Marcu 28, 1956. 
Missourt River Basin PROsEctTS 


WITNESSES 


HON. BEN F. JENSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF IOWA 

HON. LEO HOEGH, GOVERNOR, STATE OF IOWA 

HON. HAROLD O. LOVRE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

HON. JOE FOSS, GOVERNOR, STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

HON. E. Y. BERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

HON. RICHARD BOLLING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

CLAUDE A. HAMILTON, CITY OF SIOUX FALLS, S. DAK. 

HON. ED SORENSON, MAYOR OF CHAMBERLAIN, 8S. DAK. 

HON. ARTHUR E. MUNCK, MAYOR OF PIERRE, 8S. DAK. 

VIRGIL T. HANLON, SOUTH DAKOTA RURAL ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION 

EMIL LORIKS, SOUTH DAKOTA FARMERS UNION 

JOHN C. KELLY, CHAIRMAN, WATERWAYS COMMISSION, CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, SIOUX CITY, IOWA 

ROBERT M. KNAPP, CHAIRMAN, RIVER DEVELOPMENT COMMIS- 
SION, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, OMAHA, NEBR. 

E. E. WOLVERTON, TRAFFIC MANAGER OF BLACK, SIVALLS & 
BRYSON, INC., KANSAS CITY, MO. 

PAUL D. BARTLETT, JR., VICE PRESIDENT, BARTLETT & CO., 
KANSAS CITY, MO. 

A. C. INGERSALL, JR., PRESIDENT, FEDERAL BARGE LINES, INC. 

ROBERT HIPPLE, PIERRE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND EXECU- 
TIVE COMMITTEE, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 

JAMES R. SMITH, MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Raravutr. We have our colleague here from the committee. 
Are you with a group? 

Mr. JensEN. That is right. I want to thank the committee for 
permitting us to come before it. 

At the outset, I would like, Mr. Chairman, to have put into the 
record a statement by Congressman Hoeven in relation to this Mis- 
souri Valley project. Mr. Hoeven is not able to be here, today. 
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Mr. Rasaut. Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 
The committee also has a statement from him on the Lower Big 
Sioux River which will be inserted at this point. 

(The statements follow: ) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES B. Hoeven, or Iowa 


Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the subcommittee, for the past several years 
it has been my privilege to appear before vour subcommittee to comment on appro- 
priations requested for Missouri River Basin development. Let me say that I 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing before vour subcommittee again today to 
express my views on funds for continuation of rivers and harbors work in our area 
for fiscal 1957. 

My constituents in the Eighth Congressional District of Iowa are immensely 
pleased that work is now progressing on the authorized 9-foot channel stabilization 
and navigation project on the main stream of the Missouri River. They are 
particularly interested in the budget request of $5.4 million for navigation devel- 
opment on the Missouri River from Omaha, Nebr., to Sioux City, Iowa. A 
substantial start on resumption of that part of the river-channel program was made 
last year, and authorization of this appropriation is essential in order that the 
program can progress satisfactorily. Completion of this project is of primary 
interest to the people of our section of Iowa since it will open to Sioux City, the 
second largest city in the State of Iowa, a vast means of low-cost transportation. 
This project, therefore, is beneficial not just to the people of Sioux City but to 
everyone in the surrounding trade territory of Nebraska, South Dakota, and Iowa. 
It is my belief that the request for $5.4 million for this portion of the navigation 
project is the absolute minimum which should be appropriated this year, and I 
sincerely hope that when your committee proceeds in marking your bill you will 
find it possible to sustain the budget request, or even increase it, as your hearings 
may develop. 

Another item which your committee will consider which is of great importance 
to those of us in the Missouri Valley is the appropriation for agricultural levees 
along the Missouri River bordering the States of Kansas, Missouri, Iowa, and 
Nebraska. Serious damage has been done to hundreds of acres of our highly 
productive farmland along the Missouri River during the past few years due to 
inundation by floodwaters and cutting away of levees and banks. This bank 
erosion has caused a loss of millions of dollars to our farmers, and the erosion 
problem is still acute in many areas. Not only farming areas have been affected, 
but the city of Sioux City has had a perennial bank-stabilization problem caused 
by the cutting away of the levee protecting Gordon Drive which borders Sioux 
City’s waterfront and the industrial and stockvards area. The amount of $1 
million requested for agricultural levees would appear to me to be most inadequate 
for this essential work for this entire area, and I would strongly urge that the 
figure be increased considerably in the final analysis. 

I have just mentioned the waterfront erosion problem which we have been 
experiencing at Sioux Citv. In view of this, I am pleased to note that a request 
has been made for $1,100,000 for flood control on the Missouri River from Kenslers 
Bend, Nebr., to Sioux City, lowa. A great deal of our bank-erosion problem along 
the waterfront area of Sioux City has been due to lack of proper stream direction 
in the vicinity of Kenslers Bend. Engineering studies have shown that comple- 
tion of flood-prevention measures at Kenslers Bend and southward will also par- 
tially alleviate the erosion threat to the river banks bordering the city of Sioux 
City. I wholeheartedly support this allocation. 

In terms of actual need for flood control, bank stabilization, and navigation 
work, I feel that the budget requests are most conservative. These amounts in 
my opinion are the minimum allocations which should be considered, and I again 
strongly urge that your subcommittee give serious consideration to the possibility 
of increasing the budget request for appropriations for agricultural levee work. 

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the subcommittee, let me first say that I 
appreciate this opportunity of appearing before you today to urgently request 
appropriations for a review of flood-control requirements on the lower Big Sioux 
River, Iowa and 8. Dak., which was authorized by resolution of the Committee 
on Public Works on July 14, 1955. 

It is estimated by the Corps of Engineers and the Committee on Public Works 
that an appropriation of $45,000 will be required to effect a review of the flood- 
control report on the Big and Little Sioux Rivers, lowa and 8. Dak., House Docu- 
ment No. 189, 72d Congress, Ist session. Although this review is apparently not 
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programed by the Corps of Engineers for this fiscal year, I believe that the urgent 
need for flood control in the lower Big Sioux Basin warrants serious consideration 
by your committee. 

A potential plan of improvement for the Big Sioux Basin to provide a desirable 
degree of flood protection by means of channel improvements and levees in the 
three reaches of principal damage along the Big Sioux River was found to be 
economically justified but was not recommended because local interests appeared 
to be unable or unwilling to provide the necessary local cooperation. Local 
interests in the lower Big Sioux Basin have now organized a citizens association 
known as the Lower Big Sioux River Watershed Association to cooperate with the 
Corps of Engineers in coordinating a plan of flood control. It is the opinion of the 
Lower Big Sioux River Watershed Association that channel clearing and general 
straightening, with spillways and highway crossgrades and bridge expansion to 
accommodate floodwaters, in conjunction with accelerated soil-conservation 
practices would be less expensive than a more extensive program and would still be 
economically feasible. Also, it is felt that such a plan could be in operation 
sooner, which is of the utmost importance since agricultural losses due to flooding 
in that portion of the Big Sioux Valley exceed one-half million dollars annually. 

I note that a budget request has been made for funds for flood control in the 
upper reaches of the Big Sioux River at Sioux Falls, 8S. Dak., for fiseal 1957. 
Allocation of an additional $45,000 for review of the survey on the Little Sioux 
River would permit work to progress in the entire basin. | am very hopeful that 
your committee can include this amount of $45,000 for review of the lower Little 
Sioux River survey in this year’s budget authorizations. 


Mr. ANpERSEN. Before Mr. Jensen starts to testify, I want to say 
this, that there are before us today in this group, four congressmen 
who in my opinion are leading Members of the House of Representa- 
tives, and I refer to all of them, Mr. Jensen, Mr. Lovre, Mr. Berry, 
Mr. Bolling, and you gentlemen have a right to be proud of the 
quality of representatives you have in the House of Re ‘presentatives. 
We are proud of all of them. 


Mr. Jensen. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Andersen repre- 
sents a district a part of which is in the Missouri Valley, so he has 
interest in this matter. I would like to include Mr. Andersen and all 
of the rest of the Congressmen on the subcommittee in the compliment 
Mr. Anderson has paid us four. 

Now Mr. Chairman, I am going to be very brief. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN BEN F. JENSEN 


These gentlemen are here to thank the committee for all past favors 
and to thank you in advance for all favors in the future, which I am 
sure this committee will shower on we folks of the Missouri Valley 
You have been very kind to us. 

We need adequate appropriations for bank stabilization, and for 
agricultural levees along the Missouri River and its tributaries, where 
as you know, we have had many devastating floods. We have lost 
many, many thousands of acres of land, but thank heavens we are 
gradually getting the river in channel and harnessed so to speak. 

And so, without any further remarks, I have the high honor of 
introducing the Governor of Iowa, the Honorable Leo Hoegh; he 
is a man of action, and he will now tell you of our needs, up and down 
the river. 

Governor Hoegh. 


STATEMENT OF GOV. LEO HOEGH 


Governor Horau. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. 
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as Governor of Iowa 
and as chairman of the Missouri River States Committee, I am 
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appearing before you. As you know, the Missouri River States 
Committee consists of the governors and 2 representatives of each 
of the 10 States in the Missouri Basin. The governors also serve 
as members of the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee, which 
is made up of State and Federal agency officials. 

We are keenly interested in the comprehensive Missouri Basin 
development program now under construction. You are all familiar 
with the program. Residents of the area, Members of Congress, 
and my predecessors on the Missouri River States Committee have 
been appearing before you for many years. I will, however, very 
briefly bring you up to date on the status of the overall program. 

In the 10 years of construction, the program has been brought to 
about 55 to 60 percent completion or under construction. 

Mr. Taser. Which one? 

Governor Horan. That is the Missouri River Basin. 

Mr. Taser. You are talking, now, about Omaha to Kansas City? 

Governor Horan. The whole area, sir. The whole basin. 

The upstream dams on the main stem are well along. Four of 
these reservoirs are now in partial operation. They assure the 
area along the main stem of the Missouri from disastrous floods and 
promise adequate supply of water for cities and industry in the 
foreseeable future. Sixteen local flood-protection projects have been 
completed and seven more are under construction. Fifteen agricul- 
tural levee units are essentially completed between Omaha and 
Kansas City. A number of tributary projects are either completed 
or underway, including the Republican River in Nebraska and 
Kansas, the Little Sioux River in my own State of Iowa, the Cherry 
Creek Dam and Cold Brook Dam. 

The Missouri River channel stabilization and navigation project 
is 82 percent completed between Kansas City and the mouth; 79 
percent completed between Kansas City and Omaha, and 35 percent 
completed between Omaha and Sioux City. 

Electric power is being generated at several structures and in 
1955 produced 1,400 million kilowatt-hours of badly needed power. 

Water transportation into the great Missouri Valley has grown 
phenomenally: 152,000 tons moved in 1953, 258,000 tons in 1954, 
and 413,000 tons in 1955. 

. hrough all these years of past construction, there has been very 
close liaison between the Federal Government and the various States. 
We recommend the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee which 
continues to meet monthly to provide a close-working relationship 
among the various States and Federal agencies involved in the pro- 
gram. We also commend the governors of the 10 States who, with 
their predecessors, have maintained an alert vigil on the many prob- 
lems inherent in a natural resources program as complex as the one 
under construction in the Missouri Basin. I consider it an honor 
and a privilege to serve as the newly elected chairman of that group 
and to appear before you today. 

We commend Congress for making it possible during the last decade 
to have the necessary Federal participation in the Pick-Sloan plan 
which is so important to the overall economy of the Nation and which 
is directly related to the ability of the Missouri Basin to carry its 
share of the economic production and tax load in our Nation. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Now, Governor, don’t forget the work of your 
Congressmen, here. They are entitled to a lot of the credit. 
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Governor Hoxcu. I am including them. I include my good 
friend Ben, here, Lovre and all the rest of them—and our Senators, 
if you want me to extend it beyond the House of Representatives. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I only want to see my friends, here, get the proper 
credit. 

Governor Horcu. We want to be certain that we will continue to 
be friendly in the future. 

Finally, I should like to commend the citizens themselves and the 
many local organizations of business and agriculture who worked so 
closely together to foster the overall program and unity in the devel- 
opment and conservation of the valley’s water resources. 

Now, gentlemen, fundamentally we believe that the recommendations 
in the President’s budget aresound. In most instances, the budget fig- 
ures will permit the Corps of Engineers to carry out its responsibility in 
the basin in an orderly and efficient manner. We desire to stress, how- 
ever, that it is extremely important that the full budget recommendation 
be appropriated by Congress for the upstream dams, especially Oahe 
which is the key structure to the whole flood-control picture. Of 
equal significance are the local flood-protection projects now underway 
and those flood-control projects on tributary streams which are 
important not only to the area immediately concerned, but also to the 
flood-control program along the Missouri River in the lower basin. 

Specifically, there are a number of places wherein the citizens in the 
valley do not believe the Bureau of the Budget took a realistic view 
of the needs of the area and the economics involved. I would like to 
mention them to the committee very briefly, although the order in 
which [ mention them is not necessarily the order of importance. 

Kirst, Congress should appropriate planning money for the Big 
Bend Dam in South Dakota. The $750,000 which has been requested 
of this committee will make it possible to do the advance planning 
necessary to locate the structure and to make other preparations well 
in advance of the construction phase. This project was authorized 
along with the other main-stream dams in the Flood Control Act of 
1944 and is an integral part of the overall basin program. 

Congress should also take a more realistic view of the bank-stabiliza- 
tion problems. There are two factors to be considered here. First 
is the continual meandering of the channel below Gavins Point Dam 
and particularly from Sioux C ity to the mouth which each year causes 
a loss of many thousands of acres of rich bottomland. 

The second factor is the growth of river transportation on the 
Missouri River. At the current rate of appropriations a dependable 
9-foot channel from the mouth to Sioux City, lowa, is many years 
away. The whole tempo of appropriations for channel improvement 
should be increased. Between Omaha and Sioux City, the program 
is 35 percent complete. The estimated remaining cost is $62 million. 
Prior to the war, this stretch of the river was virtually under control, 
but the works in places so severely deteriorated durmg and imme- 
diately after the war that much of the work will have to be replaced. 

Between Omaha and Kansas City, the work is 79 percent com- 
pleted. The remaining cost is roughly $22% million. Between Kansas 
City and the mouth, the stabilization program is 83 percent com- 
pleted and $19 million remains to be spent. 

At the current rate of appropriations, it would be a decade or more 
before a dependable 9-foot channel is available to the citizens and 
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industries of the basin and before the river banks are stabilized. 
This would be unfortunate. 

Actually, the Missouri River should not be considered as 3 separate 
segments but should be developed prozrossively like a tree trunk, 
so that in a period of from 4 to 6 years the whole area can reap the 
full benefits of water transportation which is an important byproduct 
of the flood-control structures in the Dakotas and Montana. 

The relatively small amount recommended by the Budget Bureau 
for the stretch of the river between Kansas City and the mouth is 
particularly deficient. Instead of $2 million there should be at least 
$5 million spent each vear for the next 4 years. 

We urge that a realistic approach be taken to the problem of bank 
stabilization along the Missouri River from the mouth to Sioux City, 
Iowa. This will require substantial increases throughout the whole 
length. 

While construction progress on the main-stem dams has_ been 
generally satisfactory, lower basin flood-control and water-conserva- 
tion projects are lagging. Before adequate flood protection can be 
provided along the lower Missouri and major tributaries, it is essential 
that tributary storage be built. This includes such major tributaries 
as the Kansas River, the Osage, and the Grande. To date, only the 
Kanopolis and Harlan County Reservoirs have been built by the 
Corps of Engineers in the lower basin. Resumption of work on the 
Tuttle Creek Dam in Kansas is an important start but others must 
come along in short order if flood control and water conservation is 
to progress satisfactorily. 

The construction of agricultural levees will ultimately protect 
14 million acres of bottom and along the Missouri. The 15 levee units 
already built represent only a ood start on this phase of the basin 
program. The budget recommendation of $1 million for fiscal 1957 
will permit new starts on only 2 units. At least another million dollars 
could efficiently be spent to commence units where the local interests 
have already organized themselves and are prepared to pay the non- 
Federal costs. 

There are other key projects, some of which have been authorized 
for years but which lack funds to initiate construction. One of these is 
the Pomme de Terre Reservoir, one of a system of our dams on the 
lower section of the Osage River, which has been authorized since 1938 
and was reauthorized in 1954. The structure has strong local and 
state approval and planning has progressed to the point that con- 
struction could be initiated as soon as funds are provided. 

Congress should also recognize that surveys and investigations are 
essential to sound future river control planning. There is a backlog 
of more than 30 authorized investigations in the Missouri Basin which 
cannot be completed for lack of funds. Funds required to complete 
these investigations total about $960,000, but in 1957, there will be 
limited progress on only six of these investigations. They include the 
Kansas River survey, the Blackwater-Lamine survey, the Kansas 
City, North Kansas City and Birmingham survey, the Platte River 
survey, James River survey and the Che ‘yenne River survey. If 
adequate survey and investigation funds are not made available, 
progress in controlling the water resources of the Missouri Basin will 
slowly grind to a halt. 
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Conclusion: We consider it a happy circumstance that we who 
appear before this committee are able to pinpoint so few projects which 
we consider to be in jeopardy. It was not many years ago that any 
attempt to outline specific projects on which we urged concentrated 
action by Congress would have taken many pages merely to list. The 
fact that there are only a few is proof that Congress has recognized 
the needs of the basin and has proceeded in an orderly fashion. 

We hope you will give serious consideration to our recommendations 
for accelerating the Missouri Basin development program, so that in 
the near future all of the waters of the Missouri River and its tribu- 
taries are harnessed for the maximum benefit of our people. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. The Missouri River Valley covers one-sixth of the 
total area of the United States. 

The governors of the 10 States which comprise the Missouri Valley 
Basin are members of the Missouri Valley States Committee. They 
meet at regular intervals to advise with the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Army engineers and all of the agencies of Government in the valley. 
Governor Hoegh of Lowa is the chairman of that committee and 
Governor Foss of South Dakota is vice chairman at this time. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HAROLD O, LOVRE 


Mr. Lovers. Unlike the project under consideration prior to our 
entrance into the room, the Missouri River progrem is one project in 
which we have complete unanimity. I know of no other project where 


you have so many organizations joining hands working together as 
one. In not only the various organizations and towns and chambers, 
but the various farm organizations, and all the Republicans and 
Democrats alike. 

I was very happy to hear the Governor of Iowa put his stamp of 
approval upon Big Bend. Big Bend, as you know, is an integral part 
of the whole Pick Sloan program. The Pick- Sloan program is made 
up of a number of projects, each one dependent upon the other. — In 
order to get the maximum benefit for the least cost, it is essential that 
we have all the projects which includes Big Bend. 

The Corps of Engineers by practicing efficiency was able to make 
considerable savings in the whole Missouri River program and I am 
told that in the budget for 1957, there was budgeted $1.7 million for 
Gavins Point. Due to this efficiency the corps does not now need this 
$1.7 million for 1957 for Gavins Point. So may I suggest to this 
committee for your very careful consideration, that this amount that 
is in the budget, of $1.7 million for Gavins Point, and which is now not 
needed, be allocated by this committee, or earmarked for planning 
money for Big Bend. In that way we will not in any way affect the 
budget estimate. 

I am very happy that we have with us our governor who has done 
considerable work on the whole Missouri River program. Like our 
colleague Ben Jensen, Iam mighty happy and proud to present to vou 
Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, the Honorable Joe Foss, Governor of South Dakota. 
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STATEMENT OF GOV. JOE FOSS 


Governor Foss. I see I have been allocated 15 minutes, but I will 
not take that. I hope that the rest of our people here cut down on 
the time because I realize that you want to get out of here and take in 
a look at what you already have here to read. If we talk too long, you 
wi!l have too much more to read and never get around to doing it. 

I would just like to back up what my good colleague, Governor 
Hoegh had in writing, there, and what he said in his statement. The 
rest of the people here today will make their presentation in writing 
so it will all be down and we won’t have to go over it all, word for 
word, orally. 

There are a couple of things I would like to touch on relative to the 
Missouri River development. One, of course, is the Big Bend 
development. I compare it to someone going in and buying a suit 
and forgetting to pick up the pants. The coat isn’t much good if you 
don’t get the rest of it, and when the Pick-Sloan plan was laid out, 
it was to be from one end of the stream to the other, a series of dams, 
one relying heavily on the other. If the planning money isn’t put in 
at this time and coastruction taken up at the proper time, it will result 
in eating out of the banks right below the Oahe Dam and in great 
sandbars moving into the area where the Big Bend Dam is to be 
constructed. 

All the way down, the projects are coming along in good shape. 
Of course, we come each year to let you know we are interested and 
that we haven’t forgotten you and we appreciate the appropriations 
that you make from time to time, and that travel through this com- 
mittee and through Congress to carry out this great program. As we 
see certain dams nearing completion, we still realize we have a great 
amount of work to do and that is the reason we journey down here. 

We didn’t bring the great numbers of people that we have here 
today to give an indication that we want to make some great raid on 
the Treasury, but just to let you know that we are still interested. 

The Sioux River group is here, today. That is over in the East 
end of my State and of course I can put ia a few words for that great 
stream in view of my experience with it. I happen to have been one 
of the souls who had a business located within a mile of it. I heard 
a man here today say he was a half mile from the stream, but I was 
a mile away and it still arrived at my door, 2 years in a row, and of 
course we wanted to convert the business to a yacht club, but in view 
of the fact that the water only lasted for 3 weeks, that wouldn’t be a 
paying proposition so we dropped it and decided to work on some kind 
of a flood-control project in the Sioux River Valley, which the engineers 
have been working on and which yov will hear more of, today. 

I have taken enough of your time and I would like to reaffirm my 
reat interest in this project from the top of the Missouri to the mouth 
of the Mississippi at New Orleans. As this program goes ahead—we 
have touched on navigation, today, here—it will mean that New 
Orleans will be the gateway to the creat Midwest, actually, and Iowa, 
South Dakota, and Nebraska will come into being along with North 
Dakota and the other States, clear up to Canada. It will mean 4 
great deal to the people of that immediate area and the people of the 
United States. 

Thank you very much, 
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Mr. ANDERSEN. Governor, I would like to point out while you are 
here, please, the Big Bend Dam would be the last major link to be 
commenced, would it not, on the Missouri River? 

Governor Foss. Yes, sir, and it is a big power dam which is one 
thing they will bring out in their remarks. 

Mr. ANpuRSEN. I well know that, and we people in western Minne- 
sota are vitally concerned with such development as is possible in 
hydro power along the Missouri River. I want you to know I am 
100 percent with you upon this particular dam. 

Governor Foss. This is really a power dam. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. But more than that, however, is it not a fact that 
the construction of each and every one of these units is absolutely 
necessary if you are going to get full benefit out of the project? 

Governor Foss. That is absolutely right. That is the way it is set 
up and that is the reason for my remarks. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. I am pleased to see the governors of South Dakota and 
Iowa here and to hear their testimony, that their people are interested 
in multipurpose projests, navigation, flood control and power develop- 
ments, also. The Governor of Iowa stated that the electric power 
being generated in this area is badly needed, indicating that there is a 
power shortage, when some people indicate that there is no power 
shortage. 

I just wanted to compliment the two governors on their very fine 
statements. 

Mr. Loven. Mr. Chairman, before calling on our colleague, I want 


to mention that Garrison, which is part of the Missouri River program, 
in 1956, will be 90 percent completed. Oahe will be 24 percent com- 
pleted. Fort Randall is essentially completed for all intents and 
purposes right now, and Gavins Point will be 85 percent completed in 
1956, so there is only 1 major dam left and that is Big Bend which 
needs our immediate attention. 

At this time I would like to call on Congressman Berry. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN E. Y. BERRY 


Mr. Berry. We have a number of distinguished representatives 
from three States. I will not take your time. I simply want to 
endorse what has been said and what will be said. 

Mr. Lovre. Mr. Chairman, we will not take the 90 minutes set 
aside for us originally. 

The City of Sioux Falls is represented. Before calling on the 
spokesman for the group from Sioux Falls, in connection with the 
Sioux Falls local flood-control project, which was authorized and 
money appropriated last year and this year there is $800,000 in the 
budget, | want to introduce John Browning who is the city commis- 
sioner, there. A. J. Jordan is with the chamber of commerce, and, 
incidentally, Mr. Jordan had a place of business that was completely 
inundated a few years ago in one of the worst floods we have ld. 

Also, Gordon Olson, who is the secretary of the chamber of 
commerce. 

I believe you all have statements that you would like to file, is that 
correct? 
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(The statements referred to follow:) 


STATEMENT OF A. J. JornDAN, JR., PRestIpENT, JonDAN MiLtLwork Co., 
Sr1oux Fauus, 8. Dak. 


I again represent the industrial, wholesale, and retail distribution of Sioux Falls, 
S. Dak., a vital and growing center of the trade and commerce of conservatively 
three-quarters of a million people. These business interests are without exception 
vigorously promoting this flood-control project. Likewise, I also again represent 
the interests that are directly affected by floods and the constant fear and threat 
of future floods. I express the appreciation of these business interests for the 
consideration given our acute problem, and for the actual start and progress of 
this flood-control project. We look with great encouragement on the $800,000 
allowance in the current budget that will carry out this year the completion of 
the initial phase. 

We do wish, however, to restate the great urgency and need of the completion of 
this flood-control project quickly. We are hopeful that suitable allowance will be 
made in the next forthcoming budget to allow for the most important and last 
phase which will bring about lasting protection and insure the future of Sioux 
Falls’ trade and commerce. 


STATEMENT OF CLAUDE A. HAMILTON, SPECIAL COUNSEL FOR THE CrTy OF Sioux 


FALLS IN CONNECTION WiTH THE Sioux FALLS FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT 


Bids on the first segment of the above-named project have been called for by 
the Government and such bids will be opened and acted upon in the city hall of 
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak., on April 12. 

It is anticipated that work will get underway within 10 days thereafter and the 
first portion of the project completed during the current year. The city of 
Sioux Falls has either procured or is taking the necessary steps to acquire all 
easements and rights-of-way necessary in connection with the entire project. 
This long-needed flood protection to Sioux Falls, a city of approximately 65,000, 
which experienced 2 disastrous floods in 1951 and 1952, is about to become a 
reality. 

On behalf of the city and its citizens and the farmers adjoining the Sioux 
River in this area, I wish to express appreciation to Congress and the Army 
engineers for making this improvement possible. You are assured that the city, 
the chamber of commerce, and the citizens in this community generally stand 
ready and willing to do their part to carry it out to a successful conclusion. The 
inclusion of $800,000 in the current budget for this project is greatly appreciated 
and we trust will be made available in due time through regular channels. The 
balance of the project will be ready to get underway in the spring of 1957 and 
should be completed early in 1958. 

As this program progresses, the local interests will meet their responsibilities 
and obligations in connection with the same promptly and enthusiastically. 


STATEMENT OF Crty COMMISSIONERS OF THE Crry OF S1oux FALLS IN CONNECTION 
WitH THE Sroux FALLS FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT 


The undersigned, mayor and city commissioners of the city of Sioux Falls, 
on behalf of said city and its citizens hereby express their appreciation for the 
approval and progress of the above project. We are especially grateful for the 
$800,000 appropriation included in the President’s budget this year and now 
being considered by Congress, which will carry out the first segment of the work 
The Government has called for bids on a portion of the work and same will be 
let on April 12 of this year. Work on the project will start around April 20. 

The city has met all requirements of the Government in connection with this 
project, passed the required resolutions, procured or is in the process of procuring 
all necessary and required easements and rights-of-way, made suitable arrange- 
ments for having its portion of the cost of the project available when and as needed, 
and will in the future take all necessary steps to timely and completely carry this 
project out to a successful conclusion. The second segment of the work will get 
underway in the spring of 1957 and should be completed within one year and a 
half from that date. 
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Two disastrous floods, one in 1951 and one in 1952, caused property damage in 
in the city in excess of $1 million each year and endangered the lives of many of 
the citizens. Hundreds of people were made homeless and a great number of 
industries sustained damage and were shut down temporarily. The livelihood 
and the existeace of this city depends upon the immediate and successful comple- 
tion of the flood-control project. This grateful city stands ready at all times to 
cooperate with the Government and to meet its responsibilities and obligations 
in connection with the project. 

We again express our deep appreciation for the steps already taken and for 
such action as will be taken in the future in connection with this matter. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Jay WHULDON, 
Mayor 
B. F. YUNGER, 
Commissioner. 
Joun N. BROWNING, 
Commissioner. 


Mr. Lovre. Claude Hamilton will speak for the Sioux Falls group. 


STATEMENT OF CLAUDE A. HAMILTON 


Mr. Hamivron. Bids have been called for on the first segment of 
the project. They will be let on April 12. The grateful city of 
Sioux Falls, 65,000 people, the largest city in 5 States, has now reached 
a point where it looks like the project will culminate into successful 
flood protection. 

Two straight vears, in 1951 and 1952, as our Governor has told you, 
we saw our railroads washed out, our highways inundated, our 
industrial plants flooded and shut down, our economic life paralyzed. 

This project, through the splendid cooperation of the Army engineers 
and the Members of Congress and the Bureau of the Budget and every- 
one connected with it, has now reached a point where it looks like it 
will be carried through to a successful conclusion. 

We are here on behalf of our city and the farmers adjoining the 
river to express to you our apprec iation, to assure you we have faith- 
fully and diligently acquired the rights-of-way and easements that 
are necessary in connection with the project, or will get them, timely, 
and that everything should be carried out successfully in due time. 

Our purpose, here, is simply to tell you we are in there, we want to 
stay in there to show you our appreciation and to let you know that 
we are ready to do our part at any and all times. 

Thank you. 

Mr.Lovrr. Thank you, Claude. 

Now we go to Chamberlain on the banks of the Missouri. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. I would like to say this for the record, Mr. 
Chairman: I am very much pleased to see a former townsman of 
mine, Mr. Ed Sorenson, who is now mayor of Chamberlain, 8S. Dak., 
appear before this group, today. Ed’s people and my pe ople in 
Minnesota worked very close together for a good many years, and I 
am glad to see that the people of C hamberlain, S. Dak., recognized 
his ability and made him mayor of that village. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR ED SORENSON 


Mr. Sorenson. Thank you very much, Carl. 

I represent Chamberlain, and with me is Mr. Walter Swenson, 
chairman of the chamber of commerce, and Mr. John Lindley, who is 
our local State’s attorney. We represent a city of approximately 
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3,000 people in the surrounding area, some of the counties, taking in 
six or seven thousand people. "We are in complete accord and agree- 
ment with the river project, and particularly the Big Bend Dam, 
which concerns us immediately. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. You feel that construction of Big Bend is absolutely 
essential? 

Mayor Sorenson. Yes. 

I would like to file statements that we have prepared, at this time. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


STATEMENT OF City oF CHAMBERLAIN, S. Dak., AND CHAMBERLAIN 
ComMMUNITY CLUB 


Chamberlain, S. Dak., is supporting the continuance of the entire Missouri 
River development. We recognize that the various parts must be considered 
together and in order to secure the greatest benefits for the country as a whole, 
the entire program should proceed on schedule. The other items will be cov- 

ered in detail by the groups and areas most vitally affected. To us, in the city 
of Chamberlain, and the surrounding areas, the inclusion of the necessary funds 
to commence the actual planning of Big Bend Dam is important. 

We have in our area, an agricultural economy. In times of agricultural dis- 
tress, our entire area is in trouble. The river development plan, when com- 
pleted, will furnish the necessary environment for industrial development and 
will assure a well-rounded economy which will add materially to the strength 
and the greatness of the entire Nation, in addition to providing flood control for 
extensive downstream areas. 

Our areas are not great centers of population. Brule County has a population 
of just to exceed 6,000 persons. Big Bend Dam is scheduled to permit irrigation 
of considerable acres which will go far to offset the disaster of drought years. It 
will add materially to the amount of power produced by the system, which will 
not only benefit us in that immediate area, but those people within the areas 
served by the grid. The history of electric power has always been that the 
demand grows faster than the supply and, based on past experience, it is none 
too early to get the Pig Bend development under way with the study and plan- 
ning phase starting this vear. 

Our entire area appears solid in support of this request, not only the city of 
Chamberlain and Brule County, but other communities surrounding it, as is 
disclosed to some extent by the statements filed with this committee by other 
communities in our general area. 

During the course of the construction of Fort Randall Dam great readjust- 
ments in the economy were required by Chamberlain and Brule County. In 
reliance uvon the scheduled rate of development of the river program, the city 
of Chamberlain and Brule County as well as individual businessmen in the area 
had anticipated the planning activitv this year with the actual construction of 
the dam itself to be commenced within the next 3 or 4 years and were prepared 
for it. The change of that program and the omission of Big Bend seriously and 
adversely affects many of these individuals as well as the communities themselves. 

We would like to submit, for the committee’s consideration, a summary of the 
development published in the 1955 annual report of the Northwest Bancorpora- 
tion, which is attached to this statement, which indicates that this is an integrated 
program with a delay in any phase having an adverse effect upon the whole. 
We feel inadequate to add much to this statement except to again emphasize 
that the citv of Chamberlain, S. Dak., located alongside the river, considers 
it most important to continue the program with all possible speed and trusts 
that this committee will be able to give us favorable consideration and provide 
the required funds for the planning and study phase of it for this fiscal year. 


THe Missourrt Bastin DEVELOPMENT 


The course of many empires followed the Missouri in days gone by. French 
exploreres, Lewis and Clark, trappers and traders, the steamer Far West, Custer 
and his men—the Missouri bore them all on their missions of conquest and explora- 
tion. But now, across prairies called the Great American Desert by early ex- 
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plorers, we are seeing a new development—the forming of a series of great man- 
made lakes. In that process the wide Missouri, the wild, unruly river that nearly 
every spring has swept disastrously through city and farmland, is being harnessed 
for more peaceful purposes. 

The basin through which the Missouri flows is extensive. It covers 339 million 
acres, one sixth of the land area of the United States, and 7% times the area of the 
New England States. It includes over 550,000 farms and has a population of 
7% million people, half of whom reside in the territory served by our affiilates. 

The 6 main-stem reservoirs will have capacity of over 3 times the annual flow 
of water in the Missouri River at Sioux City. 


ORIGIN 


The basin development is based upon two proposals, the first recommended by 
the Corps of Engineers in 1943, and the second by the Bureau of Reclamation of 
the Department of the Interior in 1944. 

ade the direction of Lt. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, retired, then Missouri River 
division engineer, Corps of Engineers, a plan for the basin’s flood control and 
multiple-purpose water use was prepared. It provided for a series of dams and 
reservoirs on the Missouri River and its principal tributaries, and for a system of 
agricultural levees and urban protection projects on the Missouri below Sioux 
City. This became known as the Pick plan. The Bureau of Reclamation’s 
proposal (the Sloan plan) provided for a number of tributary reservoirs and for 
expansion of irrigation. The combined plans, sometimes referred to as the Pick- 
Sloan plan, for water resources control and development in the basin was adopted 
by the Congress in the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

In general, the Corps of Engineers is responsible for projects basically designed 
for flood control and nav igation, and for multiple-purpose projects primarily for 
these purposes and related hydropower facilities. It_is also responsible for de- 
velopment of aids to navigation and river levees. The Bureau of Reclamation 
is responsible for irrigation projects, including many multiple-purpose projects 
on the tributary streams, and for the disposal of the Federal power produced in- 
cluding the building of transmission lines. 

The principal coordinating agency is the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee 
which is composed of representatives of Federal agencies directly concerned with 
water and land resource development and governors of the 10 basin States. More 
responsibility and a measure of greater legality were given to this committee 
under its new charter of 1954. 


IMPORTANT ASPECTS 


Flood control.—Floods in the basin in the last 15 years, including the great 
Kansas River flood of 1951 and the record Missouri River flood of 1952, caused 
destruction estimated at over $1% billion and the loss of over 200 lives. As the 
1952 flood rampaged from its origin in Montana on through the Dakotas, Iowa, 
and Nebraska, the Big Muddy flooded 90 towns and cities, pushed its silt-laden 
waters over 1,860,000 acres of farmlands, breeched its levees in 101 spots, dis- 
placed 75,200 persons, blocked 30 railroads, and brought damage of $115 million 
to these 5 States alone. Damage estimated at $97 million was prevented by works 
already in place. 

The plan’s attack on this problem is the retardation of runoff water through 
improved practices and upland structures, the storage of floodwaters in reservoirs, 
and the protection of both cities and farmland by levees. 

Navigation.—Important to the program is the authorized 9-foot river channel 
stabilization and navigation project extending from Sioux City down to the river’s 
mouth, a distance of 762 miles. In 1952 only 50,000 bulk tons of commercial 
freight were transported by barge on the Missouri. By 1954 this had increased to 
297,000 and the total for 1955 was 414,000 bulk tons. In our territory, Omaha 
and Sioux City are the principal cities affected. 

Irrigation.— Most of the basin is devoted to strictly agricultural pursuits but is 
subject to extremes in weather and variations in rainfall which range from 12 
inches in the semiarid portions to 30 inches in other areas. Long periods of 
drought, as in the 1930’s, cause large population shifts and kindred waste of nat- 
ural and human resources. Such disasters seriously affect the Nation’s economy. 

Irrigation made available under the plan will enable the production of feeds 
for livestock to supplement the range, as well as the production of intensified 
crops. This insurance against drought will contribute to the adaptation of the 
agricultural economy of the area to the wide climatic fluctuations in the Great 
Plains. 








1094 


A total area of about 5.5 million acres has already been developed for irrigation, 
but an additional area of nearly 6 million acres is physically susceptible to future 
development, of which about 3.5 million acres are in the approved plan and the 
remainder under investigation. The plan also provides for a supplemental water 
supply for about one-half a million acres now inadequately irrigated. By 1962 
the plan is expected to bring in about 390,000 acres with a full supply of irrigation 
water and provide supplemental water for about 130,000 acres. These estimates 
are based primarily on physical rather than economic factors. 

Power development.—-In the interconnected Missouri River Basin power system, 
excluisve of Fort Peck Dam, there have been completed nine new hydro plants 
with a total installed capacity of 500,050 kilowatts, and transmission lines totaling 
4,433 miles. The ultimate installed capacity for the 5 main-stram dams _ is 
estimated at 1,365,000 kilowatts. 

Federally produced power from all Missouri Basin facilities in 1955 was almost 
1% billion kilowatt-hours and total revenue was over $8.7 million. Approximately 
27 percent of this production went to privately owned facilities, the remainder to 
municipalities, electric cooperatives, irrigation districts, and other Federal and 
State agencies. 

Recreation and wildlife-—The utilization of the great reservoirs for recreational 
purposes is receiving attention. It has been said that even the ducks will have to 
relearn the geography of the Dakotas. 

Municipal water supply.—In the dry summer and fall months of 1953, releases 
from upstream reservoirs provided 75 percent of the flow of the Missouri River 
at Omaha and Kansas City. At Kansas City during this period the river stage 
without the reservoir releases would have been only 0.2 foot over the absolute 
minimum required for sanitation and municipal water supply. Simarily in the 
summer and fall of 1954, reservoir water again provided three-fourths of the 
Missouri’s flow below Sioux City. 

COSTS 


A major development such as this carries a high price tag. The Corps of 
Engineers’ part of the program is estimated at $2.5 billion and the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s part at $2.9 billion. A separate but related program of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to save the land and continue its productivity is scheduled for 
development over a period of years. In addition State and local governments 
make expenditures for necessary services, recreation, ete. 

Over one-half of the authorized river development program is now built or 
under construction; however, authorized programs must be covered by specific 
expenditures approved by the Congress as each project is developed. 

The Missouri Basin Interagency Committee’s annual report for the year ending 
June 30, 1955, indicates total funds available of $160 million of which the Corps of 
Engineers were allocated 64 percent, the Bureau of Reclamation 34 percent and 
other Government agencies 2 percent. 

With expenditures on authorized programs in prospect for years to come the 
ultimate success of this program, in terms of economic benefits, will depend largely 
on its being continued under sound policies and wise leadership. 

No attempt has been made to deal with political and economic issues, such as the 
further development of Government-operated power facilities, the relative claims 
for water impounded for flood control and navigation as against the claims for 
irrigation, etc. However, we believe this factual account will contribute to an 
understanding of our territory. 


KIMBALL LIons Cuup, 
Kimball, S. Dak., March 22, 1956. 
Mr. WALTER SWENSON, 
President, Chamberlain Community Club, 
Chamberlain, S. Dak. 

Dear Str: We acknowledge the receipt of your letter, or a copy thereof, 
which was addressed to Hon. Francis Case, under date of March 7, 1956. 

We wish to take this opportunity of expressing concurrence in the subject 
matter of the letter; namely, a request that Congress include in this year’s budget 
funds for the starting of Big Bend Dam on the Missouri River, north of Chamber- 
lain. 

Yours very truly, 
Ross E. Sonex, President. 
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STATEMENT OF GorDON L. OLsoN, MANAGER, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, S10UX 
Fauus, 8. Dak. 


Iam manager of the Sioux Falls Chamber of Commerce representing a combined 
membership of 1,500 business and professional men of our city. 

The Sioux Falls Chamber of Commerce sincerely appreciates the appropriations 
made thus far for the Sioux River flood-control project. Our interest in the 
ultimate conclusion of this important project is continuous and we heartily 
endorse the $800,000 set forth for the next phase of construction. 

The Joe Foss Field Airport and industrial area, the section of our city most 
directly affected by flooding, continues to expand at a rapid rate. A $4,200,000 
civie center comprising a new civic arena, auditorium, football stadium, and 
baseball park will be under construction this spring. ‘The Armed Forces have 
initial plans for a $3 million Reserve training center to be located in this area, 
$800,000 of construction is pending on our airport runways. The South Dakota 
\ir National Guard (175th Air Fighter Squadron) plans to double the size of 
their extensive installation. The new $1,500,000 State Highway 38 entrance 
into our city is nearing completion. New industries who are currently planning 
new buildings and facilities in that area are: John Deere Plow Co., International 
Harvester Co., Sioux Valley Milk Producers, Raven Industries, West Coast 
Transport Co., Warren Radio Supply, Tri State Electric Co., Jordan Millwork 
Co., Western Surety Co.-the total of new construction totaling millions of 
dollars. 

The Sioux Falls Chamber of Commerce heartily endorses and approves this 
lood-protection project and continued appropriations therefore. The continued 
threat of floods is, without reservations, the most serious problem confronting 
Sioux Falls today. We assure our lasting support and willing cooperation in 
all future phases of this project. It is essential that this additional $800,000 be 
made available and further appropriations be forthcoming to assure the ultimate 
conclusion of this vital flood-control project. 


Mr. Lovre. We now have Art Munck, the mayor of Pierre, our 
capital city. 


STATEMENT OF MAYOR ARTHUR E. MUNCK 


Mayor Munck. My name is Arthur E. Munck. I sometimes get 
my tongue twisted when I say that first name. I haven’t been called 
that since my mother used to call me to dinner. 

| happen to be the mayor of Pierre, S. Dak., the capital city. TI 
also operate a lumber company - which I am president. We operate 
in the Pierre and Fort Pierre ar By the way, we were under from 
8 to 14 feet of water ia 1952. "That condition has been corrected. 
That has been corrected, thanks to you gentlemen. 

[I am at the present time chairman of the State water resources 
commission. I appear today for the citizens of Pierre because we are 
verv much interested in that Big Bend Dam. We now own the river 
frontage at the city of Pierre, which is our warehouse district. We 
vet our water supplies from that area, and our sewage disposal is in 
that area. Until that plan is under way, so that we know—we know 
our sewer outlets are going to be inundated. We know that. But 
we don’t know what we are going to have to do with our water system, 
what we are going to have to do with our warehouse system and 
park system, until we get the planning money so they can tell us 
where we are going to be. 

Now I am not mentioning any particular figure on that planning 
money. I know it takes time to get those under way, but we cer- 
tainly are very, very concerned about getting that started so that 
we can, to use an expression, keep our heads above water. 

We are also very much interested in the navigation, but I know 
that other people are going to talk about that. 
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At the preseat time, we are contemplating moving part of our 
works off from this river bottom. We are at the present time calling 
an election to vote a quarter of a million dollars in bonds to provide 
new water storage. 

Beyond that, gentlemen, I want to thank you very much. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

Mr. Lovrr. May I say, Mr. Chairman, perhaps Pierre has suffered 
more from floods than any other town I know of. Asa matter of fact, 
I myself have gone down the streets of Pierre in a rowboat in years 
gone by. 

There will be another representative from Pierre, but he will end 
the presentation so I] will skip over him, now. 

As I said in the beginning, we have complete unanimity in this 
program. All of the REA’s have joined together and will make a 
presentation for and on behalf of all of them. 

(The prepared statement submitted by Mayor Munck follows’) 


My name is Arthur E. Munck. I live at Pierre, S. Dak., where I am president 
of alumber company. I am mayor of the city of Pierre. I am also chairman of 
the South Dakota State Water Resources Commission, and a member of the 
Research Council of the South Dakota Legislature, in which I am representative 
from Hughes County and a former speaker of the house of representatives. 

My appearance is on behalf of the citizens of Pierre and of the Pierre City 
Commission, who have a vital interest in many phases of the Missouri River 
flood-control program. So far as the bill now under study by this committee is 
concerned our interest is in appropriations for the Oahe Dam now under construc- 
tion upstream from Pierre, and for the Big Bend Dam authorized for construction 
downstream from Pierre. 

Time limitations will not permit discussion of Oahe beyond the assertion that 
we are most anxious that this job be kept on schedule and that a scheduled closing 
date in the calendar year of 1958 be kept. I note that the budget has recom- 
mended an allocation of $30 million for work on Oahe during the coming fiscal 
year. I hope the committee will approve that recommendation. 

The budget does not include preliminary planning funds for the Big Bend Dam; 
and this is a matter of particular concern to Pierre people, including the Pierre City 
Commission, since the head of the Big Bend pool will reach Pierre. The city owns 
the entire riverfront. Many city installations, such as water wells, sewer outlets, 
a large park system, and city warehouses are in this area. Only the sewer outlets 
will be inundated, but the change in the character of the waterfront makes it 
imperative for the city commission, which I head, to do some planning for the 
future. We have recently arranged to purchase a new warehouse area; we are 
currently calling an election to authorize the issuance of $250,000 in municipal 
bonds to provide additional water reservoir capacity; we have purchased acreage 
for a sewage-disposal installation and are currently engaged in planning that 
installation; and an extensive city park development is partly dependent upon the 
progress at Big Bend. 

The studies for the Big Bend Dam are incomplete and plans cannot be prepared 
until planning funds are appropriated. We believe this work should be carried 
out this year, and we urge this committee to adopt that recommendation and 
include an appropriation for planning funds for the Big Bend Dam in the bill. 

Our interest in navigation on the Missouri is real, even though present authori- 
zations do not provide for navigation above Sioux City. 


STATEMENT OF VIRGIL T. HANLON 


Mr. Haniton. My name is V. T. Hanlon. I am manager of the 
East River Electric Power Cooperative of Madison, S. Dak. I wish 
to file a statement and make a few brief remarks. 

(The paper submitted by Mr. Hanlon follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is V. T. Hanlon. | 
am manager of the East River Electric Power Cooperative of Madison, 8. Dak., 
serving 21 member cooperatives and about one-third of the population of our 
State. I am also chairman of the South Dakota REA Power Supply Committee 
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and a member of Governor Joe Foss’ South Dakota Power Supply Committee. 
| am testifying cn the behalf of the South Dakota Rural Electric Association and 
the East River Electric Power Cooperative. The organizations that I represent 
are composed of farm people and therefore they are interested in all the benefits 
of the multipurpose darrs on the Missouri River, but my testimony will be 
related to the one byproduct, hydroelectric power. 

We want this committee and the Congress of the United States to know how 
much Fort Randall and other dams on the main stem of the Missouri River have 
meant to the farmers and the people of South Dakota. We have just completed 
our first year of having low-cost Federal power for all of our cooperati-es in the 
State. This low-cost power saved these cooperatives $2 million in 1955 compared 
to the rates that the cooperatives previously paid for wholesale power. What is 
more, it has prevented a power shortage and brownouts. 

All the cooperatives have operated in 1955 with margins for the first time. In 
South Dakota, distances are long between farms and ranches, therefore, low-cost 
Federal power makes rural electrification and successful cooperatives possible. 

Availability of Federal power, besides making rural electrification and REA 
cooperatives possible, has meant tremendous advances to our rural people socially 
and economically. 

You are aware, I am sure, of how rural electrification has relieved the drudgery 
of the farm home and made the farm a more economical and efficient unit. 

Having river power available in 1955 resulted in an increase in consumption 
on our farms of 17 percent, compared to the previous year. 

With the rapidly dwindling farm incomes our farmers have had to depend more 
and more upon electricity to conserve labor and keep their farms marginal, 

My interest, and that of the people in whose behalf I speak, is additional funds 
to keep Oahe Dam on a rapid schedwe and to procure funds to make planning 
studies on Big Bend. 

Later, I shall point out the urgencies for the completion of these two dams to 
avoid a power shortage in our State but first I wish to point out the need for 
getting preliminary planning money for Big Bend. 

Oahe has always been considered a key multipurpose dam on the main stem of 
the Missouri River. Because of the tremendous amount of siltation now taking 
place behind the completed Fort Randall it becomes very important that the en- 
closure at Oahe be made as soon as possible. For each year that the ri-er remains 
open at Oahe the life of the completed Fort Randall is shorted fron 10 to 20 years. 

Oahe Dam, besides flood-control, irrigation, and other benefits, is important 
to us as a source of urgently needed electric power and energy. We understand 
that an additional appropriation of $30 million plus a $2 million carryover will 
keep this dam in a sound construction schedule. Yet, it does not seem right that 
planning money should be delayed for Big Bend when this dam is actually a part 
of Oahe. The Corps of Engineers is unable to complete design on Oahe until it 
is known how Big Bend fits into the overall picture. 

At a meeting of the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee in Rapid City, 
September 8, 1955, Col. Thomas J. Hays, who is in charge of construction of the 
multipurpose dams in South Dakota, emphasized this one point strongly in his 
talk to the committee: “Big Bend Dam is justified primarily on the basis that it 
has the capacity to produce electric power. However, Big Bend project is an 
integral part of the mainstem system. It cannot exist without the larger reservoir 
upstream which provides for positive regulation of flows. Its operation will have 
to be closely coordinated with the operation of Oahe Reservoir upstream and the 
Fort Randall and Gavins Point Reservoirs downstream to assure maximum utili- 
zation of water and power potential from the main stem system.” 

Our understanding at that time was that the definite size of the generators at 
Oahe were still not determined because of the delay of planning money for Big 
send. Gov. Joe Foss of our State summarized the problem by pointing out that 
Big Bend should have had planning money 2 years ago. 

The vagueness of information from the Corps of Engineers has put the power 
suppliers in South Dakota in a very peculiar situation. The rural electric coopera- 
tives will be short of power in 1958 and therefore additional thermal generation is 
going to be needed before Oahe comes in in 1961, which is the earliest completion 
date. 

The lack of information and the vagueness of the completion schedule for Oahe 
and Big Bend leave us stymied. We have to know: 

How much firm power will Oahe produce? 
How much firm power will Big Bend produce? 
When will these dams be completed? 
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As nearly as we can ascertain, the size and number of generators in either of 
the dams has not been definitely determined. 

We cannot intelligently plan our future power supply without-answers to these 
questions, 

The rural eleetric cooperatives do not want to borrow money for building 
generating plants if the same can be supplied from Oahe and Big Bend. These 
cooperatives will need some additional generation regardless of the completion 
of these dams, but whether it is to be 25,000 kilowatts or 200,000 kilowatts is 
unknown to them. 

We also would like to be sure at this time that money is being made available 
so that the generators at Oahe can be placed on order so there will be no delay such 
as has taken place with the last two generators at Garrison Dam in North Dakota. 
The money now being requested for the last two units for Garrison Dam has de- 
layed getting the badly needed 170,000 kilowatts of generation on the line in 1958 
and 1959 at which time it could have prevented a shortage of power for many of the 
cooperatives in the Dakotas. This is no fault of this committee nor the Congress. 
It was the result of vague information from the Corps of Engineers and the coordi- 
nation in the overall planning of power supply with the local suppliers. Our trans- 
mission cooperatives supplics about 11% percent of the preference power consumers 
needs in the eastern Missouri Basin marketing area. We will need an additional 
65,000 kilowatts in 1965. We are at a loss to know how to plan to supply this 
deficiency. We cannot afford to build inefficient high-cost power and energy 
units. We don’t know whether we should request the Rural Electrification 
Administration to loan us $10 million for steam generation or should we build 
smaller plants and purchase smaller amounts of available hig cost power 

If planning money is appropriated by this Congress for Big Bend, which has 
been pointed out as a part of Oahe, we could receive an answer to many of our 
planning problems. It is our understanding that slightly less than a million 
dollars is needed by the Corps of Army Engineers for the coming fiscal vear t 
place this last main stem dam in the planning stage. We urge this committee to 
give this careful consideration. It is false economy not to appropriate such. 

{fam not sure that all of the organizations that have supported Big Bend are 
going to be able to testify before this committee but, for your information, I would 
like to list some of the important ones, 

A a meeting in Rapid City September 8, following the meeting of the Missouri 
Basin Interagency Committee, the governors of the 10 Missouri Basin States 
passed a resolution requesting funds for the planning of Big Bend. 

The South Dakota American Farm Bureau at its statewide meeting passed 
resolution requesting immediate funds for the planning of Big Bend. 

The South Dakota Farmer’s Union at its annual meeting in Huron in 1955 
passed a resolution asking for immediate planning funds for Big Bend Dam, and 
requested in the same resolution that the traditional preference be continued i 
the sale of power from this dam. 

Senator Karl Mundt and Congressmen Harold O, Lovre and IX. Y. Berry have 
on many occasions pointed out their support for immediate planning funds for 
Big Bend. Gov. Joe Foss has also on numerous occasions stated his support for 
immediate planning funds for this dam. 

Most of our State’s daily newspapers have written editorials that Big Bend 
Dam should be constructed as soon as possible and that planning money should 
be included in the fiscal 1956 budget. The newspapers editorializing such were 
the Pierre Capital Journal, the Madison Daily Leader, the Huron Daily Plains- 
men, and the Mitchell Daily Republic, and others. The Huron Daily Plainsmen 
pointed out in an editorial on July 14, 1955, that the Missouri Basin Interagenev 
Committee in 1952 had set up an estimated Federal requirement for basin work in 
the 6-year period, 1954 to 1959. The editorial points out that Big Bend was to be 
earmarked for planning funds in fiscal vear 1954 

The South Dakota Rural Electric Association and East River Electric Power 
Cooperative have on several occasions passed resolutions requesting planning 
funds for Big Bend. In 1955, two regional meetings of the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association meeting in Wichita, Kans., in September and 
Bismarck, N. Dak., later in 1955 both requested immediate funds for Big Bend, 
and their delegates to the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association meet- 
ing in St. Louis this year requested Big Bend planning money. 

Many times people are confused about the amount of hydropower that we have 
in the marketing area of the Missouri Basin. People feel that we have more 
power than can be used by the preference customers in the eastern division. 

In 1954 the Bureau of Reclamation had applications in the amount of 761,827 
kilowatts from the preference users and only had 531,000 kilowatts for sale. 


2) 
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This was the output of firm power from Gavins Point, Garrison, Fort Randall, 
and Fort Peck when completed. This means that in the allocations in 1954 that 
there was a deficiency for 1958 in the amount of 230,000 kilowatts. It can be 
easily understood that, by 1963, the deficiency will exceed the original allocations 
of power and that with the completion of all the dams there will still be a shortage. 

1 thank you for your consideration, 

Mr. Hanton. I would like to point out what the development of 
the Missouri River has meant to the cooperatives and the consumers 
in South Dakota. T think what I say would apply to parts of Minne- 
sota, North Dakota, and Nebraska. 

In the past year, we operated for the first time with complete bydro 
power from the Missouri Basin projects, most of it coming from Fort 
Randall, through 1955, and our cooperatives during that time saved 
better than $2 million in that vear alone in power costs, from what 
their power was costing them prior to that time. 

We are in a high-fuel-cost area. We lack fuel and water together 
and for that reason power costs have been extremely high. 

In 1954, you want to recognize that all of the power from Gavins 
Point, Fort Randall, Garrison, and Fort Peck was sold to the prefer- 
ence users in the marketing area. At that time there were 781 kilo- 
watts of applications from these preference users, plus about another 
150,000 from other users. They only had 531,000 kilowatts that could 
be allocated and sold, and that, of course, is depending on the com- 
pletion of the dams that we have now under construction, outside of 
Oahe. 

That meant that we were short 230,000 kilowatts, which is a lot of 
power. In 1958, the cooperatives in our own State are trving to make 
plans on what we are going to do for future supply. It means we are 
going to have to generate, and it is our trust to assume how much 
power Oahe will produce, and we must know how Big Bend will fit 
into Oahe. It must be remembered and 1 think the Corps of Engi- 
neers will testify to the fact that they cannot completely design Oahe 
until they have study money in Big Bend so they can design that. 

| am in Washington making an applic ation to the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration for $9 million for a generating plant. I actually 
don’t know if I am doing right or wrong. Mavbe we only need 20,000. 
Maybe we need 150,000. Until we do have planning mone Vv, we can’t 
make our plans. We are going to be short of power in 1958. The 
best we can expect from Oahe is in 1961, But in 1961, how much of 
it will be firm power? Not until we know what Big Bend is going to 
be able to do—Big Bend is just an integral portion of the whole system. 

1 am definitely interested in power. We appreciate what this com- 
mittee has done. It has made rural electrification possible in South 
Dakota, and I hope you can give us consideration and give us planning 
money in Big Bend. 

I thank you a great deal. 

Mr. Ranaut. Did anybody ask the Bureau of the Budget for 
planning money for Big Bend? 

Mr. Hanton. Mr. Chairman, there was no request made of the 
Bureau of the Budget, by the local people. 

However, the Missouri River States Committee and the Missouri 
River Interagency Committee have a working schedule of their own, 
on which they set up 6 vears in advance, about what their program is, 
and that program includes presupposed planning money for the Big 
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Bend Dam. I believe the Corps of Engineers did ask for money from 
the Bureau of the Budget, but [ am not competent to say and frankly 
I don’t know. I believe that they did. 

Mr. Lovre. I might say, Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding, too, 
that a request was made for Big Bend. 

All the farm organizations, too, are in complete accord with this 
program. Emil Loriks of the Farmers Union is here. 


STATEMENT OF EMIL LORIKS 


Mr. Lorixs. I want to thank you for this opportunity to appear 
here. I am impressed with the unanimity of opinion and the harmony 
that we have expressed from our region. It seems like Democrats, 
Republicans, Norwegians, Swedes, everybody is for this project and 
there is not too much difficulty about it. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Don’t forget the Danes. 

Mr. Lorixs. For the record I am a farmer from South Dakota, 
from Congressman Lovre’s district. In fact, he succeeded me in the 
State legislature back there a few years ago. 

In addition to representing the Farmers Union—TI forgot to put 
that in my statement—I am vice president of GTA, the largest 
farmers marketing organization in the United States, which embraces 
all the States of the upper Missouri Valley, representing about 150,000 
farm families, and I am sure we would all be tremendously interested 
in completion of this whole thing, as Congressman Lovre said. Big 
Bend is what we are here for. It is an integral part of the whole 
system and we would appreciate it, gentlemen, if you could see fit, 
to secure an appropriation in the budget for the initiation of Big Bend. 

Thank you. 


(The prepared statement of Mr. Loriks follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: For the reccrd I am Emil 
Loriks, representing the South Dakota Farmers Union, a farm organization with 
a membership of about 20,000 farm families. 

The South Dakota Farmers Union has for 40 years pioneered in promoting the 
development of our greatest underdeveloped natural resource—the Missouri 
River. 

We took an active interest in promoting legislation such as the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 which authorized construction of the following multiple-purpose 
Misso’ri River Basin dans; namely, Gavins Point, Nebr.-S. Dak.; Garrison, 
N. Dak.; Fo. t Randall, S. Dak.; Oahe, S. Dak ; and Big Bend, S Dak. 

All of the above projects are in advanced stayzes of construction except Big 
Bend. Since Big Bend is an important intezral part of the Missouri River Basin, 
plans developed by the Bureau of Reclamation and Army Engineers, its omission 
would seriously cripple and impair the efficiency of the entire project. We 
believe, Mr. Chairman, that the time has come to initiate construction on the 
Big Bend Dam in South Dakoa. We think it should be under way in 1956. 
However, information has come to us that there is no budget item covering this 
project even for 1957. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has commitments for all firm power available from 
Randall, Garrison and Gavins Point. We urge adequate appropriations for 
speedy completion of Oahe and for initiating construction of Big Bend Dam 
without further delay. 

The estimated cost of the Biz Bend Dam, according to 1955 Annuel Report of 
the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, is $73 million. The project provides 
for 120,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric machine capacity to be integrated with the 
existing Bureau of Reclamation’s Missouri River Basin transmission system. 

Throvghout the development of our great Missouri River Basin, we must 
never retreat from the policy first established by the Reclamation Act of 1906— 
the policy of providing to public bodies the first use or availability of federally 
produced and marketed power. Subsequently this policy has been more fully 
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developed and uniformly followed. The people of the United States as owners 
are entitled to this consideration. It is a wise policy and there should be no 
deviation from it now or in the future. 

To give you the position taken by our statewide organization, and I know that 
our national organization supports it, I submit herewith our last State convention 
action on Missouri River Basin development adopted unanimously October 1955: 

“We reaffirm our support for appropriation of sufficient funds to complete at 
a greater speed, the present planned dam construction in South Dakota and other 
States. We also reaffirm our position in favor of unified, integrated all-purpose 
development of the Missouri River Basin for navigation, flood control, irrigation, 
and power with decentralized administration patterned after TVA. 

“(a) We request that the administration and the Congress approriate a 
minimum of $42 million for Oahe Dam in fiscal 1957. 

‘“(b) As large an appropriation as can be wisely used for planning and con- 
struction of Big Bend Dam be authorized and appropriated by the administra- 
tion and the Congress. We commend the 10 governors of the Missouri Basin 
States for giving ample support for immediate development of Big Bend Dam by 
the Federal Government, with preference for sale of this power to the people, 
rather than the investor power companies. 

““(c) We condemn the action of the South Dakota Reclamation Association in 
adopting their so-called States right resolution that will precl ide sale of federally 
generated power outside the State in which such power is generated. Power 
basins cross State lines in many instances. Therefore, such a State’s right resolu- 
tion is not in the interest of farm families and their rural electric cooperatives.”’ 

We are shocked to find that no work has been initiated on the project and 
specifically that there are no funds contained in the 1957 budget for it. We 
suggest that a minimum of $750,000 be appropriated for Big Bend Dam to get 
this project definitely underway next year. 

All evidence is to the fact that the demands of the preference customers will 
continue to exceed the firm power available from the Missouri River Basin dams, 

For this revson we urge the needed appropri tions of $750,000 to initixte the 
Big Bend project and with completion of plinning there will be need for further 
appropriitions of sufficient funds for speedy construction of Big Bend Dam 
during successive years. 


Mr. Lovre. May I ask unanimous consent that the following 
statements be inserted in the record: The Central Electric Coopera- 
tive Association; Ross Cumming, master of the South Dakota State 
Grange; Vermillion River Flood Control Association; Huron Chamber 
of Commerce; the Huronite and the Daily Plainsman, a daily news- 
paper of South Dakota that has been exceedingly active in this 
program since its inception; the Miller Civic and Commerce Associ- 
ation, and also a statement by Clayton O. Christopherson, chairman 
of the Missouri River Committee of Yankton, S. Dak. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 


STATEMENT OF CLAYTON QO. CHRISTOPHERSON, CHAIRMAN, Muissourrt RIVER 
CoMMITTEE, YANKTON, 8. DAK., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Clayton O. Christo- 
pherson. I am chairman of the Missouri River Committee of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Yankton, 8S. Dak. In this capacity I represent the 355 chamber 
members of this Missouri River city which lies about 5 miles downstream from 
Gavins Point Dam. Our organization is composed of businessmen and farmers 
in the Yankton area who are interested in this Missouri River development 
program. 

The people of Yankton and its area are very grateful to the Federal Govern- 
ment for the rapid completion of Gavins Point Dam. We need never fear another 
flood because of Gavins Point and the other moinstem structures upstream. 

We are proud that the original costs of Gavins Point Dam were reduced by 
about 20 percent. This saving will enable the furtherance of work needed 
elsewhere in the basin. 

We are firmly convinced that the Pick-Sloan plan should be completed as 
soon as possible. We believe in this plan because it is so vit>l to the sifety and 
development of our valley. We request that $750,000 be included in the budget 
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for planning of Big Bend Dam—the last of the mainstem structures. Oahe Dam 
should be kept on an optimum construction schedule. 

We are primarily concerned this year with the reduction in funds to be used 
on channeling the Missouri for navigation. We strongly support the position 
that $25 million is needed this year, and annually for the succeeding 3 vears, to 
be assured of an adequate channel from St. Louis to Sioux City in 1961. 

With a controlled river we now see the channel as the big hope of our valley's 
future development. Expanded job opportunities in the lower valley are being 
attributed largely to the barge traffic available in those locales. 

Our country’s economy is demanding 1 million new jobs each year. That 
many workers are added to our labor market annually. 

We can and will do our part in providing these jobs in the Missouri Valley if 
our lifeline is made ready to handle the needs of the people living there. 

We urge you to study the faets which are being given by other valley witnesses 
We urge, with them, that more funds be used to finish the channeling of thx 
Missouri River at a more rapid rate than present Budget recommendations will 
allow. 

Thank you. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Congress of the United States is now considering appropriations 
for erection of a dam on the Missouri River in South Dakota in the neighborhood 
of the portion of the river commonly referred to as the Big Bend; and 

Whereas it is the consensus of our opinion that such a dam would be beneficial 
to South Dakota and to the people of the Miller trade area: Now, therefore. be it 

Resolved by the members of the board of directors of the Miller Civic and Commerc 
Association meeting in special session, That we do hereby endorse said proposed 
dam and urge its construction and completion at the earliest possible date: 
be it further 

Resolved, That nothing contained in this resolution shall be considered as 
criticism of the poliev of Senator Case in regard to the power preference clause 

Adoption of the foregoing resolution was moved by Walker and seconded by 
Nissen and on unanimous vote of all present was by the chairman declared adopted 

Dated at Miller, 8. Dak., this 23d day of March 1956. 


RusBen R. WipMayenr, Secretary. 


THe HvurRonite AND THE DatLty PLAINSMAN, 
Huron, S. Dak., March 23, 1956. 
Civit Funcrions SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: As a supporter of Missouri River development in general and 
the dams in South Dakota in particular ever since the idea for its development 
was conceived, the Huron Daily Plainsman wishes to take this opportunity of 
presenting documentary testimony in behalf of appropriations this fiscal year for 
Missouri River projects. 

Our testimony at this particular hearing takes three forms. 

Firstly, we wish to state that the Plainsman, while a voice for central South 
Dakota, believes emphatically in development of the entire Missouri River Basin 
and of the Mississippi Valley of which the basin is a major part. We endorse 
the projects supported by the Mississippi Valley Association, of which the Plains- 
man is a member. We endorse the projects for controlling the Missouri and 
Mississippi Rivers and urge that appropriations continue for them, so as to 
hasten the conversion from damage by water to benefits from water. 

Secondly, the Plainsman urges the committee to consider the appropriation of 
$750,000 for planning funds for Big Bend Dam between Pierre and Chamberlain, 
S. Dak., on the Missouri River. Big Bend has been authorized since 1944 but 
passed over in favor of building other dams first. The time has come to get 
Big Bend started. It has great value to the entire Missouri River Basin as a 
regulating reservoir for the discharge from Oahe Dam, and as a producer of 
hydroelectric power in an area where a definite power shortage is looming in the 
near future. Planning funds would enable engineers to get the exact site defined 
and construction plans firmed. 
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Thirdly, the Plainsman wishes to express its appreciation of the committee's 
judgment of the past in appropriating funds to build the large Oahe Daim at 
Pierre, and urges that it approve the $30 million which the Bureau of the Budget 
has recommended for Oahe this year. More could be used, but $30 million will 
accelerate construction and hasten the arrival of firm control of the Big Muddy, 
more power, water for irrigation, and water for recreation—provided next year’s 

appropriation is adequate to maintain construction schedules. The Plainsman 
also wishes to express appreciation of past appropriations for Fort Randall Dam 
and Gavins Point Dam in South Dakota and Garrison Dam in North Dakota. 
This work is raising the standard of living in the northern plains and changing 
a destructive river into the greatest chain of manmade lakes in the world. 

We thank the committee for the privilege of presenting this written testimony 
through our First District Congressman, Representative Harold O. Lovre. 

Very truly yours, 
Rospert D, Lusk, Editor and Publisher. 





Huron, 8. Dak., March 28-29, 1956. 
Civit FuNcTIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House and Senate Appropriations Committees, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Chamber of Commerce of Huron, 8, Dak., wishes to take 
this opportunity to introduce into the record a letter urging continued appropria- 
tions for Missouri River development and Mississippi Valley development in 
general, and Oahe Dam, Gavins Point Dam and Fort Randall Dam, all in South 
Dakota, Garrison Dam in North Dakota, and the James River investigation in 
hoth Dakotas, in particular. 

The Huron Chamber of Commerce, as a member of the Mississippi Valley 
Association, wishes first to state that it believes strongly in accelerated develop 
ment of the Missouri River Basin and of the entire Mississippi Valley. It believes 
that the best way, and indeed the only planned way now in existence, to improve 
the economy of that overall area is to build dams in the upper Missouri River, 
control the channel in the middle Missouri River and upper Mississippi, and 
create wealth through the prevention of flood damage, and controlled water for 
irrigation, for recreation and for power in the upper basin, for navigation, preven- 
tion of stream pollution and for municipal water supplies lower in the basin. The 
chamber endorses the projects supported by the Mississippi Valley Association’s 
program, 

Second, the Huron Chamber of Commerce expresses its appreciation for appro- 
priations in the past from Congress which have brought Fort Randall Dam to 95 
percent completion, put Gavins Point Dam well into construction and has started 
Qahe Dam. This program is doing more than any other single thing to enable the 
development of a potentially rich area. 

Third, the chamber urges the appropriation of the $30 million this fiscal year for 
Oahe Dam as recommended by the Bureau of the Budget. Construction on Oahe 
Dam has reached the phase where army engineers need such amounts of money in 
order economically to build the gigantic dam. 

Fourth, the chamber urges Congress to see that the $10,000 appropriation 
requested for investigations of the James River in North and South Dakota be 
spent by the United States Army Corps of Engineers as allocated and not on some 
other project. 

Very sincerely yours, 
HuRoON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
EK. MicHarEL Cassapy, 
Executive Vice President. 





STATEMENT OF THE VERMILLION RIVER FLOOD CoNnTROL ASSOCIATION 


This association consists of some 210 landowners along 60 to 70 miles of the 
Vermillion River and Clay Creek located in southeastern South Dakota. The 
members of this association represent approximately 98 percent of all of the land- 
owners residing in the flood area of the Vermillion River. 

The association was formed for the purpose of fostering a sound flood-control 
program for that watershed. 
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The Vermillion River Basin consists of approximately 2,185 square miles of 
drainage area, of which more than 39,000 acres is subject to frequent and costly 
floods. This land is some of the richest and most fertile land in southeastern 
South Dakota. 

The landowners in the Vermillion River Basin have authorized and directed the 
Vermillion River Flood Control Association to submit this statement to the 
appropriate congressional committees for the purpose of urging Congress to recog- 
nize the need for a sound flood-control program in the Vermillion River Basin by 
providing adequate funds for a survey of the basin by the Corps of Engineers pur- 
suant to an authorizing resolution passed by the Public Works Committee of the 
Senate and the appropriate subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee. 

In urging the expenditure of Federal funds for a survey of this river basin, Con- 
gress should know that the landowners in the area realize fully that part of the cost 
of any sound program in the Vermillion River Basin will have to be borne by non- 
Federal interests. 

Residents of the area are in accord with the general plan for protecting the 
Vermillion River Valley from disastrous and constant floods as outlined in the 
Corps of Engineers preliminary examination and in light of this are ready to bear 
their equitable share of the cost in the construction of a sound flood control 
program. 

In considering the matter for flood control along the Vermillion River, the 
frequency of floods and the cost to the landowners in the area must be considered, 
The Vermillion River has repeatedly flooded throughout the history of the area. 
There have been 10 floods during the past 11 years. Rarely has there a been valley 
which has so consistently been flooded over the years as the Vermillion River 
Valley. 

In view of the need for this project, in view of the complete unity of the resi- 
dents of the area and the communities in the area who are dependent upon this 
rich farmland for their economic stability, we strongly urge Congress to provide 
adequate funds to survey this project so that a reasonable and sound flood control 
program can be constructed as rapidly as possible. 


STATEMENT ON APPROPRIATIONS FOR Biq BEND Dam Ry Ross CuMMING, 
Master Souta Dakota STateE GRANGE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the grange members of South Dakota as well as 
mest of the people of the State are vitally interested in seeing the whole Missouri 
Basin project completed as soon as possible. And since Biz Bend Dam was a very 
imrortant link in the chain of the project as a whole, the South Dakota State 
Grange believes that Biz Bend should be started now. 

With over 90 percent of the farms of the State usinz electricity, the pro‘lem of 
furnishing enou ,h power is becoming greater day by day. For the last 10 to 12 
years the farmers have been gearin: their farminz operations to electricity. We 
have been lookin + forward to, and with the risin: cost of production certainly need, 
the low cost of hydroelectric power from the dams on the Missouri in our State. 
This great need simply cannot, wisely, be postponed. We will be needing this 
increased supply of power in the near future. 

One of the main principles of our orzanization is economy, but we don’t believe 
the postponing of the Bir Bend at this time is an economic move. With progress 
on the rest of the project as a whole goin, forward, it would but be wise to have a 
link missin in the chain of dams that is in the Missouri River Basin project. 

We are very grateful for the appropriations and prozress that has been made, 
and sincerely hope that you gentlemen see fit to make appropriations to get the 
work of the Biz Bend Dam underway. 


CENTRAL ELEcTRIC COOPERATIVE AssocIaTION, INC., 
Blunt, S. Dak., March 24, 1956. 


SURCOMMITTEE OF THE House APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, United States Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEVEN: As the manazer of the Central Electric Cooperative Association, 
Inc., of Blunt, S. Dak., servinz about 900 farms and ranches in Hurhes and Sully 
Counties, { wish to call your attention to the needs of this cooperative which can 
be multiplied by thirty-some electric cooperatives, and municipalities in the State 
of South Dakota. 
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The income of farm families in South Dakota has been seriously curtailed 
because of a price decline in farm commodities and operating expenses on South 
Dakota farms have increased. It has become necessary for farm families to 
drastically reduce operating costs and the increased use of electric power for farm 
production is one method that is being widely used. The power consumption of 
the consumers of this cooperative, along with the consumers of other power sup- 
pliers, is rapidly inereasing. For example, this cooperative has been allocated 
1,200 kilowatts of power by the United States Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Dakotas Electric Cooperative of which we are a member. This block of power 
was supposed to meet our requirements up to 1958 and longer, and we are advised 
that no further blocks of power will be available to us until 1960 or 1961 when the 
Oahe Dam is scheduled to be completed. The Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
the Honorable Fred Aandahl, has advised us that it would be well to not plan on 
power from the Oahe Dam when it is completed. 

A conservative estimate indicates that our peak load in 1956 will reach 1,100 
kilowatts or more. ‘That means that in 1957 our power supply will be exhausted. 

Therefore, in behalf of the farm and ranch families in Huzhes and Sully Counties 
in the State of South Dakota, I implore you to seriously consider and recommend 
that a sum of $1 million be appropriated for the Corps of Enzineers, United States 
Army, and other related agencies to be specifically used for the initiation of devel- 
opment and planning of the Big Bend Dam on the Missouri River in the State of 
South Dakota. Further, that this committee do all in its power to hasten the 
development to the stage where construction can be initiated to provide the much 
needed electric energy so vital to the economy of all of the people of the State of 
South Dakota and its neizhbors. Precious time has already been lost. We pray 
that no further delays will hold up this great power development. 

In view of the pending shortage of power, I urge this committee to use its 
influence to provide adequate funds in such amounts that long ranze planning 
will be permitted which will speed up the construction of existing developments 
such as Oahe Dam and others. The knowledge that adequate funds are available 
can greatly hasten the completion of the Missouri River development. 

In conclusion, may I extend to the congressional delevation of the State of 
South Dakota, and to the entire congressional body of the United States, our 
sincere thanks for your serious consideration and your legislative achievements 
in making funds available for the great program of the development of the Mis- 
souri River. 

Respectfully yours, 
G. E. O_Erup, Manager. 


Mr. JensEN. Now, Mr. Chairman, Mr. John C. Kelly, chairman 
of the waterways commission of the Chamber of Commerce of Sioux 
City, lowa, would like to make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. KELLY 


Mr. Keuuy. I ask permission to file a statement on behalf of the 
Sioux City Chamber of Commerce. I have a number of copies and I] 
have been asked by South Sioux City to place before you gentlemen 
a statement from their chamber of commerce in South Sioux City, 
and also a statement from a farmer along the banks of the river just 
below Sioux City and he represents a group of them extending down- 
stream along it. 

Mr. Ranaut. What is his name? 

Mr. Keuiy. Laurence H. Christensen, Sergeant Bluff, Iowa. 

Mr. Christensen has testified before you gentleme in the past, but 
was unable to this year. He also asked ] submit these pictures to 
you gentlemen published by my paper in Sioux City. It is a story 
that I think tells very graphically what bank stabilization means, 
as well as navigation. 
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(The documents referred to follow: ) 
STATEMENT OF L. H. CHRISTENSEN, SERGEANT Buurr, Lowa 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am a farmer. I own 340 
acres and operate 600 acres of land which is located 4% miles southwest of Sergeant 
Bluff, Lowa, and adjoins the Missouri River. I am, therefore, vitally interested 
in the progress of the channel stabilization program between Sioux City and 
Omaha. 

I will not be sble to appear in person before vour committee this time as | 
have in the pasi 5 vears. I have been asked by the group of farmers that T repre- 
sented to tell you that this did not mean we had lost interest in, nor lost sight of 
the importance of the earliest possible completion date for the Missouri River 
Channel stabilization program, 

Our primary interest is the protection of our homes and land from being washed 
away by the river. At the present time, one of the pieces of land that I operate 
is being washed away by the river. Some of my neighbors are also losing land 
It is rather discouraging to plant a crop and then have the river take it away from 
you, 

My neighbors and I believe that aside from the protection of farm lands af- 
forded by channel stabilization that navigation will follow the completion of this 
project as naturally as a dog’s tail follows the dog. We firmly believe that 
navigation will benefit us farmers by giving us the advantages of water freight 
rates; also that navigation will encourage the movement of heavy industry into 
our area thereby giving us a larger and more stable local market. 

It is our understanding that the channel stabilization program is set up to be 
completed in a 10-year period. We firmly believe that it would be feasible and 
advantageous to increase the appropriations enough to complete that program in 
6 years. We believe that the completion of this work in the lesser time would 
give a more efficient use of the contractors’ time by eliminating four moves into 
winter quarters. This would make for substantial savings, and more important, 
full use of navigation would be available to this great midwest area sooner. And 
likewise it would begin to pay for itself at an earlier date. It is our understanding 
that a yearly appropriation of $20 million for the channel stabilization program 
from Sioux City to St. Louis would be the amount necessary 

We are also definitely interested in the earliest possible completion of the upper 
Missouri main stem dams. We have greatly benefited from those dams that are 
already completed; we feel that we are no longer subject to floods because of the 
completed dams and are very appreciative of a stable channel flow. 


To the Public Works Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee: 

This statement is presented for George Rapp as president of and on behalf of 
the Chamber of Commerce of South Sioux City, Nebr., D. P. Schaller, director 
of the Mississippi Valley Association, and Rodney Smith, secretary of the dock 
board, city attorney of the city of South Sioux City, Nebr. 

Our organizations and city officials have been interested for a number of years 
in the development and control of the Missouri River both from a shipping and 
from a flood-control standpoint. 

Our city and thousands of acres of rich surrounding farmland was under water in 
1952, resulting in millions of dollars in damages, because of business interruption 
and rebuilding. With the dams in the upper basin, we feel we are now safe from 
another such terrible catastrophe especially since the Corps of Engineers has 
advised that South Sioux City can safely guarantee to industry flood-free banks. 
In any event, while we have wanted the river tamed, we now look forward to the 
time it is put in harness so that it will be of commercial value to us through barge 
transportation. 

We are at the uppermost point in the Missouri River shipping plan, and by 
making that service available as soon as possible the entire Siouxland territory 
and beyond to the north and west will be benefited not only by rates on commodi- 
ties and raw materials but because it will open the door to industrial development. 

Our dock board has been organized and is now opening all city streets to the 
river’s edge so there will be proper and legal access to shipping facilities when it is 
possible; land is being acquired for future development, all of which will make our 
plans become a reality years sooner if the program is stepped up. 
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We respectfully submit to you that larger appropriations for bank stabiliza- 
tion, for future planning money, for additional land acquisition, and for further 
construction is vital and most urgently needed at this time. 


GeorGE Rapp, 
President, Chamber of Commerce. 
D. P. ScHALLER, 
Director, Mississippi Valley Association 
RoODNEY SMITH, 
Secretary of City Dock Board and City Attorney. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. KELLY 
Marcu 28, 1956 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is John CC. Wells 
| am president of the Sioux City Broadcasting Co., and vice president of the 
Journal-Tribune Publishing Co 

| am representing the Sioux City Chamber of Commerce’s waterways committee 
| have been chairman of this committee for the past LO years During this time 
| have participated in the chamber’s activities of promoting and securing flood 
protection, navigation, and other allied benefits 

Poday, | wish to reaffirm our deep interest in the completion of the overall 
\lissouri Basin program. Our specific request concerns bank stabilization of the 
\lissourt River from its mouth to Sioux City, lowa. We recognize that the 
ippropriation for channeling from the mouth to Wansas Citv takes precedence 
iid we strongly recommend that the appropriation be increased to $5 million 

In addition, the Kansas Citv-Omaha reach of the river must be placed on an 
weeelerated program. Next, the Omaha-Sioux City reach of the river must be 
onsidered for a 6-foot channel at an early date 

We feel that Congress must recognize the basic economic need for water tran 
portation into the Missouri Valley. We feel that Congress should recognize the 
Missouri River as one integral river waterway which requires overall consideration 

to appropriations, 


Therefore, we strongly recommend that the previous vear’s appropriation be 
kK 


wain considered, This vear’s proposed budget of $10.7 million for bank stabili 
ition should be reconsidered and at least maintained on the same level as last 
vear’s $11.1 million 

\{ a meeting of the Missouri River advisory committee of the Mississippi 
Valley Association in Omaha last fall, there were present representatives frome the 

ntire Missouri Basin It was the consensus of opinion that echanne ization work 
hould be accelerated as much as possible. The advisory committee proposed a 
9-foot channel to Omaha and a 7-foot channel to Sioux City in the next 4 vears, 
equiring approximately $20 million per year with a 9-foot channel to Sioux Cits 
0 be inereased in the next 4 years. ‘Thev also proposed $4 million for agricultural 
vees; $8 million for tributary stream projects; S80 million for Oahe, Garrison, 
(iavins Point and Tuttle Creek Dams and planning funds; and at least $750,000 
for Big Bend Dam. 

fn addition, the Sioux City interests feel so strongly about navigation and the 
early completion of a navigable channel that they have initiated limited barge 
ervice which will begin this year. Construction has been started on a 65-foot 
towboat which will be completed in the next 60 to 90 days and will furnish shuttle 
ervice to Sioux City from Omaha and Kansas City starting approximately June | 
Nhe businessmen of Sioux City have extended financial support through loans for 
the construction of this towboat. In addition, the city of Sioux City through its 
lock commission has begun construction of suitable dock facilities with rail spur 
connections for the handling of commodities shipped by barge. 

We recovnize that bank stabilization and channeling on the Missouri will tend 
to protect considerable bottom land along the Missouri and enhance the industrial 
development, of the Missouri Basin. Sioux City people feel that the Congress of 
the United States will appropriate sufficient funds whereby this program can and 
vill be completed in the minimum time limit 


Mr. Kertiy. We are interested in navigation, but we realize the 
plight of our neighboring farmers. 

Sioux City is primarily interested in the navigation end of it and we 
wish to back up the statement our Government just made that we feel 
additional money should be considered for the bank-stabilization pro- 
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gram from Sioux City to the mouth. There is no argument about it: 
we will not get it unless they have it below, of course, but we feel vital 
need for much faster progress upstream. 

We have talked to the engineers and they say, well, they need money 
from Congress to get it. We have given considerable thought to it 
and have felt that the engineers could more economic ally spend and 
save the Government money if they could speed the program up. 
General Potter, the division head, stated during the past year that it 
was a 10-year program to complete the 9-foot channel to Sioux City. 
We feel it can be done in 6 years and wish to say that and point out 
that Sioux City is not just waiting for Congress to act. The business- 
men of Sioux City are going ahead on their own. We do not have a 
certified channel to Sioux City as vet. The certification only goes to 
Omaha, some 130 miles downstream. Yet, before June 1, we expect to 
launch a tow capable of pulling a few barges upstream over Omaha 
through a very small channel. Private enterprise is undertaking to 
build and operate this, but this enterprise has been led by the loan of 
money by a group of businessmen, 25 in all, to be exact, that have 
gone in and loaned the money at no interest until the company starts 
operating on a private basis. We know, in addition, the city of Sioux 
City itself is going ahead to be able to handle the commodities we may 
be able to bring up this year by commencing the installation of a small 
dock. 

We are going ahead on our own. We are trusting in the future on 
the trained hands of you gentlemen. It has been approved in the 
past and we just hope it can be speeded up. 

The waterways committee of the chamber of commerce, as endorsed 
by the board, is in full accord with all the other requests that are being 
made here for the additional funds for the agricultural levees, for the 
planning money for Big Bend. Sioux City would definitely benefit by 
it. We hope to get power from it. 

We are hoping for some in Sioux City. It may be a forlorn hope, 
but we would like to know. We have endorsed the entire Pick-Sloan 
project and wish to go on record affirming all the budget requests and 
the requests for those over the budget made here today, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ranaut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, before I introduce the next witness, 
I would like very much to just introduce my friend, Col. O. P. Bennett, 
of Mapleton, Iowa, who is a farm operator, and also the insurance 
commissioner of Iowa. Mr. Bennett lives in and has land in the Little 
Sioux Valley, which you folks have heard so much about. There is $2 
million in the budget this year for construction of that project and | 
can say for Mr. Bennett that he is very grateful and he is here with 
Governor Hoegh to approve all which the Governor has said, and what 
he has requested for the Missouri River Valley program. 

Mr. Bennett. We appreciate your help and we need it. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Bennett and I have been friends for a long time. 
Mr. Oliver P. Bennett is a fine American, he has held many responsible 
positions during the war periods, in W. orld War I and World War II. 
I couldn’t start to enumerate them. It is nice to have you here, 
Colonel. 

Now, I want to introduce Mr. Robert M. Knapp, chairman of the 
river development committee of the Chamber of Commerce of Omaha, 
Nebr.; Mr. Knapp, in the absence of Congressman Chase, who cannot 
be here this afternoon, Mr. Knapp. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. KNAPP 


Mr. Knapp. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert M. Knapp. I am 
appearing today before this committee as chairman of the river 
development and flood control committee of the Omaha Chamber of 
Commerce. I am also appearing as a representative of the Nebraska- 
Iowa Council of the Mississippi Valley Association and on behalf of 
the Chamber of Commerce of Council Bluffs, lowa, our sister city 
with whom we shared the successful fight to save our area from the 
flood of 1952, and which, thanks to the upstream dams, $62 million 
of flood damage was saved. 

Omaha and Council Bluffs have vigorously supported for many 
years the concept of multiple-purpose development and control of 
the water resources in the Missouri Valley. 

The organizations for which I am appearing today are in general 
agreement that the President’s budget recommending funds for the 
continuation of Missouri River Basin projects is fundamentally sound. 
Rather than to discuss the projects on which we have no quarrel 
with the Budget Bureau, I would prefer to stress several items in 
the Budget Bureau’s recommendation which do not appear to be 
sound and which do not give full consideration to the problems in 
the Missouri Basin and to its needs for the future. 

I concur very heartily with the statements made by Governor 
Hoegh and others asking that Congress continue to appropriate 
adequate funds for the upstream dams and other major multiple- 
purpose projects in the basin. 

Specifically, however, I should like to discuss briefly the matter 
of bank stabilization on the Missouri River itself between Sioux City, 
lowa, and the mouth of the river. We in Omaha and Council Bluffs 
are deeply concerned over the reduction which the Budget Bureau 
has recommended this year. Last year, $11,100,000 was recom- 
mended and later appropriated by Congress. 

This year, the budget recommendation is $10,700,000, a cut of 
nearly a half million dollars. At that rate of appropriations, it will 
be many years before the banks of the Missouri River are pinned down 
and before a 9-foot navigable channel is available to Omaha and 
Sioux City in order for the Missouri Basin to reap the full benefits 
inherent in water transportation. To effect completion by 1960, 
the annual appropriation for bank stabilization work on the Missouri 
River from Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth should be not less than 
$20 million. 

Now that the flood control program on the upper Missouri is well 
along toward completion, it is time to give increased consideration to 
completion of the downstream phases of the program. It is time to 
give consideration to completion of the byproducts of flood control 
such as protection of farmlands from bank erosion and the use of the 
controlled waters of the Missouri River for such purposes as ex- 
panded industrial and municipal use and for water transportation. 
It is time to accelerate the construction of agricultural levees along 
the Missouri River which go hand in hand with bank stabilization 
work. 

To substantiate the need for this accelerated program, may I cite 
the following. The average loss of farmland from Sioux City to the 
mouth, due to erosion, is 9,000 acres per year, 
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Navigation on the Missouri River has grown phenominally in the 
past 3 vears. ‘Tonnages have quadrupled, and in 1955 approached 
the half-million ton mark. Cities along the river have invested sub- 
stantial sums for dock facilities. Omaha alone has spent about 
$243,000. Barge lines serving the area are building more and better 
equipment and are providing more and better service. Industries 
are increasing their use of water to haul heavy, bulky commodities. 
New industries are moving into the Missouri Basin. Other forms 
of transportation are reducing rates in competition with water 
carriers. 

\ dependable channel on the Missouri River is less costly than on 
many other major waterways because no locks are necessary. How- 
ever, this makes all the more necessary the stabilizing of the banks 
because it is the unguided scouring action of the moving stream 
which causes the erosion of the banks and hinders the movement of 
commercial navigation. 

In summary, the organizations which I represent respectfully re- 
quest this committee to increase the Budget Bureau recommendation 
on the stretch of the Missouri between Kansas City and the mouth to 
$5 million; on the stretch between Kansas City and Omaha to $6 
million; and on the stretch between Omaha and Sioux City to $9 
million. 

Thank vou very much. 

Mr. Ranaut. We now call on our colleague, Dick Bolling. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN RICHARD BOLLING 


Mr. Bouuine. First I would like to file a statement from Mr. Ben 
I.. Powell, a witness who is unable to be here today, of Kansas City. 
Mr. Ranaut. Without objection we will place it in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Ben L. Powreut or Powe. Port Faciuiries, INc., Marcu 28, 
L956 


My name is Ben L. Powell and I am the local manager of Powell Port Facilities, 
Ine., one of the new industries that has been established in the Kansas City area 
during the past 2 years as a result of water transportation developed in the 
Missouri River basin. For the first time in the history of Kansas City, oil-well 
and line pipe can be brought into the Kansas City area and stockpiled for intransit 
shipments into parts of Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Nebraska, and Colorado. 
We realize that we are, as vet, a small incustry but we feel we are a very vital 
part of the growing industrial expansion that has resulted from and is a byproduct 
of the flood control and other multiple purposes of the program of developing 
and controlling the Missouri River. 

Our firm was established primarily to handle oilwell and line pipe shipped by 
barge from the steel mills in the eastern part of the United States for intransit 
shipment to various oilfield supply houses. This business has resulted in various 
economic advantages that have affected not only the steel mills and suppliers 
but also the State, county, and local interests. Let us look at some of the results. 

First of all, looking at the local picture, it has brought to the local scene a new 
industry which has grown with increasing speed all during the navigation season, 
employing as many as 75 persons at one time. Along with the port facilities, 
it has also brought in more trucks and transportation which have substantially 
increased the revenue in taxes and licenses to local governments. It has resulted 
in increased revenue to the State government as part of the licenses went to the 
State along with increased mileage tax paid to the State. It has also brought 
about a substantial decrease in the cost of transportation into the area and 
increased the service to the oilfield industry. By placing a supply of oilwell 
easing and tubing within reach of everyone in the 5-State area, available at the 
final destination within 24 hours, expensive waiting time and expensive operations 
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waiting for an indefinite delivery date on the customer’s pipe has been materially 
reduced. This also helped the steel mills and pipe suppliers. 

We feel that we have contributed to the farmers’ markets by helping them 
to find a readily available outlet and transportation for their products to extended 
and new markets. For instance, during the navigation season as soon as we 
empty a barge of pipe, it is immediately loaded with grain products for the 
market, thereby giving the barge line a two-way haul and helping the farmer 
to market his products with a savings in transportation cost. 

We were primarily established because of water transportation of oil-well pipe 
as stated before, but we have been approached by several concerns about the 
handling of products, other than pipe, for the farmer. We feel, with these other 
products that have not heretofore been brought in by water to the Kansas City 
area, we would further benefit ourselves and also the local and State areas where 
we operate. 

My purpose in being here today is to urge this committee to give consideration 
to the benefits now beginning to be felt in the Missouri basin as a direct result 
of water transportation to our area. We are alarmed that the Bureau of the 
Budget, instead of recommending realistic increases in the downstream phase 
of the river program, is recommending declining amounts. We feel that the $2 
million recommended for the reach between Kansas City and the mouth is partic- 
ularly deficient because that is the area where the bulk of the water traflic moves; 
it is the area where the least work remains to be done. There are only 4 or 5 
small stretches on the lower Missouri River which are not already 9 feet deep. 
Yet at the current rate of appropriations, it will be 10 years or more before those 
stretches are stabilized. At least $5 million should be applied to that area this 
year. 

We strongly recommend and suggest that delaying the completion of a good 
river is not a sound fiscal policy because such delays will merely prevent the 
establishment of other industries like our own who see in the Missouri valley 
a great future for markets, labor supply and tremendous growth potential. 


Mr. Bouuina. I would like to read one paragraph of his statement 
which states my point of view: 


We are alarmed that the Bureau of the Budget, instead of recommending 
realistic increases in the downstream phase of the river program, is recommending 
declining amounts. We feel that the $2 million recommended for the reach be- 
tween Kansas City and the mouth is particularly deficient because that is the 
where the bulk of the water traffic moves; it is the area where the least work re 
inains to be done. There are only 4 or 5 small stretehes on the lower Missouri 
tiver which are not already 9 feet deep. Yet at the current rate of appropria 
tions, it will be 10 years or more before those stretches are stabilized. At least 
$5 million should be applied to that area this yvear— 


and I would emphasize this particularly: 


We strongly recommend and suggest that delaying the completion of a good 
river is not a sound fiscal policy because such delays will merely prevent the 
establishment of other industries like our own who see in the Missouri Valley a 
great future for markets, labor supply and tremendous growth potential. 

Only fairly recently have the people in my area begun to feel the 
hurt of a lack of increase in industry—in fact we lost a substantial 
number of defense contracts over the last year or two. As a result 
we have had increasing unemployment and we feel that the pos- 
sibilities of increased river traffic are very real in terms of our own 
local development. 

We have as witnesses two gentlemen from my own area, Kansas 
City, and one gentleman from St. Louis. 

The first man I would like to introduce is Mr. E. E. Wolverton, 
traffic manager of Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 


STATEMENT OF E. E. WOLVERTON 


Mr. Wotverton. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here which 
[ would like to file. 

My name is E. E. Wolverton and I am traffic manager of Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson, Inc., a steel fabrication company in Kansas City, 
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Mo. Iam here today representing not only my own company but 
the other major steel fabricators in the Kansas City area. I also 
speak as a representative of the Kansas-Missouri Council of the 
Mississippi Valley Association made up of a substantial number of 
leading business firms in the lower Missouri Basin, including such 
cities as Kansas City, Mo; Kansas City, Leavenworth, Atchison, 
Topeka, Kansas; St. Joseph, Lexington, and Marshall, Mo. 

I need not reiterate here, for I know the committee is aware of the 
fact that industrial and agricultural leaders in the lower Missouri 
Basin have long supported and urged the comprehensive Missouri 
Basin development program. The river program is already giving 
our area a measure of protection against disastrous floods, particularly 
along the Missouri River itself and when the program under con- 
struction in the Kansas River Basin is complete, we shall no longer 
need to fear such disasters as the flood of 1951 on the Kaw River. 

We commend Congress for appropriating funds for the multiple- 
purpose projects on the Missouri River and urge continued appro- 
priations for completion of the main stem program and flood-control 
projects in the Kansas River Basin. We subscribe very heartily to 
the statements made here today by Governor Hoegh and others who 
have addressed this committee. 

However, | know this committee is familiar with the justification 
of the overall basin program. I am not here to talk in generalities 
but rather to pinpoint some of the specific advantages to be derived 
from one of the major byproducts of river development. 

Dependable water transportation in the Missouri Basin is one of the 
greatest economic factors in our future and is a direct outgrowth of 
the comprehensive basin development program. I am sure you 
gentlemen realize the importance which low-cost water transportation 
has played in the development of American industry. 

Much of our industrial economy is geared to the savings which are 
inherent in low cost water transportation for the movement of heavy, 
bulky raw materials and products of industry. For the first time in 
history, dependable water transportation is becoming available to the 
cities and farmers in the Missouri Valley. 

For the first time in history, we are getting competitive transporta- 
tion and at least in the shipment of heavy, bulk commodities all forms 
of surface transportation are competing to give our citizens better 
service at lower cost. This is particularly important in the Midwest 
where reducing the cost of transportation is so important to our con- 
tinued growth and development. 

These benefits are accruing to every citizen in the area. One 
example that immediately comes to mind is the propane gas-tank 
manufacture, whicn is a considerable portion of my own company’s 
operation. Propane gas is used extensively by farmers and small 
town residents for cooking, heating and power. It is a highly com- 
petitive market and our company has been able to meet the com- 
petition of areas with lower labor costs and to continue in the pro- 
duction of propane gas systems because we can get steel plate into 
Kansas City by barge. 

There are many other examples which could be mentioned and 
which prove that industries in the Missouri Basin are now able to 
produce better goods more cheaply for their customers. 

However, the accomplishments to date in the Missouri Basin are 
merely preliminary. Barge rates on the Missouri River are still 
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higher than they are elsewhere on the inland water system. Service 
is slower and more precarious than elsewhere. Barges on the Missouri 
River last year were delayed by fluctuating channels, sandbars, and 
the like many times over the national average. 

Our citizens and our business firms are deeply concerned at the 
rate with which improvement of the Missouri River is proceeding. 
Last year, the Budget Bureau recommended $11,100,000 for bank 
stabilization work from the mouth to Sioux City, lowa. This year 
that overall recommendation has been reduced to $10,700,000. The 
most serious deficiency is in the Budget Bureau’s recommendation of 
$2 million for bank stabilization work between Kansas City and the 
mouth. A 9-foot channel on that stretch of the river is already 83 
percent completed. 

Less than $20 million out of a total estimated cost of $119 million 
remains to be spent. At the present rtae, it will be a decade before 
the banks of the Missouri between Kansas City and the mouth 
will finally be pinned down. 

Meanwhile, agricultural lands will continue to crumble and erode; 
dikes and pilings installed in former years will continue to deteriorate. 
Agricultural levees which should be built will continue to be held up 
because their placement cannot be determined and the water trans- 
portation needs of the area will continue to suffer. 

Congress has indicated over the years that some day the Missouri 
River from the mouth to Sioux City, lowa, will be permanently pro- 
tected and a 9-foot channel will be available. Delay in appropria- 
tions and insufficient annual amounts will merely delay the economic 
expansion of the srea. 

The new payrolls, new tax base, and industrial expansion of which 
the area is capable, will be delayed. At an annual rate of $5 million 
the Missouri River between Kansas City and the mouth, a 9-foot 
channel on the Missouri River up to Kansas City can be available 
in 4 years. 

We respectfully urge this committee to increase the $2 million 
recommended by the Budget Bureau to at least $5 million so that 
the work can proceed in an orderly and efficient manner. 

Mr. Anpersry. You say a 9-foot channel can be available up to 
Kansas City within 4 vears. What about Sioux City? What time 
element do you have there? 

Mr. Wo.tverron. I am sorry, sir, I don’t have the figures on that. 
For Sioux City, | think the actual percentage is 35 percent from the 
mouth to Sioux City. 

Mr. Bouiic. Our next witness is Mr. Paul Bartlett, Jr., of Bartlett 
WX Co. 

Mr. Bartlett. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL BARTLETT, JR. 


Mr. Barrierr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
wish to file a statement. 

My name is Paul D. Bartlett, Jr. I am vice president of Bartlett 
& Co., of Kansas City, Mo., a grain firm operating country elevators 
in several States tributary to the Missouri River and terminal elevators 
at Kansas City and St. Joseph, Mo., Nebraska City, Nebr., and Sioux 
City, Iowa. I also represent the Kansas-Missouri Council of the 
Mississippi Valley Association. 
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Our firm, like so many others in our area, is primarily engaged in 
the business of buying, handling, conditioning, moving, storing, and, 
last but most important, selling to the best possible advantage a 
portion of the great grain production of the Missouri Valley Basin. 
Because of this, our most immediate interest in the lower basin pro- 
gram. is the outbound shipment of grain, particularly wheat, corn, 
and grain sorghums, to eastern and southern markets and to the gulf 
for export. 

As you all know, we in the Missouri Valley are capable of raising, 
and do raise, great surpluses of grain which must be moved over 
great distances to markets where these grains are needed and can be 
consumed. ‘Transportation costs are all-important in determining 
what markets are available to Missouri Valley areas for the sale of 
its grain and grain products. High transportation costs tend to wall 
us off from our natural markets and help permit surpluses to accu- 
mulate at home and depress prices. 

Low-cost river transportation expands and will continue to expand 
our market areas. One of the most important limiting factors in 
moving these surpluses from the Missouri Valley, which is the greatest 
hard winter wheat producing area of the country, is the lack of barge 
transportation. At the present time, barge transportation on the 
Missouri River is not extensive enough to move but a small percentage 
of the surplus grain that should find water outlets from Missouri 
River ports. There is one chief reason for this and that is the depth 
of the channel. Barge line operators simply cannot afford to make 
barges available in sufficient quantity for outbound movement. In 
order to operate satisfactorily at 6- or 7-foot draft, which means that 


barges may only be loaded between 50 and 60 percent of capacity, 
the barge operators must balance inbound and outbound cargoes care- 
fully, and charge substantially higher rates on the Missouri than on 
other parts of the inland waterway system. 

A 9-foot channel would change these economic restrictions. The 


9-foot channe! between Kansas City and the mouth is already 83 


percent complete but this 17 percent deficiency limits the grain move- 
ment on the river to an insignificant percentage of what would move 
if the channel were completed. 

As has been proved on the Illinois, Ohio, Mississippi, and other 
rivers in the inland system, the transportation of grain along the 
waterways is particularly economical. Grain is a bulk commodity, 
most adaptable to barge shipment; it is easily loaded and unloaded, 
and the quantities to be shipped can usually be adjusted up or down 
to permit full loading. 

In fact, I have never known a barge to move down the Missouri 
with less than a full load as determined by water conditions at the time 
of shipment. We anticipate more and more use of water transporta- 
tion by our firm and the entire grain industry as time goes on. The 
main question here is whether or not the great grain-growing sections 
of the Missouri River Basin will have substantial access to this low- 
cost transportation within a reasonable period of time. 

I would like to call attention to the fact that the St. Lawrence 
seaway will be in operation by 1959 and that many Great Lakes ports 
will become seaports. The great river inland transportation system 

reaching out over the entire Mississippi Valley will be feeding the 
port of Chicago. Water transportation will become more important 
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than ever before to the whole midcontinent area and particularly to 
all its grain-growing regions. 

I would ce ertainly like to urge that every consideration be given to 
the Missouri so that this area might also be importantly connected to 
the full inland waterway system “and to the port of Chicago by that 
date. 

[t would be most unfortunate if the comple tion of the 9-foot channel 
on the Missouri, at least to Kansas City lagged far behind 1959. Of 
course, the 9-foot channel is important, indeed imperative, for the 
whole length of the river to Sioux City but we all know that the upper 
regions of the river will not get effective transportation until the 9- 
foot channel in the lower river has been completed and adequate service 
established. 

The grain business is highly competitive. The use of water trans- 
portation for the outbound shipment of the products of our farms 
cannot help but benefit every part of the economy in our area as com- 
petition causes the inherent savings in water transportation to be 
reflected in prices farmers receive ‘for their grain. If, as in recent 
years, grain surplus stocks continue largely in Government hands, 
then the sav ing in transportation costs redound directly to the Federal 
Treasury. 

Inasmuch as our company—and I am sure I can speak for everyone 
in the grain business when I say this—is so directly dependent upon 
agriculture for its livelihood, our interest in the Missouri River 
program goes considerably beyond barge transportation. We are 
vitally coneerned with the flood-control features—in fact, 3 of our 4 
major elevators have been subjected to floods since 1951. We are 
also vitally concerned with the agricultural levee program which will 
some day protect all of the 1% million acres of bottomland along the 
river. 

We are concerned with the bank-stabilization program. We urge 
the early completion of the bank-stabilization program because we 
have watched with dismay the bank erosion and channel meandering 
which every year destroys many thousands of acres of the Midwest’s 
best soil. 

We share with Governor Hoegh and the others who have testified 
today the real concern over the apparent slowdown in bank protection 
features in the overall development of the Missouri River program. 
We thoroughly agree that a particularly critical situation exists 
between Kansas City and the mouth of the river and that the budget 
recommendation should be further increased from $2 million to at 
least $5 million. 

We would go one step further, however, and suggest that Congress 
take a more realistic view of the entire bank-stabilization program 
from the mouth to Sioux City, lowa, in order to stabilize the river- 
banks and at the same time provide an adequate channel for depend- 
able river navigation. 

Instead of completing the overall program in 10 or 20 years, the 
job can be done in 4 or 5. If that happens, the savings to farmers, 
consumers, and business, and the accelerated industrial ‘and economic 
expansion which it will eause will more than return to the Federal 
Government and to the economy of the Nation the costs involved. 
Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Bouurina. Our next witness is Mr. A. C. Ingersoll, Jr., president 
of the Federal Barge Lines, Inc. 
Mr. Rasaut. We will be pleased to hear Mr. Ingersoll. 


STATEMENT OF A. C. INGERSOLL, JR. 


Mr. Incersotit. My name is A. C. Ingersoll, Jr., I am president of 
Federal Barge Lines, Inc., a privately-owned corporation operating 
the river transportation facilities formerly operated by the Govern- 
ment-owned Inland Waterways Corporation. 

[ am appearing to ask that the amount of $2 million budgeted for 
1957 for the navigation project on the Missouri River from Kansas 
City to the mouth be increased to $5 million. 

As a justification for this request, 1 would like to review the cireum- 
stances briefly. The Inland Waterways Corporation, a Government 
corporation, operated on the Missouri River for 20 years—20 years of 
regular heavy annual losses. Since the sale of the Government barge 
line to private ownership in 1953, an all-out effort has been made to 
convert this heavy drain on the operation to a profit. We have 
built and put into service last year a new towboat, our largest, espe- 
cially built for the Missouri River. 

Here are some pictures of this huge vessel in operation. Tonnages 
of freight are increasing rapidly. With good equipment and increasing 
traffic we are now in the black on the Missouri for the first time. 
Our activities on the river last vear and our plans for this year are 
described in more detail in this leaflet. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


FEDERAL BARGE LINES ON THE Missovurt River, 1955-56 
OPERATIONS IN 1955 


In 1955 barge traffic on the Missouri River continued to demonstrate that 
navigation on this stream is now a practical commercial proposition. Here are a 
few of the season’s statistics, compared with the 1954 season: 


| 
| 
FBI. and connecting line Missouri River traffic. ..-- .tons.- 114, 787 167, 535 
Average time spent on the Missouri for barges loaded to Kansas City. ‘days 19.5 22. 1 
Average time spent on the Missouri for barges loaded to Omaha_. Geu..5 47.5 28.0 


| 
1954 1955 
| 


Note the substantial improvement in turnaround at Omaha, which this year 
was only 6 days longer than for barges which turned around at Kansas City. 
(By way of comparison, turnaround of F BL barges on the Intracoastal Waterway 
west of New Orleans, to and from all points, averages 19 days.) 

In 1954 FBL accepted from shippers and connecting lines barges loaded to 
6-foot draft to Kansas City, 5% feet to Omaha. In the spring of 1955, in the 
belief that the channel was in better shape, and knowing that our powerful new 
Missouri River towboat. Lachlan Macleay, would make possible more effective 
navigation, FBL announced that loadings at 7-foot draft to Kansas City and 6 
feet to Omaha would be accepted from shippers and connecting lines. 

Drafts of barges were accordingly increased, with consequent improved utiliza- 
tion of cargo capacity. ‘These increased limits proved to be practical, even 
though (as often happens) quite a few barges were delivered to FBL loaded “out 
of trim,’’ with 1 or 2 corners drawing well over 7 feet—sometimes as much as 
8% feet. 


PLANS FOR 1956 


On the basis of the successful 1955 season, FBL has scheduled two further 
improvements in its Missouri River service for 1956: 
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F F BL has ordered the construction of an even more powerful sister ship to the 
Lachlan Macleay, which is confidently expected to break the Macleay’s outstanding 
performance record of 1955. 

BL will accept even deeper loadings to Kansas City. Barges loaded to 7} 
foot draft will be accepted from shippers and connecting lines for Kansas City 
barges loaded to 6 feet to points above Kansas City as far as Omaha. (The 
cooperation of shippers and connecting lines is requested in securing even trim 
in barges loaded for Missouri River destinations, so that with dry bilges no corner 
of a barge will draw more than 7% feet if destined Kansas City, or more than 
6 feet if destined above Kansas City.) 

Federal Barge Lines’ 1956 program for the Missouri River is more frequent 
sailings and deeper loadings. 

| can summarize it by saying that we now have an even more 
powerful towboat under construction to go into service this year, and 
we plan to load barges to even deeper drafts than last year. 

We will load to even deeper drafts in spite of the sad state of the 
channel because we have found out that with a very powerful towboat 
we can get through and over the bad spots in the channel, with more 
cargo. 

But even with this increase in draft navigation on the Missouri 
will still be very drastically limited, 7% feet draft instead of the 9 feet 
available elsewhere on the Mississippi River system reduces vessel 
capacity by one-third, and this one-third—at ordinary rates—is more 
than the profit margin. 

Also, even with the best design for the Missouri—and these pictures 
of 4 propellers and 10 rudders on our new boat show that the Missouri 
requires in maneuverability—the problem of navigation is very diffi- 
cult. This chart is a picture of our 1955 operations on the Missouri, 
showing all delays resulting from the incomplete state of the channel. 
In summary our navigational delays from groundings, etc., on the 
Missouri run at a rate over 10 times as great as on the other parts of 
the Mississippi system. 

The effect of this situation on the public is very simple: Higher 
freight rates; steel, the principal west-bound traffic, pays rates on 
the Missouri 58 percent higher per mile than on the upper Mississippi 
where the 9-foot channel is finished. 

Grain, the principal downstream traffic, which, incidentally, seems 
to me to be an almost unlimited potential for the future, pays 42 
percent higher rates than on the upper Mississippi. ‘The demand for 
barge transportation on the Missouri is very great and growing fast, 
but the users, the farmers and steel consumers, are paying the bill 
for the unfinished channel. 

The plain fact is that the sooner the job is finished, the sooner 
the freight rates on the Missouri can reach the low level prevailing 
elsewhere in the Mississippi Valley. But at the rate the work is 
progressing I fear it will never be completed. 

Appropriations for this lower 375-mile stretch have been in recent 
years at a rate of $2 million per year. The United States engineers 
estimate of the cost of finishing the job is $20 million, apparently 
10 years’ work at the present rate of appropriations. But it can’t 
ever be completed at $2 million per year because there are several 
bad spots which can’t be tackled within a $2 million annual budget. 
The major river-straightening jobs have to be completed in ‘the 
season they are begun, or ice and floods will undo half-finished work. 

These big jobs can’t be undertaken unless they can be finished the 
same year. The engineers state that the practical and efficient rate 
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of annual appropriations to finish the lower Missouri job is $5 million. 
| do not believe we will be able to foresee the completion of the 9-foot 
project on the lower Missouri until the annual rate of appropriations 
is substantially increased. 

A collateral part of this whole problem is that progress in the 
completion of the agricultural levee program cannot be made until 
the bank stabilization work necessary to the navigation project is 
complete. Levees cannot be built until the banks are stabilized so 
that the river cannot cut under the levees. 

In passing I would like to commend the progress of the channel 
improvement work above Kansas City. A great deal more work 
still remains to be done in the channel above Kansas City. It is 
going forward nicely, and I hope that this committee will do nothing 
to interfere with progress in this upper section of the river. 

I would also like to comment on the Tuttle Creek Reservoir project 
on the Kansas River and the Pomme de Terre Reservoir on the 
Osage. The closing of the big dams in the Dakotas has subjected 
more than half the Missouri watershed to control. The effect in 
stabilization of the flow of the Missouri is already phenomenal in 
eliminating floods and lew water. 

The full benefits to the Missouri Valley and the middle and lower 
Mississippi all the way to New Orleans will not be realized, however, 
until the lower tributaries of the Missouri are also controlled. 1 urge 
that work go forward on the Tuttle Creek and Pomme de Terre 
projects as rapidly as practicable. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rasaur. Thank vou, sir. 


Mr. Lovre. To complete the presentation, Mr. Chairman, we have 
asked Bob Hipple of Pierre to wind it up. 

I do want to say, Mr. Chairman, I suppose if there is anyone who is 
the grandpappy of the Missouri River program, it is Bob Hipple. 

Mr. Ranaut. IT remember him. He has been before the committee 
before. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT HIPPLE 


Mr. Hippie. Mr. Chairman, I realize the hour is late. 1 am 
Robert B. Hipple. 1 live at Pierre, S. Dak., where I am publisher of 
the Daily Capital Journal. My appearance is on behalf of the Pierre, 
S. Dak., Chamber of Commerce. 

Pierre is situated immediately downstream from the Oahe Dam on 
the Missouri River, and is at the head of the pool to be created by the 
authorized Big Bend Dam. We request this committee to recommend 
the appropriation for continuing work on the Oahe Dam as proposed 
by the Bureau of the Budget; and to recommend an appropriation for 
preliminary planning and studies of the Big Bend Dam, which does not 
appear in the budget proposals. 

The Big Bend Dam is an integral part of the authorized Missouri 
River flood-control program now under construction. The engineering 
designs of the nearly completed Fort Randall Dam, and of the Oahe 
Dam now under construction are predicated on the existence of the 
Big Bend installation. The economic justification for the entire 
Missouri River program was originally calculated upon the existence 
of the Big Bend installation, which has one of the highest, if not the 
highest, economic justification of any single installation upon the main 
stem of the river. 
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The original justification, already very high, was predicated upon 
the dam’s being built at the head of a large oxbow bend in the river 
from which the dam takes its name. Reconnaissance surveys carried 
out during the past year have disclosed an alternative site upon 
wrich a higher dam might be built at the same cost, with consequent 
increase in the electrical capacity. This might improve the economic 
justification substaatially; but there is also the possibility that it 
might result in a substaatial decrease in the justification for navigation 
purposes, which is of high importance to Pierre people and to the 
people of South Dakota generally. 

It is impossible to make firm estimates of costs at either location 
without field and engineering siudies which have not been made for 
lack of -linning funds. The Big Bend Reservoir will capture and 
regulate the surges that will occur as a result of the operation of the 
Oahe Reservoir; and as a result, the timing is such that Big Bend 
should come into operation within a short time after Oahe comes into 
regular operation. If this is not done, there will be a waste of power 
potential; there will be a waste of water; and there may be substantial 
bank erosion resulting from the surges at Oahe. 

Pierre people are also interested in appropriations to maintain the 
navigation channel below Sioux City, lowa. We are hopeful that 
regular barge operations can be established to Sioux City as soon as a 
sure water supply can be established in the Oahe Reservoir. We ex- 
pect this to have a beneficial effect upon the economy of South Dakota. 
We do not consider that the total of $10,700,000 recommended by the 
budget for channel stabilization on the Missouri River as a whole is 
adequate, and request that this total be doubled so that work can 
proceed on schedule which would bring a completed channel into 
existence at about the same time that the adequate water supply from 
the Oahe Reservoir comes into existence. 

I would like to answer in more detail two of the questions that 
have been asked here today, one by the chairman with respect to the 
Big Bend Dam, and I have three charts here. I wish we had a map, 
but there are three sketches that will show the physical situation at 
the Big Bend Dam. That dam is immediately downstream from 
Pierre, S. Dak. The original proposal as it was justified, it is a very 
large oxbow bend, and ‘the original proposal by General Pick and 
Glen Sloan was that a dam be built on the upper limb of that large 
bend: that a canal be built across the bend, which is a distance of 
about a mile, and that a power drop be made at the lower side. 

The effect on that of navigation is to shorten the distance of ¢ 
vessel traveling about 40 miles in rough figures. So that, for adil 
a 5,000-ton tow would save 200,000 ton-miles on every trip of the 
river. As a result, that particular dam, I believe, has the highest 
benefit-to-cost ratio of any of the proposed structures on the entire 
Missouri River system. It also provides some power for nothing, 
because there is a natural drop of about 38 feet and by building a 
relatively low dam and forcing the water across, there, you get a head 
of 60 to 70 feet so they could generate 180,000 kilowatts by building 
a very low dam. That, as a result, will be the cheapest power on the 
entire river. 

Recently, the demand for power in the upper Missouri has been 
so great and our shortage is so extreme, that the Corps of Engineers 
has been she 9 for a site where they could get more power and they 
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now have a proposal to build a dam at a downstream site, and the 
effect of building that dam at the downstream site would be to increase 
the amount of power that could be generated, but it would entirely 
wipe out the navigation justification which was a part of the original 
justification. 

Now I am not competent to speak for General Potter or General 
Itschner, but I do know this, as a fact, that if you ask either of those 
men what is the effect and what are the definite facts and figures, 
what is the benefit-to-cost ratio, on that dam, today, are you increasing 
it, decreasing it, or enlarging it in any way, they ‘will truthfully have 
to answer, “T don’t know.’ 

Now the reason they will have to answer that is that they haven’t 
had a dime to do the necessary engineering work in the ‘offices; I 
mean, put men to work with slide rules and lead pencils and find out 
what those costs are. 

Also, they haven’t had a dime with which to do the necessary 
drilling, and that drilling is really necessary out there because of the 
unstableness of the formations upon which they are built, to deter- 
mine the foundation situations at both of those sites. They can’t 
possibly give you an answer, Mr. Chairman, until we do get some 
money that will permit them to do the field work that they have to do. 

Now we can generate an enormous amount of traffic. At the time 
the original justification was made, for example, there never had been 
a single oil well drilled in the State of North Dakota. Today, that 
State is producing, actually producing, better than 5,000 tons of crude 
petroleum, daily, every 25 hours. Their potential up there is 25,000 
tons of crude petroleum. The reason they are not producing more is 
because they have no way of getting that oil out and there is only 
one market and that is the refinery at Mandan, N. Dak., which is 
the newest and most modern refinery in the United States, today. 

Also at the time the original justification was made, there wasn’t 
any such volume of bentonite being shipped out. ‘Today, there is 
5,000 tons of bentonite crossing the Missouri River at Pierre every 
week. We could load one of Captain Ingersoll’s barges with a 5,000- 
ton tow of bentonite. If I had time, I could recite for you here better 
than 1 million tons of existing tonnage that could move out of South 
Dakota, annually; out of South Dakota, alone. 

As a result, I feel it is highly important that that navigation poten- 
tial at the Big Bend site should not be jeopardized. There should be 
a careful investigation made. The only way that investigation can 
be made is by giving them some planning money. In amount, I don’t 
know; they will have t to tell you. But I would say that it won’t take 
any such amount of money as Governor Hoegh suggested, to provide 
the amounts I have indicated will be needed, here. Most of those 
jobs require about 1 percent of the overall cost for planning, but I 
don’t think they need that amount of money in a single year, and I 
don’t think they need that amount of money to answer the questions 
that I have indicated, here, as to the relative value of the two sites. 
The other question that Mr. Andersen asked is how long will it take 
to complete the navigation channel from the mouth to Sioux City. 
It has already been indicated that that can be completed from the 
mouth to Kansas City in 4 years, by a very reasonable increase in the 
rate of appropriations. 

The situation of the overall stream is this: There is still about $100 
million to be spent to complete navigation from Sioux City to the 
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mouth, At an annual rate of, for example, $20 million, you could 
complete that entire thing, a 9-foot channel, all the way from Sioux 
City to the mouth in 5 years. However, there is another factor that 
enters into the picture, and that is ths at there must be a sure water 
supply and there will not be a sure water supply to mamtain a 9-foot 
channel for the entire depth of the river from Sioux City to St. Louis 
until Oahe is closed and water is in storage. That water will be avail- 
able, at the present rate of construction and at the present rate of 
allocation, in the appropriations if recommended, by 1961. So the 
answer to your question, Mr. Andersen, is this: That moneywise it 
could be done in 5 years. Waterwise it can also be done in from 5 to 
6 years. 

Mr. ANpERSEN. When will they close Oahe? 

Mr. Hippie. They have merely allocated $30 million for this year. 
The fellows who are out there on the job don’t think that is enough 
money. The fellows that are in the offices at Omaha and the engi- 
neers down here, they swear up and down that they will fund those 
contracts with that amount of money and that they will definitely 
close in 1958. But I say to you that it is a darned close thing. That 
is what they say and I am willing to accept their statement. 

| thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rasavur. I want to ask you something. On this Big Bend, here, 
what happens to the water if you cut this across? Are you going to 
cut these people off? 

Mr. Hiprie. There isn’t a living soul on that bend, sir. It will be 
a run-of-the-river dam. It will be by far the cheapest dam—that is 
on the original site. Now on the lower site, that is something else, 
again. The lower site is proposed on the basis of generating a great 
deal more power, and in that event the dam would be very much 
higher than for example if you would attempt to lock around that—— 

Mr. Rasavur. They will have a race, here, as well as a channel? 

Mr. Hippie. Yes, sir. The surges will be regulated out of Oahe. 

Mr. Raraur. All right. 

Mr. Lovre. Mr. Chairman, if you please, I would just like to extend 
my thanks to you and to your committee for all the time you have 
given us—not only now, but in years gone by, and also to extend my 
thanks to the Mississippi Valley Assoc iation and Jim Sm ith, who 
certainly have worked untiringly for this whole project. 

| am just wondering, Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Smith has anything he 
wants to say, or if he has any statements he wants to file before we 
adjourn, 


STATEMENT OF JAMES SMITH 


Mr. Smiru. I know it isn’t necessary for the Valley Association to 
enter in any testimony, here, because our platform, the way the 
Valley Association membership feels about the program has been in- 
cluded in the records of this hearing and before you many times. 

Our purpose today is to coordinate it and try to keep on a time 
schedule and I see we are within 4 minutes of the time that we had 
allocated at our prehearing conference yesterday. I won’t take any 
time except to secure permission to file some statements for some men 
who were to be here but are not. 

Mr. Rasavr. All right. 

Mr. Smiru. I have a statement here from the Bismarck North 
Dakota Chamber of Commerce that I should like to file; also one from 
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the Mandan North Dakota Chamber of Commerce. Moving down the 
r ver, | have astatement from the Blair, Nebr., Chamber of Commerce, 

and from the Dock Board of the City of Nebraska City, Nebr. I also 
have a statement ae from the Chamber of Commerce of Leaven- 
worth, Kans., and a statement from the Missouri-Arkansas Flood 
Control and fictareutaas Association. 

Mr. Lovre. I assume all the statements that have been presented 
will be made a ee of the record? 

Mr. Rarnaur. They will all be made a part of the record. 

(The docume hides referred to by Mr. Smith follow:) 


STATEMENT OF THE BISMARCK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


GenTLEMEN: North Dakota, in the history of our country, has been an agri- 
cultural State. It perhaps will be for many vears to come. 

H story, research and development are today changing our importance to 
our country. We have always had the world’s greatest supply of lignite coal 
Federal estimate at about 600 billion tons. This is enough coal to supply the 
total energy consumption of the United States for 240 vears. Someday our 
ee is going to need these supplies; they will be able to use them and get them 

+ a lower cost if we plan now for some low-cost water transportation. 

wdhae Bismarck Chamber of Commerce met today at a special meeting and 
unanimously endorsed the expenditure of funds, and large quantity of funds, to 
continue to bring the main channel of the Missouri River to a navigable form from 
Bismarck on the Missouri River to its connections in the Mississippi. 

We d.sire to go on record unanimously as being 100 percent for the appropria- 
tions now being considered for the lower Missouri. 


STATEMENT OF THE MANDAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Gentlemen, we the members of the Chamber of Commerce of Mandan, want 
to plead with you for additional appropriations to make the Missouri River usable 
for boat traffic from Mandan south to the Mississippi River. We hope you 
increase your present tentative appropriations for the lower Missouri. 

Our community already is enjoving the commercial benefits of one of the 
newest oil refineries in America. We are already producing 30,000 barrels of 
gasoline per day in our refinery. We already have some pipeline connections 
to our oilfields and to our markets to Minneapolis and points east. 

Nevertheless, we know the value of additional transportation. We feel that 
if we could bring in products to be consumed in this area by boat, and take out 
our agricultural products, the lower water rate costs would be tremendously 
beneficial to the consumers of the vast raw material supply of agricultural prod- 
ucts, gasoline, oil, coal from North Dakota. 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration. 


Biair, NesBr., March 22, 1956. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

The Blair Chamber of Commerce, representing Blair, the county seat of 
Washington County, Nebr., and surrounding territory, is vitally concerned with 
the development of the Missouri River from Omaha to Sioux C ity. 

Blair is the only city between Omaha and Sioux City having rail and highway 
facilities to the river. It is the site of several industries, including the Kelly 
Ryan Equipment Co., the largest national producer of farm elevators. These 
industries have indicated their interest in receiving raw materials and shipping 
finished products by river at such time as the channel is made navigable. 

The area in which Blair is located is essentially an agricultural area. From 
the standpo'nt of eradication of floods and erosion of land on the Missouri River 
and from the use of the river to ship farm products, the completion of the Missouri 
River program would be of inestimable value to our area. 

Blair joins with other communities on the Missouri River in urging the appro- 
priation of funds to complete construction and control facilities on the Mis- 
souri River, 

Biairk CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 
By Jo Emery Newson, President. 
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STATEMENT BY MORTON STEINHART, CHAIRMAN OF THE Dock Boarp, 
NesRASKA City, NEBR. 


I am Morton Steinhart, representing the city of Nebraska City, Nebr. My 
official capacity is chairman of the dock bard of Nebraska City; a position I have 
held for 15 years continuously, without pay. 

Nebraska City was established as a river port 102 years ago, and ever since 
that time has had a deep interest in everything pertaining to the Missouri River. 
Our entire community has always earnestly supported the Missouri Basin project. 
We feel that this offers our section its greatest opportunity to develop in step 
with the expanding economy of the rest of our country. Specifically, I would 
like to report some of our activities in connection with this project: 

1. Almost 20 years ago, we started building our municipal river terminal 
facilities. Our improved riverfront extends some 4,000 feet, paralleling the river 
with some 15 acres of ground embraced in this dock area. 

2. A derrick was installed a number of years ago with a 90-foot boom, and 
with a 25-ton gross capacity. 

3. The Bartlett Grain Company of Kansas City erected a 100,000-bushel 
elevator with barge-loading gallery on our dock in 1940, They are planning a 1 
million-bushel addition to the elevator this year. 

4. Molasses terminal facilities were installed by Parker Bros. of New Orleans 
2 years ago, same to handle blackstrap molasses to be barged from Mobile, Ala. 
The storage capacity is 1 million gallons, and the property is under lease to the 
Leftwich Molasses Company of Mobile. This activity has been in operation 
2 years. 

5. The Equity Union Grain Company of Lincoln, Nebr., has announced their 
plans to erect a 1 million bushel terminal elevator here this year with barge- 
loading facilities. 

6. The Kk, L. Rickel Grain Company of Kansas City has secured a site for 
a 200,000-bushel barge-loading elevator, with actual construction to start as 
soon as barging facilities on the river warrant, 

7. Two other national grain elevator companies are negotiating for building 
sites for barge-loading elevators, 

8. A fertilizer manufacturer, one of the largest in the Nation, is planning on 
erecting a bulk storage and bagging plant for phosphate fertilizer in the very near 
future. They hope to have their plant in operation by fall. They estimate that 
they will handle between 25,000 and 35,000 tons of phosphate per year, 


CONCLUSION 


Our Nebraska City river port facilities now in existence, plus those in the active 
planning stages, will represent an investment of over $3 million. 

Estimated tonnage to be handled through our port should conservatively reach 
a total of 100,000 tons per annum. 

The possible saving resulting from barge handling will amount to an estimated 
$250,000 per vear. 

Agricultural products make up practically all of the anticipated tonnage, which 
means that most of the savings resulting will naturally benefit the agricultural 
industry. 

Completion of the river channel program, together with increased barging 
equipment by the carriers, are the only two remaining factors standing in the way 
of revolutionary development of economic conditions in this area resulting wholly 
from the Missouri Basin project. 


FLOOD CONTROL AND BANK STABILIZATION 


May | also be permitted to make a brief statement on the subject of flood contro! 
and bank stabilization, being qualified as a landowner and farm operator located 
on the Missouri River bottom. I look after 3 farms, 2 of which are located on the 
banks of the Missouri River. 

The past 3 crop years have been the best experienced by bottom farmers for a 
period of approximately 10 years. 

Floodwaters have been effectively controlled, after the early spring flood of 
1952. Bank erosion has been completely stopped. 

Fully 1,000 acres of good farm ground have been reclaimed in this immediate 
vicinity from areas previously flooded during the past years. 

The value of ell river-bottom land has more than doubled in the past 2 years. 
Recent publie sales developed prices up to $325 an acre. 
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The most striking change resulting from the river program to date is that of the 
mental attitude of the average Missouri River bottom farmer. He has today a 
complete confidence as to the future. Up to 2 years ago, many farmers were leav- 
ing their bottom farms in utter discouragement. 

A recent daylight ride from Kansas City on the Missouri Pacific revealed the 
same condition all the way along the river. Thousands of acres are being re- 
claimed for cultivation. New values measured by millions of dollars are being 
established throughout this entire area. 

At the current rate of appropriations for bank stabilization work on the Mis- 
souri River, it will be decades before the farmland along the river is protected and 
before the area received the benefits of a 9-foot channel on the Missouri River 
We earnestly request this committee to give consideration to a realistic program 
of accelerating this work. If Congress should appropriate $20 million annually 
for bank stabilization work for the entire river from the mouth to Sioux City, 
lowa, the job could be done in 4 or 5 years. Only thus can the area reap the full 
benefits from the work that has been done thus far to provide flood control and 
other benefits. 

Your continued support is respectfully and earnestly requested. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Leavenworth, Kans., March 20, 1956. 


CHAIRMEN AND MEMBERS OF SUBCOMMITTEES, 
Bureau of Budget, Public Works Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: We are asking your cooperation in establishing sufficient funds 
to develop a permanent 9-foot channel from the mouth of the Missouri River to 
Omaha, Nebr. 

As a producer of 42 ocean-plying ships manufactured here in Leavenworth, 
Kans., under Navy contract and delivered to the Army Transportation Corps at 
Charleston, 8. C. and New Orleans, we found that we were put to considerable 
delay and expense because of an inadequate channel between Leavenworth and 
the mouth of the Missouri. 

In addition to shipbuilding our city is known as a foundry, steel fabrication, 
and milling center and throughout the years we have looked forward to the time 
when our supply of steel, pig iron and other raw materials could be delivered by 
water. 

We sincerely urge that sufficient funds be allocated this year to bring about 
the completion of an adequate 9-foot channel from the mouth of the Missouri 
River to Omaha, Nebr., this coming season. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. V. OLIVER, 
Chairman, River Dock Committee. 


STATEMENT OF THE MiIssourRI-ARKANSAS BasINs FLoop CONTROL AND 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 


Our organization wishes to support the requests of the Mississippi Valley Asso- 
ciation being presented before this committee. 

We want to specifically request that the appropriation for $9 million for the 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir be increased to $10% million for the fiscal year 1957. 
This would make it possible to speed up the land acquisition program to possibly 
relieve some hardship cases where people desire to complete the sale of their 
property in order to make their plans for a new residence or property. Our 
organization has been advised by some people in the area that a stepped-up land 
acquisition program would be a great value to quite a number of the residents 
and property owners of the Blue Valley. 

We wish to recommend that the bank stabilization appropriation from Kansas 
City to St. Louis be increased from 2 to 5 million dollars for the fiscal year 
1957 in order that this project can be completed in the minimum number of years. 

We urge an appropriation in the amount of $1 million for the Pomme de Terre 
Dam and Reservoir in order that construction can be started in fiscal year 1957. 

We request an additional $1 million for the construction of agricultural levees 
on the Missouri River with part of this money earmarked for use between Kansas 
City and St. Louis. 

We also recommend an appropriation to commence planning of the Perry Dam 
and Reservoir on the Delaware River in Kansas. This project was authorized 
in 1954. 
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To summarize, we request: 

1. An increase of $144 million dollars for Tuttle Creek Reservoir. 

2. One million dollars to start construction of Pomme de Terre Dam and 
Reservoir. 

3. An increase of $3 million for bank stabilization from Kansas City to St. 
Louis. 

4. An increase of $1 million to construct agricultural levees on the Missouri 
River, part of which should be earmarked for use below Kansas City. 

5. An appropriation to start planning of Perry Reservoir. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Lew PARAMORE, 
Yrecutive Director Mo-Ark Basins Flood Control 
and Conservatiion Association. 


Mr. AnprersEN. Mr. Chairman, as a resident of that immediate 
area, I want to express my appreciation to you gentlemen for coming 
this great distance to testify before us, today. And also I would like 
to express my appreciation to Mr. Lovre and the other Congressmen 
for conducting such a worthwhile hearing. 

Mr. Rasavr. I don’t know if I have ever said this to you before, 
but you know when you look around our country and think of its 
young age as a nation, you sometimes wonder just how all the things 
that have been accomplished have been accomplished. You walk up 
to a wonderful highway and get in your car and drive for miles. It 
never dawns on you, but somebody planned this whole thing. 

Recently with the new turnpikes and so on it does dawn on a person, 
but previous to that time it dawned on no one. But somebody 
planned it. Just like you men are here today, really doing something 
in urging the Congress on these projects that something better be 
done for America, and for those who are to follow us. And you know, 
it is the pioneer spirit that did that in the past. Really, you are the 
pioneers of today. Each one to serve in his own time, that this might 
always be great of the sister nations of the world. 

Thank you very much. 


Ditton Reservoir Prosecr 
WITNESS 


HON. J. HARRY McGREGOR, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Rasaut. We will be pleased to hear from Mr. McGregor in 
connection with the Dillon Reservoir. 

Mr. McGrecor. This statement is made in a dual capacity; first, 
as the Representative of the 17th Ohio District in which the Dillon 
Reservoir project is located; and secondly, in behalf of all taxpaying 
citizens of the United States. 

We of the 17th District oppose the pursuit of this project as a 
grossly unnecessary expenditure of a proposed $27 million of the 
taxpayers’ money. 

In order to place this project in its proper perspective, a review 
of its history will be of benefit: The father was the Public Works 
Administration; the date of birth was February 20, 1934, more than 
20 years ago; the attending physicians have been the Corps of En- 
gineers, and I quote from their following annual reports as to the 
estimate for the total cost of this project: 

$4, 400, 000 1947 $13, 771, 300 
6, 848, 000 1953 27, 061, 000 
8, 340, 000 
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You gentlemen will have to agree that this child has had an amazing 
growth so far as its cost of upbringing is concerned. 

In our deliberations to spend our taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars 
we have been using a benefit to cost ratio of approximately 2 to 1; 
this project, Dillon Reservoir, shows a ratio of only 1.08 to 1. This 
ratio is so low that it is almost ridiculous for the Congress to waste 
its valuable time in further deliberation. 

This vear on February 15 I received a letter from General Chorpen- 
ing who, as you know, is the Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 
Works. He advised that “total obligations to date for the entire 
project amount to $9,151,000”. He further states that “construction 
of the dam has not been initiated’; also, “the entire project is about 
34 percent complete’. The original estimate for the total cost of 
this project you will remember was $4,400,000, yet more than twice 
this amount has already been obligated and own we are told that, the 
project is “about” 34 percent complete. If this estimated percentage 
of completion is as close as the original estimate of cost, then the 
project may be less than 5 percent complete. 

The record shows that there have been no definite commitments 
made in connection with the acquisition of land on which - situated 
three villages and a centralized school district. Of the 15,480 acres 
to be acquired for this project some 4,000 acres should = available 
for resale to their original owners which would greatly recoup some 
of the loss the taxpayers have already suffered in this misadventure. 
I need only draw your attention to the pictures so recently published 
in the newspapers showing the dust-covered farm lands of the cereal 
producing States to emphasize the very great loss to the people in 
my district and to the United States as a whole of these most fertile 
acres in the Ohio Valley through the unnecessary construction of this 
project. This loss of cultivation in the face or our rapid population 
growth is ridiculous in the extreme. . 

This project, sometimes referred to as Dillon Dam, is not a part of 
the original plan of the Muskingum Conservancy District, nor is it 

part of the Mississippi Valley flood-control program. There are 
14 dams already constructed and in operation in the Muskingum 
Conservancy District and at no time since their construction, even 
after the heaviest rains, have their basins been more than approxi- 
mately 50 percent filled. This means that this vast reservoir of 
unused space for excess rainfall will only be added to by the construc- 
tion of this project. 

We are now criticizing the Army for carrying an excess inventory. 
Would not the construction of this project be similar to this as regards 
the reservoir space in the Muskingum Conservancy District? 

I trust you will deny the request for an additional $2 million for 
this project. 


Osweco HARBOR 
WITNESS 
HON. CLARENCE E. KILBURN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORE 


Mr. Ranaut. We have next a statement from our colleague from 
New York, Congressman Kilburn. 

Mr. Kitpurn. I strongly urge that the subcommittee approve the 
$500,000 budget item for construction work at the Oswego, N. Y., 
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Harbor. ‘This would be the first construction appropriation following 
the allocation of $36,000 for design and survey. 

This project is of absolete importance in the furthering of a large- 
scale authorized program at Oswego Harbor. Shipping in this har bor 
is vulnerable to the prevailing winds from the northeast. Lack of 
the proposed protection has resulted not only in lost time but in physi- 
cal damage to vessels and docks. 

The harbor improvement is an integral part of the supporting pro- 
gram for the St. Lawrence Seaway, since much of the seaway trade 
would involve stops in Oswego. The importance of the harbor is 
pointed up, not only by the seaway itself, but by the Maritime Ad- 
ministration’ s designation of the Great Lakes-to-Europe trade route 
as “essential.” 

The port of Oswego is the largest port of entry for goods destined 
for central New York, and would also be a logical destination for iron 
ore mined in Labrador which the Defense Department has declared 
highly important to the national security. 

The appropriation, both recommended by the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of the Budget, would be a much needed step toward 
allocation of the full cost of the project, estimated at $2,500,000. 


Mystic River 


WITNESS 


HON. TORBERT H. MACDONALD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Ranaut. Our next witness will be our colleague from Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Macdonald, who is vitally interested in the navigation 
project for the Mystic River. We will be glad to hear your statement. 

Mr. Macponatp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subeommit- 
tee, L am Torbert H. Macdonald, Representative from the Eighth 
Congressional District of Massachusetts. I want to thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, and the members of the subcommittee for granting me 
this privilege of making a brief statement relative to the Mystic 
River project. 

I want to first state that I am vitally interested in this project 
because of its great value to my Eighth Congressional District, to 
the port of Boston, to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and to 
our national defense. 

As you know, the act of May 17, 1950, authorized the improvement 
of the Mystic River channel from the then 30-foot depth to 35 feet. 
The estimated cost at that time was $4,500,000. Since that time it 
has been found possible to cut the total cost down considerably by a 
realinement of the north side of the channel so as to eliminate some 
of the costly rockwork called for by the original plan. At the present 
time this 1.3-mile channel is 20-percent complete through expenditures 
made possible under appropriation of $600,000 for fiscal vear 1956. 

The completion of this project is urgently needed to place this 
highly important and intensely used portion of Greater Boston Harbor 
on a par with other portions. Prevailing depth of all other major 
portions of the harbor is 35 feet. This is the only portion of less 
depth. Many vessels have entered Boston Harbor with minimum 
depths of 35 feet, and discover to their dismay that their destination 





1128 


in the Mystic River requires negotiation of a restricted channel of only 
30-foot depth. This represents a hazard to shipping which the 
project is designed to correct. Waiting for tides means a cost of $100 
to $120 per hour for large tankers. As a matter of fact, the Corps of 
Engineers has estimated that such costly delays amount up to $150,000 
annually. 

Let me point out, Mr. Chairman, that the Mystic River is the site 
of shipping facilities which are essential to the economic life of 
Everett, Boston, its surrounding area, and most of the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts. Here are located the facilities for handling 
petroleum products, the only major oil refinery in New England; 
coal facilities, essential to the power-generating utilities, gypsum 
for the construction industry, and a sugar refinery. These are all 
vitally needed industries. 

To be specific, the industries located in Everett which are very 
essential to the national economy and national defense and which 
would benefit by completion of this project are: Eastern Gas & 
Fuel Associates, Mystic Iron Co., Boston Edison Co., Esso Standard 
Oil Co., Monsanto Chemical Co., General Electric Co. 

In addition to Everett’s industries, there are a large number 
of companies located on the Boston side of the Mystic River which 
would also benefit by the completion of this project. These include: 
Boston & Maine Railroad, Wiggins Terminal Co., U. S. Gypsum 
Co., Pocahontas Coal Co., Revere Sugar (United Fruit Co.). 

The present restrictions on size and draft of vessels entering the 
Mystic River represent an economic loss and a potential menace to 
safety. Limited room for maneuvering and the necessity of awaiting 
opportune tides will be largely eliminated upon completion of the 
present project. 

The need for a deeper channel may be explained by the fact that 
75 percent of the ocean service entering this channel is in tankers. 
The modern tanker draws 30 feet or more; many of the so-called super- 
tankers have drafts of over 40 feet. These modern tankers, which 
are the most efficient handlers of petroleum, must now, upon arrival 
at the mouth of the Mystic, wait an average of 8 hours before the tide 
(average height 8 to 9 feet) conditions are right. The only alternative 
is to operate at less than capacity or use smaller, less efficient or older 
tankers. These alternatives represent poor economy. 

The modern collier vessels are also of deep draft and are subject to 
the same restrictions as to draft and maneuverability. 

I appreciate very much that the President is interested in having 
this project completed but I sincerely feel that the President’s esti- 
mate of $1 million is inadequate. I think that an additional $500,000 
should be appropriated for the reason it would make possible material 
savings in two areas. The additional funds would enable the present 
contractor to complete the dredging required in 1957. There would 
be a saving by reason of avoiding the necessity of reassembling equip- 
ment for an additional work year should the contractor move it else- 
where upon completion of his present contract. Otherwise, there 
would be two alternatives. The contractor now at work on the 
project could leave his equipment there idle and unused, until the 
letting of another contract, taking a chance that he would be the 
successful bidder, or he could move it to another job. In the latter 
event, he might be engaged elsewhere and not be available for com- 
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pletion of the dredging work. This would then mean that a successful 
low bidder familiar with the project would be eliminated, and an 
entirely new set of equipment would be required for the job. This 
would be reflected in the bids for the work. Assembling and setting 
up equipment constitutes a major cost item in work of this type. 

The other saving would be in time. Completion of dredging 
made possible by increasing funds by $500,000 over the budget es- 
timate would result in a minimum savings of 3 months. Bids for rock 
work could be asked for that much sooner. The timing is important. 
More advantageous bids may be had in the offseason of the final 
quarter of the calendar year. Completion of dredging under the 
accelerated program I am suggesting would make this possible. It 
is entirely probable that material savings in the total cost of the 
project would result and the savings in safety and economy to the 
users of the channel would begin at once. 

Let me point out that potential expansion of shipping facilities 
is awaiting completion of this project. For example, there is a great 
possibility that iron ore from the Labrador fields of Canada will be 
brought in. Hitherto the major iron company in this area has not 
e xpanded its capacity because of the restricted channel. Completion 
of the project will eliminate this obstacle to the deep-draft ore boats. 
Upon the prospective elimination of the unfavorable rail freight 
differential on iron ore I am sure these facilities will be greatly ex- 
panded. 

I also want to mention the fact that only recently roads have 
been completed to the dockside areas of the Mystic which will pro- 
vide shippers and importers easy and rapid access and agree to 
shipside. This will enhance the Boston port’s already renowned 
reputation for rapid turnaround of shipping. The shorter the stay 
in port the more economical the shipping operation. 

The importance of this channel to the city of Boston, the metro- 
politan area, the State, and even the Nation, cannot be emphasized 
too much. Here in this channel are located the facilities for handling 
commodities upon which several million people may depend for 
light and fuel. Many industries depend upon the mineral material 
brought into this channel. One-fourth of all the tonnage of the en- 
tire port is handled in this 14-mile channel. The port of Boston is 
ambitious and the industry of the area is anxiously awaiting com- 
pletion of this project. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot urge too strongly the need for completion 
of this channel to provide access by deep-draft vessels to the fastest 
growing and potentially one of the most rapidly expanding shipping 
areas on the east coast. The project can efficiently utilize even more 
funds than that recommended in the budget. I am assured by local 
authorities that an additional $500,000 at this time could be utilized 
during fiscal year 1957 in order to save time, so very important to 
the port interests and all who derive their livelihood therefrom. 
Probable savings in overall costs of the project are also worth con- 
sideration. For these reasons I urge, as a minimum, the approval 
of $1 million and that the utmost consideration be given to increasing 
to $1,500,000, the appropriation for the Mystic River Channel project. 

Mr. Rasavut. Thank you for a very fine statement. It will be 
helpful to us in considering the 1957 budget for this project. 
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Mr. Rarnavur. A letter has been received from Congressman Sid 
Simpson of Illinois relating to the alteration of the Wabash Railroad 
Co. bridges at Meredosia and Valley City, Ill., and the letter will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter follows.) 

CoNnGREss OF THE UNITED Stares, 
HovusrE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 27, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, House Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CoLLeacue: In connection with your Public Works Subcommittee hear- 
ings, I am particularly interested in a Corps of Engineers project in the 20th 
lllinois District which may be designated as alteration of Wabash Railroad Co. 
bridges at Meredosia and Valley City, Ill. (Illinois River). 

As I recall it, last year the Congr appropriated $167,000 with regard to the 
project. The budget this year contains the sum of $500,000 therefor. 

Inasmuch as the committee’s files would have the precise data concerning the 
Meredosia-Valley City bridges over the Illinois River, I shall not go into further 
details. 

All of the interested parties and this office would greatly appreciate favorable 
consideration being given the project. 

I would also appreciate your making this statement a matter of record in the 
hearings. 

Thanking you, I remain 

Sincerely yours, f 
Sip Simpson, 
Member of Congress, 20th Illinois District. 


New ENGLAND FiLoop ContTrROL 


Mr. Ranaut. The committee has received a statement from 
Governor Dennis J. Roberts of Rhode Island which will be placed in 
the record at this point. 

(The statement follows.) 


STATEMENT BY Goy. Dennis J. Roperts, or Raope IsLtanp 


As an introduction to my statement for the House Appropriations Committee 
hearings on the Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, civil works appro- 
coon for the fiscal year 1957, I would like to pay my tribute to the Corps of 
“ngineers both personally and for the people of Rhode Island. The Corps of 
Engineers did a remarkable job of reconstruction after the August and September 
floods in New England last year. They deserve the highest praise. 

I believe that New England is united not only in our praise of the Corps of 
Engineers but also in our desire to provide them with the maximum amount of 
appropriations which they can efficiently spend in the fiscal year 1957 for an 
accelerated flood-control program in New England. The Corps of Engineers, 
in my estimation, is the best qualified group to determine the overall size of this 
program. They also have the detailed knowledge necessary to determine the 
maximum amount of progress which can be made on each individual flood-control 
project. As chairman of the New England Governors’ Conference, I have had 
the opportunity to discuss the flood-control problem in New England with the 
Corps of Engineers and with the people of the area. Our need for flood-control 
projects is great and immediate. 

In August of last year, prior to the devastating floods, I appointed a committee 
of the New England Governors’ Conference to establish a program of flood 
control and harbor and river development. This committee set a goal of a 5-year, 
$200 million program for New England. Twenty-five million dollars of this sum 
was for improvement of rivers and harbors; $175 million for flood control. 
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After the floods of August 18 and 19, 1955, and those of early September 1955, 
the New England Governors’ Conference met and adopted a more detailed pro- 
gram. We requested emergency funds of the President, a supplemental appropri- 
ation for fiscal 1956, and a $34,300,000 appropriation for an accelerated New 
England flood-control program for fiscal 1957. This request for construction 
funds in fiscal 1957 included twenty projects in seven river basins in New England 
A copy of this program is attached. 

I believe that the program of the New England Governors’ Conference is 
basically valid today and I urge its careful consideration. However, two projects 
which were included in the list, namely, the West Hill Reservoir, in Massachusetts, 
and the Hopkinton Reservoir, in New Hampshire, have not as yet received the 
necessary local concurrences. ‘They, therefore, are not eligible for funds at this 
time. Also, the advanced money which was sought to initiate projects prior to 
the convening of Congress in January was not forthcoming. To some extent 
this means that the amount of money which can efficiently be used by the Army 
engineers in 1957 may be less than anticipated by the governors’ conference. 

But, in order to accomplish an adequate flood-control program for New England, 
which is estimated to cost between $160 million and $200 million, in the next 
t or 5 years, it would appear that at least $30 million could be profitably used in 
the coming year and I urge the Appropriations Committee to examine carefully 
and symphatetically the recommendation of the New England Governors’ 
Conference. You are dealing with human lives and with the economie life of 
the recion—and, therefore, of the Nation. 

In Rhode Island we have but one major authorized flood-control projeet—the 
local protective works and channel improvement project in the city of Woonsocket. 
The Federal cost of this project is estimated to be $4,200,000 and the cost of the 
local assurances in which the State is participating is another $1 million. 

The plans call for completing this project in 2 vears and money has been allo- 
cated for an early start. I am concerned that only $600,000 is proposed to be 
spent on this project in fiseal 1957, according to the appropriations bill that vou 
are considering. In view of the size and importance of this project to Woonsocket 
and to Rhode Island, it should be expedited with sufficient appropriations to insure 
completion in 2 vears as planned. It is obvious to me that if only $600,000 is 
spent on the $4,200,000 project in Woonsocket the first year, there is real danger 


the project will not be completed as scheduled. I, therefore, request that you 
increase the appropriation for the Woonsocket project to $1,200,000. 

From vour examination of the needs of New England and of the reeommenda- 
tions of the Corps of Engineers for Woonsocket and other projects in New England, 
I am confident that you will find that the original reeommendations of the New 
England Governors’ Conference are sound. I urge their careful consideration 
and approval. 


Data PREPARED FOR NEw ENGLAND GOVERNORS’ CONFERENCE, SEPTEMBER 23. 
1955 


The attached information has been prepared for presentation to the New Eng- 
land governors on September 23, 1955. These data are in accordance with the 
thought expressed by State representatives at a discussion in the office of the com- 
missioner of public works, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, on August 3 and 
September 1, 1955. 

The tables indicate amounts which ean be profitably expended in fiseal year 1957 
for an accelerated flood-control program in New England and for the orderly prose- 
cution of the navigation and beach erosion program. Included are tabulations of 
requirements for construction of navigation, beach erosion, and flood-control 
projects; examination and survey reports which may !ead to future authorization 
of navigation projects; for prosecution of the survey to recommend hurricane 
protective works; and for maintenance and rehabilitation of completed flood 
control and navigation reports. 
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Funds required, fiscal year 1957, for acce'erated accomp!ishment of New England 
flood-contro! program 


Project 


Additional 
planning ! 
funds 
required 
Sept. 1, 1955, 
to initiate 


Construction 
funds 
required, 
fiscal year 


construction, 1957 
fiscal vear 


Connecticut River Basin: 
Otter Brook Reservoir 
Barre Falls Reservoir 
Ball Mountain Reservoir 
North Hartland Reservoir 
Townshend Reservoir 
North Springficld 

Thames River Basin: 

Buffum ville Reservoir 
East Brimfield Reservoir i 
SD ED fick candabctneanevicecscosbnenkas)anuad do 

Blackstone River Basin: 
Woonsocket local protection Rhode Island. 
Se ene ni aoe 
West Hill Reservoir 
Pawtucket local protection. ._..............--- ee 

Housatonic River Basin: Thomaston Reservoir 

Merrimack River Basin: Hopkinton-Everett Res- 

ervoir. 

Hoosie River Basin: 
Adams local protection 
North Adams local protection 

Winooski River Basin: 
East Barre Reservoir 
Wrightsville Reservoir 
Waterbury Reservoir 


New Hampshire 
Massachusetts. - ..---- 
PR ccibncaccinss 


- 


et et et tet pes 


e335 g28E83 


S38 83 


323 323 323333 


2 33 
3 82 88 


“Om 


2, 700 
2, 500, 
500, 
500, 


800, 000 
34, 390, 000 
00. 


— 


125, 000 
50, 000 


—_ 


oO 4, 900, 000 

Funds required for review of flood-contro! plans to 
determine what modifications are required in the 
light of the data acquired during the recent storm. 








1 Plans and specifications. 


Funds required, fiscal year 1957, for orderly construction of New England navigation 


and beach erosion projects 


Project 


Mystic Piver 
Portsmouth Harbor 
Town Fiver 

Fal] Piver Harbor-- 
Searboro P iver 


New Haven Harbor (Quinnipiac River)_.......- 


Weymouth Fore Fiver - 

Silver Bere’ to Cedar Beac, Milford. --- 

Sand Hill Cove, Point Judith_. ; 

Pevere Bevch -- ee 

Bullock Cove 

Gloucester Harbor and Annisquam I River_- 

Nantucket Harbor ‘ : 

Chatham (Stage) Harbor- ---- 7 

Newburyport Harbor 

Connecticut P iver (Eightmile River) 
Falmouth Harbor -. a 

Cape Cod Canal (Onset Bay) 

Cohasset Harbor 


Boston Harbor (President Roads Anchor: age) Bae 


uincy Beach _---. 
Connecticut Piver (North Cove). 
Sakonnet Harbor. - jae 4 
Scituate Harbor 


i ei erosion project. 


Massacusetts - - 


New Hampshire... 
Masse’ usetts - - - 


do-- 
Maire. 


Conrecticut --.-- 
Massaic usetts.--- 


Connecticut 


R hode Island. . __- 


Massic usetts- - 
Y bode Islind_ -- 


Massac’ usetts- - - 


eee 
do... 
me): 
Conrecticut_ 


Massachusetts - - -- 


ee 
Oe acos 
do 


_.| Connecticut _. 


| Rhode Island -.---- 
Massachusetts - - - --- 





Federal ap- 


| propriation, 


fiscal year 
1956 


$500, 000 
400, 000 
250, 000 





1, 150, 000 | 


! 


Funds 
required, 
fiscal vear 
1957 


$2, 000, 000 
600, 000 
307, 000 

1, 60, 000 
205, 000 
536, 000 

2, 058, 000 
119,000 
1 40, 000 
175, 000 
174, 000 
180, 000 
162, 000 
167, 000 

90, 000 
57, 000 
60, 000 
157, 000 
175, 000 

2, 000, 000 
1 430, 000 
353, 000 
600, 000 
393, 000 


12, 453, 000 
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NAVIGATION AND Braco Erosion Strupres (COMPLETION REQUIRED PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION) 


Funds required for orderly prosecution of fiscal year 1957 study program 


(PE) Carvers Harbor 

(PE) Damariscotta River 2, 500 
(S) Eastport Harbor 6, 000 
(PE) Portland Harbor (Mill Cove) 2, 500 
(S) Pepperell Cove 5, 000 
(S) Round Pond 6, 000 
(S) South Bristol - - ---- ae Suiehitisemanteneheiedile 7, 500 
(S) Southwest Harbor 7, 500 
(S) Stonington 6, 000 
(PE) Winter Harbor 1, 800 


47, 100 


MASSACHUSETTS 
Annisquam River__-------- as : 10, 800 
Boston Harbor (Mystic South Channel). eee ak Bs re gw 1, 100 
Gloucester Harbor ea pe carat i eae 9, 200 
Marblehead a gina) Se 2, 000 
NEM SN ne caisson ead aes a 1, 500 
Plymouth Saari : : ‘ 7, 500 
I INS 6:0 Wai wiictewndcuncs ws dinane site i a . 10, 000 


42, 100 


CONNECTICUT 


Connecticut River, vicinity Lyme ee y 7, 500 
New Haven = : 7, 000 
Thames : i shies 7, 500 


’ 000 


Little Harbor ; $2, 000 
Rye Harbor a 500 


Total 9, 500 


500 
200 
500 
500 
400 
100 
500 
500 
500 


Greenwich Cove 
Newport 
Pawtuxet Cove 


Se na gg 
Wickford Harbor______- St ae ate ks aa cata ac Ee ace od Gna Bi Ke 
Jamestown. 


(S) Watch Hill Cove 


RN bowhnpp 


Total 25, 700 


Total, New England "146, 400 
Funds required for special investigation and studies pertaining to 
movement of silt and sand and the ‘‘building up” of bars in various 
channels and harbors. Na i ie a ec rare eats 100, 000 
Funds required for hurricane survey 1, 200, 000 
Symbols: 
noe examination. 
S)—Survey. 
(*)—Beach erosion project. 
Note.—The costs indicated for the beach erosion studies are borne equally by the Federal Government 
and local interests. 
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Fiscal year 1956 program 


Funds for these studies have been appropriated. Data is presented to show 
the scope of the survey program which will be undertaken this fiscal year. 


MAINE 
(S) Bar Harbor_.- ’ ‘ aries st ey $3, 700 
(S) Criehaven_ _- ; ‘ a a 2k by a8 1, 200 
(PE) Eastern River f ett a , 000 
(PE) Eastport ; : ae 5 pF ba 500 
(S) Matinicus _ - rae ine : f 100 
S) Josias River_.._ —-.- . ; pe: f , 600 
(PE) Pepperell Cove 800 
(PE) Round Pond 2 can tee 2, 500 
(PE) South Bristol eo 4 500 
(PE) Southwest Harbor_- 3 ~ : 500 
(PE) Wells Harbor_--—-_-- coe . , 000 
(PE) Stonington Harbor , ‘ , 200 
(*) ae 4 : : _ , OOO 


Total... - ; ee EE 5, 600 


MASSACHUSETTS 
Cape Cod Canal oe : 000 
Cotuit Harbor 7 , 500 
New Bedford_. ; 7 ea , 900 
Chatham ‘ ; 000 


Total ae 30, 800 
CONNECTICUT 

Branford Harbor oé 4 7 s Se 800 
Connecticut River vicinity, Lyme_ - - - ee : . , 500 
Greenwich Cove__-_ i as . . , 700 
Milford Harbor ; se : ), 500 
New London Harbor__-- pea ae 700 
Pine Orchard ; = 7 1, 500 
New Haven__. ea ree ea ; ; 500 
Norwalk____.-.-- = ; Phare ‘ : Or ahs 3, 000 
Area 9___-_ = Ss ; s oe Tes ae 500 
Areas 8 and 11__- ae ce! ; 7 ; ; . : 5 , 000 
Area 10__~- ee s : a 500 


Total Dah ; ; 3, 200 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Hampton Harbor a ri ac : ‘ , 100 

Rve Harbor__- : : ; 2, 500 


ia ee cae oe ges : wae . <3 668 


RHODE ISLAND 
Apponaug Cove yi rare wm . 2,500 
South Shore Ree ne ae , 000 


Total eas Sheek a00 ; - f . 4, 500 


Total, New England __- 97, 700 


Symbols: 
(PE)—Preliminary examination. 
(S)—Survey. 
(*)—Beach erosion project. 


Note.—The costs indicated for the beach erosion studies are borne.equally by the Federal Government 
and local interests. 
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Funds required for maintenance of existing projects 


Channel and F Jood- Total re- 
harbor control quired, fiscal 
projects reservoirs year 1957 


Maine -.--.- i 2 5 $290, 000 $290, 000 
New Hampshire ; : ‘ : 158, 000 158, 000 
Vermont... - ait a ac ate oa 175, 000 25, 000 200, 000 
Massachusetts ; 1, 532, 000 95, 000 1, 627, 000 


thode Island_ : 110, 000 |_- 110, 000 
Connecticut- -..-.---- hts socEsGau2 ce 7 1, 340, 000 33, 000 1, 373, 000 


Total ta : ia 3, 447, 000 311, 000 3, 758, 000 


Note.—These funds will insure the maintenance of authorized depths and elimination of shoals and bars 
for existing river and harbor projects. 


New Enauanp Fioop Conrrou 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN F. KENNEDY 


Mr. Ranaut. We also have a statement from Senator John F. 
Kennedy, of Massachusetts, on flood control in the New England 
area which will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN F. KENNEDY BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
PusBLic WORKS OF THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to express my personal interest 
and that of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in the deliberations of your 
committee on the public works projects, and particularly those in the New Eng- 
land area. As you know, during last summer, we in New England became pain- 
fully aware of the necessity for an adequate flood-control program. In fact, 
the heavy snows of last week in New England, with the attendant threats of 
devastating floods from quick thaws—floods which according to the Corps of 
Engineers may be worse than those of 1936—have again created apprehension 
in our area and demonstrate the need for prompt action on Massachusetts and 
New England flood-control projects. Our attention has also been recently 
directed to problems of beach erosion, the great disaster wrought by hurricanes, 
and of course our interest in navigable rivers and harbors has always remained 
at a high level. 

I believe that in the past there may have been some justification for the gener- 
ally held belief that New Englanders did not want Federal projects in their area 
and that they refused to cooperate in Federal water resource programs. The 
volume of correspondence which I have had on problems of flood control, beach 
erosion, and the widening and dredging of rivers and harbors indicates to me 
that the people in Massachusetts are anxious to have a comprehensive program 
designed to eliminate or reduce substantially the hazards of floods and to make 
as usable as possible the rivers and harbors of the area. 

I am sure that I express the attitude of the people of Massachusetts when I 
extend to this subcommittee our appreciation for the fine manner in which the 
emergency needs of our people were met last summer. And particularly were we 
pleased by the urgent deficiency bill which authorized immediate surveys of 
New England’s flood control needs. We were also gratified to see that the 
President’s budget request contained some substantial recommendations for 
flood control projects, even though the $9.7 million scheduled for construction in 
Massachusetts is a fairly small percentage of the total of $423 million. 

We in New England are disappointed at the slowness with which the Inter- 
agency Committee created by the executive branch in 1950 to survey the water 
resource problems of the New England-New York area has proceeded. It appears 
that considerably more than a reasonable length of time has expired without the 
development of a comprehensive plan for our section of the country, or at least 
we do not know what such a plan provides if there is one. There is hope, however, 
that the disasters of last summer will speed up action by the Interagency Com- 
mittee. I know that the Congressmen representing the districts in which the 
various Massachusetts projects are, or should be located, have impressed upon 
this subcommittee the necessity for the particular projects and have presented in 
detail the background facts necessary to a full understanding of the situation 
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involved with respect to each project. I do not believe that any useful purpose 
would be served by a repetition of these facts, and I will therefore not impose 
upon your time. I do, however, wish to urge the subcommittee to give the most 
favorable consideration possible to the many projects located in Massachusetts 
The people of the State realize fully the necessity for prompt and effective action 
if the disastrous floods of 1955 are to be avoided in the future. The President’s 
budget request is encouraging, and yet there are apparently meritorious projects 
in the State for which funds have not yet been requested. I know how conscienti- 
ous this subcommittee is about its work I have every confidence that you will 
consider fairly all of the requests for increased funds for projects included in the 
President’s budget message and for funds for those projects not included in the 
President’s message. 


CONNECTICUT VALLEY 


Mr. Rapaut. We have a statement from Mr. Howard J. Cadwell, 
president of the Western Massachusetts Electric Co. in support 
of flood control in the Connecticut Valley. It will be placed in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Howarp J. CADWELL, PRESIDENT, WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS 
Evectric Co., TO THE PuBLIC WoRKsS SUBCOMMITTEE OF HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Western Massachusetts Electric 
Co., serving 130,000 customers in 55 western Massachusetts cities and towns, 
strongly urges that Congress appropriate the funds to begin construction of those 
flood control dams in the Connecticut Valley which have been recommended by 
the United States Corps of Army Engineers, and which were part of the general 
flood-control program endorsed for all of New England by the New England 
Governors’ Conference held in Boston, September 23, 1955. 

Because the great floods of 1927, 1936, 1938 and 1955 inflicted serious damage 
on the area we serve, and because we feel that the construction of flood-control 
dams would do much to avert such catastrophes, Western Massachusetts 
Electric Co. urges specifically the appropriation of funds by Congress for the 
following proposed dams: 

Otter Brook Reservoir, N. H. 
Barre Falls Reservoir, Mass. 
Ball Mountain Reservoir, Vt. 
North Hartland Reservoir, Vt. 
Townshend Reservoir, Vt. 
North Springfield Reservoir, Vt. 

In addition to the above, we feel that serious consideration should be given 
to inclusion of the so-called Littleville Dam on the Westfield River in Massa- 
chusetts. This dam has been recommended by the United States Corps of Army 
Engineers, and would have proven extremely beneficial had it been constructed 
prior to the 1955 floods. 

The flood disasters of August and October 1955 caused damages to Connecticut 
and parts of Massachusetts of a magnitude which shocked the whole country. 
If the August storm had followed the usual path of such disturbances northward 
in the Connecticut River Valley, instead of spending its force in an easterly 
direction, it is generally agreed that the losses of life and property would have been 
enormously greater than those which occurred—through devastation of such cities 
as Holyoke, Springfield and Hartford. We urge that this consideration be kept 
in mind in weighing the cost and location of the above protective works against 
the benefits to be derived. 


DELAWARE RIVER 


Mr. Rasavut. The committee has received a letter from Congress- 
man Karl C. King, of Pennsylvania, on flood control of the Delaware 
River which he has asked to have inserted into the record. 


(The letter follows:) 
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YARDLEY FLoop Controt CommMITTEE, 
' YARDLEY, Pa. 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House of Representatives, 
Committee on Appropriations, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: It is our understanding your committee is now in session and 
among the items under consideration is an appropriation for the Corps of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, to make a complete study of water conservation, 
resource development and flood control of the Delaware River. 

The object of this letter is to acquaint you with the activities of the Yardley 
Flood Control Committee and solicit your cooperation and assistance. through 
an adequate appropriation, to enable the Corps of Engineers to accurately de- 
termine how these objectives can be reached. 

The Yardley Flood Control Committee is a local group sponsored by the Yardley 
Lions Club, Rivermawr Civie Association and other civic-minded residents of 
this area. When this committee was reactivated in 1952, our objective was a 
local flood-control project that would protect about 300 homes in this community 
from reoccuring high waters of the Delaware. 

After extensive preparation and presentation of pertinent testimony in public 
hearings, the Corps of Engineers rejected our local control project on the basis 
that the cost of the project would not be justified by the economic gains. Two 
days after we received this rejection, the entire Delaware valley, including our 
community, was hit by the worst flood in recorded history. 

As a consequence of this, we now recognize that flood prevention for the entire 
valley is a more logical solution to our local problem. However, Yardley still 
remains a critical area that is deserving of prompt attention. 

At the request of the district engineer, our committee mailed a questionnaire 
to 274 homes in the affected area. We requested detailed information as to their 
losses from the 1955 flood. Completed questionnaires were returned by 157 
or 58.1 percent, before the deadline. Their figures indicated direct losses of 
$653,073.34 and indirect losses of $41,772.70 for a grand total of $694,846.04. 
These figures projected on a basis of 100 percent indicate a loss to individuals 
and small businesses of $1,195,944. If we add to this the losses to the borough, 
62 participating fire companies, Corps of Engineers, publie utilities, State, etc., 
the total’on a very conservative estimate would exceed $2 million. 

On Novenber 30, 1955, the returned questionnaires and letters from the Red 
Cross, fire company, and the Borough of Yardley, were all delivered to the district 
engineer for his use and help in his restudy of our local flood problem and flood 
prevention for the whole Delaware Valley. 

We sincerely believe the last flood has definitely proven that the economic 
gains anticipated by an adequate flood prevention and control program more than 
justifies the cost. Please bear in mind that a similar catastrophe can happen 
again at any time. 

We earnestly urge this committee to favorably consider an adequate appropria- 
tion for the Corps of Engineers as the first step toward the elimination of future 
disasters caused by the uncontrolled floodwaters of the Delaware. Such favorable 
action on your part will be genuinely appreciated by those who have had a horrible 
living experience with this condition. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. R. Srewart, Chairman. 


GreEAtT LAKEs-St. LAWRENCE SEAWAY CONNECTING CHANNELS 


Mr. Rapaut. We have a statement on the Great Lakes-St. 
Lawrence seaway connecting channels, from Senator Wiley, in the 
form of a letter to Mr. Fred Marshall who was a member of this sub- 
committee until recently, and was chairman of the eastern panel last 
year. We will insert the Senator’s letter in the record at this point. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
March 12, 1956. 
Hon. Frep MARSHALL, 
Civil Functions Subcommittee, House Appropriations Commitlee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Marsuauu: I am writing to you to convey my respectful 
recommendation to the Civil Functions Subcommittee for its sympathetic con- 
sideration of the administration’s request fo $5 million for the initial work on the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway connecting channels. 

As you are, of course, aware, last Firiday night the Senate approved the House 
bill, H. R. 2552, so that the authorization action has now been completed. 

I believe, as a matter of fact, that it may be possible for the Corps of Engineers 
to utilize additional funds in the initial year over and above the $5 million 
requested. And I have contacted General Holle accordingly. 

If, therefore, the corps feels itself in a position, in connection with the Bureau 
of the Budget, to make an additional supplemental request, [ am hoping that your 
subcommittee will give its careful attention to such a request. 

In the meanwhile, however, | hope that, at the minimum, the $5 million 
requested will be honored in full. 

As vou know, we face a very severe problem in the upper Midwest area, because 
there is a 3-year time lag between the time the connecting channels can be com- 
pleted and the spring 1959 period when the main work on the St. Lawrence 
seaway navigation project will have been finished. 

Anything we can do, therefore, to reduce that time lag should, I feel, be done. 

I would be most grateful if the text of this message could be ineorporated in 
the printed hearings of your subcommittee. 

Thanking you for your kind consideration of this matter, and with all good 
wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
ALEXANDER WILEY. 


KLoop PRoTecTiION ON THE Upper SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 


Mr. Ranaut. The committee has received a brief from the Broome 
County Flood Protection Council of Binghamton, N. Y., in behalf of 
appropriations for flood protection on the upper Susquehanna River. 
It will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The brief follows:) 

A Brrer From tHe Broome County FLoop PrRotrection COUNCIL IN THE 

MarrerR OF APPROPRIATIONS To Construct Five RETENTION DAMS ON THE 

SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 


I, LOCAL PROTECTION FOR ENDICOTI, JOHNSON CITY, AND VESTAL 


It is to be assumed the Appropriations Committee will recommend that the 
first phase of the construction of dikes, levees, and pumping stations for local 
protection for Endicott, Johnson City, and Vestal will go forward as recom- 
mended by the Director of the Budget. If this is not so, or if there is any doubt 
as to this project being recommended by the committee, then we would like an 
opportunity at a proper time and place to present facts showing the urgent need 
for such construction to protect the important industrial communities of Endicott, 
Johnson City, and Vestal, N. Y. 


Il ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTED 


The group appearing before the committee today represents the Broome 
County Flood Protection Council, which is a unit of the chambers of commerce 
of Binghamton, Johnson City, and Endicott in Broome County, consisting of 
representatives of those chambers of commerce, mayors of the city of Binghamton, 
villages of Johnson City and Endicott, representatives of the governmental 
bodies of rural communities bordering on the Susquehanna and Chenango Rivers, 
the Broome County Planning Board, the Upper Susquehanna Watershed Associa- 
tion, and other agencies vitally concerned with the problem of flood protection 
in the southern tier. Present at today’s hearing are Mr. Charles F. Johnson, 
president of Endicott-Johnson Corp.; Mr. Arthur L. Becker, general manager 
of International Business Machines Corp. plant at Endicott, N. Y.; Mr. Robert 
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Ford, chairman of the Board of Supervisors of Broome County; Hon. Donald W. 
Kramer, mayor of the city of Binghamton; Mr. Raymond Fairbrother, acting 
mayor of the village of Endicott; Mr. Heath D. Andrews, secretary of the Broome 
County Flood Protection Council and member of the managerial staff of the 
Binghamton Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Howard E. Orton, chairman of the 
governmental relations committee of the Broome County Flood Protection Coun- 
cil and manager of the Binghamton district of the New York State Electric & 
Gas Corp.; and George G. Coughlin, who appears in a dual capacity as chairman 
of the flood-protection committee of the Binghamton Chamber of Commerce and 
acting chairman of the Broome County Flood Protection Council. 


Ill. COMMUNITIES AFFECTED 


In Broome County are Binghamton, Endicott, Johnson City, and Vestal, the 
largest industrial communities in the State of New York, directly affected by the 
five dams on the Susquehanna and Chenango Rivers authorized by Congress in 
1936 and 1944, moneys for the construction of which have not been appropriated. 
The approximate population of the area to be benefited by the construction of 
the 5 retention dams is 200,000. 


IV. VITAL INDUSTRIES 


Three great industries are directly represented here today: two of them by res- 
ident managers, International Business Machines Corp. by Mr. Becker, New York 
State Electric & Gas Corp. by Mr. Orton, and the other, Endicott-Johnson Corp. 
by Mr. Charles F. Johnson, its president. It is not casual interest in the problem 
which brings these men here today. They are vitally interested in the welfare of 
upward to 50,000 area workers in the plants and in the protection of the plant 
properties themselves. 

V. LOSSES 


In the 1935 Susquehanna River flood, 35 lives were lost. In the 1935 and 1936 
floods on the Susquehanna, direct property losses were estimated at over $70 
million. In 19386 Congress authorized the building of the Davenport Center 
teservoir, the West Oneonta Reservoir, and the Copes Corner Reservoir on the 
Susquehanna River. In 1944 Congress authorized the building of the South 
Plymouth Reservoir and the Genegantslet Reservoirs, but these projects were 
held up presumably due to the war. We are reliably informed that the 5 reser- 
voirs, 3 on the Susquehanna and 2 on the Chenango, are the only reservoirs in the 
State of New York authorized by Congress but not completed. 


VI. ADDITIONAL PROTECTION REQUIRED 


We do have flood walls and dikes in Binghamton alone, but these are only part 
of the program. We need upstream reservoirs for the Army engineers tell us that 
an increase in protection at Binghamton is necessary since the protective works 
there would be overtopped by a recurrence of the July 1935 storm tranposed 
eastward in the basin. 

VII. URGENT NEED 


The torrential rains associated with Hurricane Diane pointed up the need for 
additional flood protection not only for southern New York, eastern Pennsylvania, 
and northern New Jersey, but also for southeastern New York. It is true that 
the sections worst hit by the floods caused by Hurricane Diane were in New 
Iingland, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, but a study of the data submitted by 
the United States Weather Bureau indicates that the course of Diane was headed 
northward past Raleigh, N. C., and west of Washington, D. C., and when it 
reached the point opposite Philadelphia it.took almost a right-angle turn and 
headed for Long Island and New England. An inspection of the Weather 
Bureau’s map showing the total storm precipitation during the period from 
August 17 to August 20, 1955, indicates that if Diane had continued its course 
northward or veered slightly to the west, Broome County, N. Y., would have been 
one of the worst victims of the storm. We were just plain lucky. 


VILI. LOCAL RELIANCE 


We submit that the dams already authorized by Congress should be constructed 
before new dams are authorized. People in a community are entitled to rely on 
the authorization and approval of dams by Congress. The five dams in question 
should be beyond the controversial stage. They have already been approved 
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by Congress. All that is needed is the appropriation by Congress to carry out 
its good-faith commitment. Two examples of the reliance by the people in 
Binghamton on the commitment of Congress are to be found in: (1) the plans 
for erection of a $4 million hotel by the Sheraton Hotel Corp. The hotel is 
to be built in an area unprotected by walls and dikes. Sufficient protection, 
however, would be afforded by the building of the authorized dams; (2) a large 
shopping center is being constructed between Johnson City and Findicott in an 
area which could be inundated by a flood of the 1935 proportion. The authorized 
dams would help protect that area. 


IX. COST 


Tatest estimate for construction costs of the 5 dams is $47,665,000. The 
building of these dams authorized in 1936 and 1944 is long overdue. We re- 
spectfully submit that considering the fact that New York State pays over 18 
percent of the tax burden of the Nation, it is not unreasonable to ask for an 
appropriation of $47 million for the 5 dams. 

There should be no compromise with the proposition that dams already an- 
thorized should be built before new dams are authorized. There is no justification 
for piecemeal construction. It should be noted, however, that the Army engi- 
neers are talking about redesigning the dam at Copes Corner on the Susquehanna. 
If any one project should not be acted upon this year it probably would be the 
Copes Corner project. However, we believe the construction of the remaining 
four dams should be authorized this year. That would give 2 on the Susquehanna, 
the Davenport Center and the West Oneonta Dams, and 2 on the Chenango, 
the Genegantslet and the South Plymouth Dams, 

Respectfully submitted. 


THE Broome County FLoop PROTECTION CoUNCIL. 


SOUTHWESTERN PowER ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Ranaut. The committee has a statement it has received from 
electric companies in the southwest area which will be placed in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT BY ELEcTRIC CoMPANIES IN SouTHWEST AREA CONCERNING 1957 
APPROPRIATION REQUEST OF SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Southwestern Power Administration, in a report to Congress covering the 
first 11 years of its operations, admits! that it had an accumulated deficit of 
$6,385,283 at June 30, 1955. Also, SPA admits? an estimated deficit of an 
additional $2,569,974 for fiscal 1956. 

SPA is now requesting an appropriation of $6,400,000 for fiscal 1957, of which 
$6,207,000 is for the purchase of steam-generated electric power and energy and 
for the rental of transmission facilities from 5 generating and transmission coop- 
eratives in Missouri and Oklahoma. There will be a net loss to SPA of $3 million 
to $4 million every year arising solely from its operations under these 5 G. and T. 
contracts. 

According to SPA’s own figures in its Repayment and Average Rate Determina- 
tion Study, SPA’s net loss for fiscal year 19! 57 under these 5 G. and T. contracts 
will amount to $2,305,386. In fact, SPA will pay $537,832 for the privilege of 
giving away 95,000 kilowatts and 253,000,000 kilowatt- hours of hydro to the 5 
G. and T. cooperatives. The net loss to SPA, according to its own figures, will 
be a continuing loss throughout a 50-year period and will be some $2 million or 
more every year. If SPA makes the payments which it proposes under its 
budget request for fiscal 1957, SPA’s net loss under these 5 G. and T. contracts 
will amount to $2,999,196 for fiscal 1957. 

These losses will be incurred by SPA under new rates which SPA has proposed 
to be approved. If existing rates are continued in effect, there would be an in- 
creased net loss to SPA under these 5 G. and T. contracts in excess of an additional 
$1 million per year. The determination of the extent of these losses of SPA under 
the G. and T. contracts is made upon the basis of figures and conclusions contained 
in official documents issued by SPA. 

1P, 311, transcript of hearings before Senate Subcommittee on Public Works Appropria- 
tions for fiscal 1956. 

2P. 1A, Repayment and Average Rate Determination Study, dated January 1956. 
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Attached is an exhibit which/demonstrates, upon the basis of SPA’s own figure. 
in its Repayment and Average Rate Determination Study, the extent of the losses 
it will sustain under the 5 G. and T. contracts. Furthermore, the undersigned 
electric companies disagree with the figures and conclusions used by SPA in its 
Repayment and Average Rate Determination Study, because, in such study, 
SPA overstates its revenues, understates its costs, uses exaggerated estimates of 
loads and sales, and in general presents a much more favorable forecast of its future 
operations than, in our view, can ever possibly be realized. 

SPA’s Repayment and Average Rate Determination Study is replete throughout 
with strained and distorted representations in a failing attempt to show compliance 
with section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, while proposing unrealistic and 
subsidized rates to the five G. and T. cooperatives. For example: (a) SPA 
overstates revenues by representing to sell to unidentified future customers firm 
hydroenergy from energy which SPA itself has classified as dump or secondary 
because of its undependability; (b) SPA overstates its revenues by assuming 
that sales to such future unidentified customers will be made at SPA’s maximum 
rate without applying the discounts, amounting to as much as $500,000 per year, 
which would be applicable to such customers under SPA’s proposed rate schedule; 
(c) SPA revenues have been calculated on a usage by the G. and T. cooperatives 
ranging from 4,818 to 5,256 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of demand, whereas the 
present usage figure is approximately 4,000 kilowatt-hours and SPA in its pre- 
vious studies has used a figure of 4,400. The exaggerated estimate of usage 
results in an overstatement of revenue from the G. and T. cooperatives of ap- 
proximately $400,000 annually; (d) SPA exaggerates its firm sales by representing 
it will purchase during critical water years amounts of steam-generated power 
and energy in excess of the possible performance of the G. and T. cooperative 
steam plants; and (e) a salient defect of SPA’s proposed operation is that its 
customers must take and pay for inferior service in that it purports to sell as soon 
as available its entire output, without the maintenance of reserves required for 
dependable service. 

Therefore, it is evident that because of the inaccuracies in and the erroneous 
assumptions of SPA’s repayment and average rate determination study, its actual 
loss under the G. & T. contracts will be much greater than appears in the at- 
tached exhibit. 

The electric companies operating in the Southwest, year after year, have told 
this committee that the program of SPA for marketing hydro power as continuous 
energy to meet the round-the-clock requirements of a customer is bound to 
result in a loss to the United States, and that this loss can only be overcome 
by the sale of the hydro power and energy by SPA as peaking power for the 
combined loads of the entire area. Until Congress directs SPA to adopt sound 
marketing practices, the loss to the taxpayers of the United States on SPA’s 
operations under the G. & T. contracts will be some $3 million to $4 million 
annually and the electric companies in the area will be confronted with the 
destructive competition of subsidized power and the possibility of demands for 
its expansion. 

SPA’s request for an appropriation of $6,207,000 for its continuing fund for the 
five G. & T. contracts should be denied and SPA directed to market its available 
hydro power and energy to the G. & T.’s and electric companies for use on the 
peak loads in the area as recommended by the United States Corps of Engineers 
and as contemplated by the Congress in authorizing the hydro projects. Such a 
plan will not require the purchase by SPA of steam-generated electric power and 
energy or use by SPA of any transmission system and would obviate the annual 
request by SPA for an appropriation to the continuing fund to meet its deficit. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Arkansas Power & Light Co., Kansas City Power & Light Co., Mis- 
souri Edison Co., Missouri Power & Light Co., Missouri Public 
Service Co., Missouri Utilities Co., Oklahoma Gas & Flectric Co., 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., St. Joseph Light & Power Co., 
The Empire District Electric Co., Union Electric Company of 
Missouri. 
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Cost of hydro, SPA’s integrated system 
Fiscal year 1960 and 
thereafter 


Reference ro 
= Normal Critical 
water years | water years 


(45) 





Integrated hydro: 
Dependable capacity kilowatts_- 406, 000 597, 000 574, 000 
Primary energy-.-millions kilowatt-hours_. 1,014.5 1, 629. 5 1, 180.0 
Secondary and dump 

millions kilowatt-hours. - 21. 441. 0 121.7 





Investment at beginning of year: 
a cain ip ch chicane tacea teenage $127, 042, 660 | $193, 571,660 | $193, 571, 660 
Transmission 24, 735, 092 24, 735, 092 24, 735, 092 





151, 777, 752 218, 306, 752° 218, 306, 752 
Annual cost: 7 a 
Interest @ 24 percent and amortization de 7, 697, 496 7, 697, 496 

in 50 years (3.526 percent). 
ORES, sg cncteccccarcncngncceunsass 266, 204 266, 204 
Subtotal. > . ‘ 5, 351, 68% 7, 963, 700 7, 963, 700 

SPA ope rating ‘expenses A. 1, 154, 711 1, 257, 004 1, 268, 706 
Project operating expense 1, 262, 970 1, 570, 970 1, 570, 970 








Cost integrated hydro 7, 769, 364 10, 791, 674 10, 803, 376 


1 Exclusive of expenses relative to G. and T. Cooperatives. 


Note.—For calculation of unit costs, see next table. 


Cost of hydro—SPA’s integrated system calculation of unit costs 


| 
| Fiscal year 1960 and there- 
after 


Fiscal year 
1957 


| 45 normal 5 critical 
water years | water years 


Quantities of integrated hydro: | 
Dependable capacity. _--._-- ee ee ey 406, 000 597, 000 574, 000 
Primary energy: 
On-peak (capacity x 1,800) 
millions of kilowatt-hours_ _| 30. 1, 074. 6 1, 033. ‘ 
Off-peak primary energy- - - : do-.--| Se | 454.9 146.! 

Secondary and dump energy. -.-...-.-------.---.---- cal : 441.0 121 


i ee 
Cost of integrated hydro: | 
Total cost per page 1___- $7, 769, 364 | $10, 791, 674 $10, 803, 376 
Less value of off-peak ene rey: 

Off-peak primary energy (priced at incremental or 
decremental cost to SPA of steam-generated energy | 
purchased from G. and T. cooperatives), at $0.003 
per kilowatt-hour 851, 100 1, 364, 700 365, 100 

Secondary and ae energy, ‘at - 0015 per kilowatt- 
hour —_ ; ecainaeNacaee woh 631, 500 661, 500 182, 550 


Total value of off-peak energy 3 482, 600° 2, 026, 200 | 547, 650 








~~ cost of dependable peaking power and enctated energy. 6 236, 764 8, 766, 474 10, 255, 726 
Cost per kilowatt per year- -- 15. 485 14 683 
Cost per kilowatt-hour_- : 0. 0086 0. 00816 
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SOUTHEASTERN PowrErR ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Rasavut. The committee has a communication from the 
Georgia Power Co. which was submitted after the hearings were 
completed, and it will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The letter follows:) 


GeorGIA Power Co., 
Atlanta 1, Ga., March 28, 1956, 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Public Works Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Cannon: The manager of the Georgia Electric Membership 
Corp. has appeared before your committee and requested an appropriation for 
engineering studies contemplating construction of a “backbone” transmission 
line in the srvice area of the Georgia Power Co. The purpose of this transmission 
line would be to deliver power from the Clark Hill hydroelectric development to 
cooperatives, municipalities, and other preference customers. Since the time set 
aside for the testimony of outside witnesses has expired, I am giving certain facts 
in this letter for the information of the committee. I shall appreciate your making 
it a part of the record immediately following the testimony referred to above. 

It was a surprise to learn that the manager of the Georgia Electric Membership 
Corp. had asked your committee for appropriations which ultimately could lead 
to the duplication of our transmission system. Negotiations on a new contract 
whereby the Georgia Power Co. would transmit power from Clark Hill to the 
preference customers for the account of the Government have been in progress 
for some time, and we anticipate an agreement as to the terms of the contract 
within a comparatively short period. This contract, when consummated, will 
conclude efforts made by this company over a period of 8 years to arrive at a 
satisfactory method of delivering the power in accordance with the provisions of 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

From the very beginning this company offered to deliver the power to the 
preference customers in a manner which would assure the widest possible distri- 
bution at the lowest possible cost, and without profit to our company. Not only 
did we ask no profit for ourselves, but we offered to devote the company’s state~ 
wide transmission system, worth many millions of dollars, to this purpose. During 
the peried of 8 years we initiated 1 draft of contract ourselves and agreed to 3 
others initiated by the Government. Fach sueceeding draft of contract repre- 
sented further concessions by the company as we sought to meet the increasing 
demands made by the preference customers. 

Even as the president of the Georgia Electric Membership Corp. on March 27 
was making an announcement to the press to the effect that the preference cus- 
tomers and the Southeastern Power Administration “had tentatively agreed upon” 
the terms of a contract, the general manager of the organization was appearing 
before your committee asking for funds which could only lead, if his plea was suc- 
cessful, to the ultimate duplication of our transmission system at enormous ex- 
pense to the taxpayers of the Nation. Certain representatives of the Georgia 
Electric Membership Corp. in the past have charged the Georgia Power Co. with 
obstruction and delay; the general manager has adopted this very tactic in 
appearing before your committee. 

A brief review of our attempts to settle the Clark Hill controversy will show 
that we have made every reasonable effort to arrive at some satisfactory basis for 
delivering power from Clark Hill to the preference customers which would be 
fair to the Government and the customers and not destructive of the company’s 
statewide investment. These efforts are as follows: 

(1) As early as 1948, when construction of the reservoir project was in its early 
stages, representatives of the company held several informal discussions with the 
officials of the Department of the Interior with reference to the distribution of 
Clark Hill power to be assigned to Georgia. 

(2) On March 24, 1950, 3 days after the Southeastern Power Administration 
was established, the company submitted to SEPA a general plan for the distribu- 
tion of power from Clark Hill and other projects which might subsequently be 
constructed in the area of the Southern Co. 

(3) Shortly after March 1950, at the direction of the Secretary of the Interior, 
negotiations were begun on a draft of contract using our plan as a base. A 
definitive draft of contract was completed on September 11, 1951. We under- 
stood that the contract was approved and would be signed by the Secretary. 





1146 


The company was prepared to sign this contract then and during the next 15 
months while it lay on the Secretary’s desk. He finally rejected it on January 2, 
1953. 

(4) After months of discussion the Department. of the Interior drew up another 
contract, dated May 20, 1954, which represented substantial concessions on the 
part of the company. It was submitted to us for signature, and signed by me as 
president of the company on May 24. It was flown to Washington for signature 
by the Secretary, which we understood was to take place the next day. However, 
the contract was not signed but was pigeonholed because of objections by the 
co-op representatives. The contracts which had been under discussion up to 
this point were based on the premise that the preference customes would remain 
customers of the company receiving all usable Government power at the company’s 
purchase price, plus a markup sufficient only to cover out-of-pocket handling costs 
and transmission and transformation losses. The preference customers would 
have received all the benefits to which they were entitled. 

(5) In July 1955 the Attorney General ruled that the preference customers 
had a virtual monoply right to the power if they wished to exercise it. Faced 
with this decision the company then agreed to ace>pt a wheeling contract, under 
which the preference customers would become customers of the Government. 

(6) The Department of the Interior then prepared a preliminary draft of con- 
tract, dated September 28, 1955, based on the contract between Carolina Power 
& Light and the Southeastern Power Administration. The company was willing 
to accept this contract, with minor revisions, but representatives of Georgia 
Electric Membership Corp. demanded further concessions from the Government 
and the company. 

(7) Still another contract, the fourth in the history of the Clark Hill negotia- 
tions and the second wheeling contract, was submitted by the Interior Department 
on February 1, 1956. Although this contract contained concessions to the prefer- 
ence customers by both the Government and the company, the preference custom- 
ers rejected it and demanded more concessions. It is this fourth, modified, 
contract proposal which is presently being negotiated. 

On March 22 officials of the GE MC and representatives of the municipalities 
notified the Department of the Interior that they were agreeable to the terms of 
the contract with some modifications, and Department officials agreed to revise 
the contract accordingly and submit it to the company. The general manager of 
the Georgia Electric Membership Corp., who was present at that occasion, was 
already making his plans to appear before your committee and suggest a different 
solution which would ultimately mean the construction of duplicating transmis- 
sion lines and the nullification of the very contract on which there was agreement. 
Such action makes it clear that this official, who claims to speak for the Georgia 
co-ops, is actually seeking a federally financed power empire in Georgia regardless 
of the cost to the taxpayers and regardless of the best interests of the co-ops. 

In view of this record we respectfully request that funds to conduct engineering 
studies of duplicating transmission lines be denied. 

Sincerely yours, 
HaruLee Brancu, Jr., President. 


SAGINAW River, Micu. 


(The following statement was. submitted to the committee for its 
consideration after the hearing had been completed :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Atvin M. Bentiey (R-8tra Drsrrict, Micu.) tro Pusiic 
Works SUBCOMMITTEE OF House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE: 


Gentlemen, I appreciate the opportunity of submitting this testimony concern- 
ing funds for the Saginaw River, Mich., navigation project, authorized by Public 
Law 780, 83d Congress. 

As I understand it, the general plan of improvement provides for modification 
of the existing project to provide: a new entrance channel 24 feet deep and 350 
feet wide, 9 miles long; thence, a channel 24 feet deep and 200 feet wide to the 
Detroit & Mackinae Railway bridge at Bay City; thence, 22 feet deep and 200 feet 
wide to the Sixth Street Bridge in Saginaw; together with a turning basin at Essex- 
ville and one at Carrollton. 

The Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works informs me that at the time 
of authorization of the project, the Federal cost, on the basis of 1952 price levels, 
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was estimated to be $4,496,800, but that the current estimated Federal cost is 
$5,060,000. The divisional engineer for the North Central Division of the Army 
Corps of Engineers informs me that, at present, the average annual traffic in this 
harbor improvement amounts to about 3,282,400 short tons. The traffie in 1953 
was 3,953,400 short tons, primarily in coal. However, for reasons I will state, 
this is certain to increase tremendously in the years ahead. 

Since the Corps of Engineers civil functions budget for fiseal 1956 earmarked no 
funds for advance planning and design or any other work on the Saginaw Kiver 
project, neither the House nor the Senate Appropriations Committees gave favor- 
able consideration to my requests for a planning allocation of $50,000 to $100,000 
last year. Thus, despite the fact that the money was authorized by the 2d 
session of the 82d Congress, no appropriations were made in Public Law 163, 84th 
Congress, Public Works and Independent Office Appropriations Act for 1956. 
However, the Chief of Engineers submitted testimony on this project during the 
Senate hearings, which can be found on pages 1743 and 2309 of the Senate hearings 
on H. R. 6766, later enacted into Public Law 163. 

The 1957 budget for Corps of Engineers civil functions contains an estimate of 
$5,760,000. Of this amount, I have been informed both by the Office of the 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works and your committee that the amount 
of $50,000 is earmarked for advance engineering and design on the Saginaw River 
navigation project. I understand that while this item does not specifically appear 
in the President’s published budget recommendations under civil functions, it is 
listed on the chart of items to be considered by this committee. 

As this committee undoubtedly knows, the heavily industrialized Saginaw 
River and river basin area are geographically situated so as to undoubtedly be a 
vital and integral part of the St. Lawrence seaway development when it eventually 
reaches Michigan. The Saginaw River empties into Saginaw Bay, which connects 
with Lake Huron, and the other Great Lakes on up to the St. Lawrence River. 
Thus, there will ultimately be a direct connection between the industrial areas of 
Saginaw and Bay City, Mich. and the Atlantic Ocean. In view of this, no ex- 
tended discussion of the necessity for funds to commence this project would seem 
to be required. However, I would like to point out that although the St. Law- 
rence seaway development may take several years to reach Michigan waters, the 
ever-increasing tonnage on the Great Lakes itself would seem to adequately 
justify immediate improvement of navigational facilities along the Saginaw 
River. ' 

lt is my sincerest hope that this committee will not only approve the allocation 
of $50,000 for the Saginaw River contained in the fiscal 1957 civil funetions budget 
request, but that it will approve an additional amount so that construction of 
the necessary channel and channel-entrance facilities and the dredging and 
widening can proceed immediately upon completion of the advance engineering 
and design work. 

I might point out that the chamber of commerce of the city of Saginaw last 
year advised me that they were in favor of moving the proposed turning basin 
at Carro.lton approximately 500 yards upstream from the north to the south side 
of the Sixth Street Bridge in Saginaw. They stated that this would work no 
hardship on the firms located north. of the bridee and would result in serving 
additional industries south of the bridge. The chamber further stated that this 
would be the proper location if a municipal dock is developed. This might be 
a point which those charged with the advance engineering and design would wish 
to consider. 

For the above-stated reasons, it is my belief that favorable consideration should 
be given, not onlv to funds for advance engineering and design, but also to the 
grantirg of anrrepriations for general construction on the Saginaw River naviga- 
tion project in fiscal 1957. 
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APPENDIX 


Catumetr Unton Drarinaas Dircr 


(The following letter and supporting material is in response to 
testimony on p. 386.) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STaTeEs, 
Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 4, 1956. 
Hon. Louis C. Raravt, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
House Committee on Appropriations, 
House Office Building. 


Dear CotiteEaaur: You will recall that at the meeting of the subcommittee 
with the representatives of the Calumet Union drainage ditch, you requested 
that we furnish you with any documents we have which will provide information 
as to the thinking of the three taxing bodies which have to do with the construc- 
tion of this project. The three parties which are chiefly concerned are—the city 
of Harvey, the Cook County Commissioners, and the State of Illinois. 

Previously, I sent you a copy of a letter received from the Governor, in which 
he states that he has investigated this situation and says that the State govern- 
ment will cooperate in the matter. The city of Harvey, by resolution, has guar- 
anteed that the necessary funds will be forthcoming to provide the amount of 
cooperation which the Army engineers have indicated is necessary. You will 
find another copy of the letter from the Governor of Illinois enclosed, together 
with the resolution which has been passed by the municipal council of Harvey. 
The amount being asked for at this time is the sum recommended in the budget 
of the President in the amount of $24,000, which will be used by the Army en- 
gineers to complete the plans for this work. It is difficult for the Cook County 
Commissioners or the State of Illinois to know just what the r responsibilities are 
until the engineers have made their report, at which time it will be in order to 
call upon these organizations for the sums indicated by the Army engineers. 
Meanwhile the city of Harvey gives its guarantee in the resolution which is en- 
closed. 

As stated previously, there are two problems to be solved in Harvey and in the 
surrounding communities. One is the opening and enlarging of the Calumet 
Union drainage ditch, and the other an extensive expenditure for a new sewer 
system in Harvey. The city of Harvey has already undertaken the replacement 
of the sewers with a new system which will cost it approximately $2)¢ million, 
These sewers are already being installed and the project is well on the way toward 
completion. I mention this to indicate the good intentions of the city of Harvey, 
and the responsibilities that it has assumed in connection with an effort to relieve 
that city from the disastrous floods to which it has been subjected. 

Thanks so much for your attention, and that of your committee, to this subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
Witiiam I. McVey, M. C, 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Springfield, August 4, 1956. 
Mr. Joun EK. TILton, 
Chairman, Civic Flood Control Committee, 
Harvey, Ill. 


Dear Mr. Titton: Reference is made to your letter of June 18, 1955, concern- 
ing the proposed flood-control project in the city of Harvey. 

An investigation has been made of the situation and there is no doubt but that 
the project is feasible and most certainly desirable. However, we fail to find an 
information as to what commitments may have been made by previous od- 
ministrations. 

In the event the Federal Government decides to initiate action on the project, 
the State would be willing to cooperate by bearing its proportionate share of the 
cost of structure adjustment or replacement on the structures under State 
jurisdiction. 

Sincerely, 
WixiuiaM G, Srrarron, Governor. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the citizens of the city of Harvey suffered great damage from the flood 
of April 4, 5, and 6, 1947, and which uneorrected conditions which caused that 
flood can cause similar inundation of our city at any time, so as to endanger life, 
ak ns and publie health; and 

Whereas the Corps of Iungineers of the War Department is currently preparing 
i flood-eontrol report of survey scope on the Little Calumet River and tributaries, 
including the Calumet Union drainage ditch under section 4 of the Flood Control 
Act approved by Congress on August 18, 1941; and 

Whereas the constant threat of floods to the city of Harvey would be eliminated 
by the construction of a suitable ditch along 161st Street as heretofore submitted 
by the Corps of Engineers of the War Department: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Council of the City of Harvey in regular meeting held on February 
9, A. D. 1948, That should the Congress of the United States of America see fit 
to appropriate necessary funds for the purpose of constructing such a ditch to 
eliminate future floods in the city of Harvey, then the city of Harvey shall at 
that time, provide and arrange to do and obtain the following: 

1. All lands, easements, and rights-of-way needed for the construction of 
this ditch. 

2. Arrange to cooperate with any or all other local governmental agencies 
to finance the construction of, or reconstruction needed to secure adequate 
clearances of the necessary highway bridges crossing said proposed ditch. 

3. Save harmless and protect the United States Government from any 
and all damages resulting from the construction of this proposed project. 

4. To maintain and operate said ditch upon completion thereof in accord- 
ance with the regulations as prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

Be it further resolved, That the mayor, together with the city attorney and city 
engineer, be authorized to present this resolution forthwith in person to the district 
engineer of the Corps of Engineers of the War Department. 

Artucr I. TurRNGREN, 
Mayor. 
W. KE. Powers, 
Commissioner. 
Einar B. Bioom, 
Commissioner. 
Burton Evans, 
Commissioner. 

Attest: 

[sea] Frank C. Norton, City Clerk. 

Commissioner N. C, Gallett absent. 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
County of Cook, City of Harvey, ss: 

I, Robert K. Bentley, city clerk of the city of Harvey, in the county of Cook 
and State of Illinois, do hereby certify that the foregoing resolution constitutes 
a true and correet copy of a resolution adopted by the Council of the City of 
of Harvey at a meeting held on the 9th day of February A. D. 1948. 

Witness my hand and seal of the city of Harvey, IIL, this 2d day of April 
A. D. 1956. 

[seaL] Ropert K. Bentiey, City Clerk. 


APALACHICOLA-FLINT-CHATTAHOOCHEE WatTEeERWAY DrvELOPMENT 
(The following statement is in response to testimony on p. 540:) 


STATEMENT OF Harry H. SaunpgErRs, Vick PRESIDENT oF St. Jon Paper Co. 
\ND MBMBER OF THE Port St. Joke CHAMBER OF COMMERCE COMMITTEE ON 
HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS 


This will refer to the proposed and authorized improvements to the channel 
in St. Joseph’s Bay as reported in Document No. 595, 8Ist Congress, 2d session, 
and at the hearing on February 10, 1954, before the Committee on Public Works 
of the House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, hearings 
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on River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1954, and as authorized in the 
1954 Rivers and Harbors Act. The engineers, estimate of cost for this project 
is $1,312,000. 

We feel that the project is worthy of your favorable consideration and we 
heartily endorse same. 

At the 42d National Convention of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
the project committee endorsed and voted unanimously to classify this project 
(Docket No. 927) in elass I. 

We are now advised that the American Merchant Marine Institute has ineluded 
the St. Joseph’s Bay project in their recommended list of projects to be included 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

We would like to take this opportunity of outlining some of the pertinent 
facts in connection with this project, which are as follows: 

Local interest will furnis free of cost to the United States all necessary spoil- 
disposal area, hold and save the United States free from damage due to the 
contract and maintenance of the project, provide and maintain adequate depths 
between the docks and the edge of the proposed channel as may be required 
by shipping. 

Tonnage handled through the port for the vear 1953 was 1,943,603 short tons, 
a majority of which was petroleum products and handled in the so-called T-2 
type tankers. The existing project will not permit the T-2 type tankers loaded 
to fulleapacity. At full load these tankers will hold some 16,500 tons of petroleum, 
and they are being forced to come in with a load estimated at 14,700 tors. If 
these tankers could be fully loaded, petroleum could be brought into Port St. Joe 
at something like 8 cents per ton cheaper. The T-2 type tankers make more 
than 100 trips into Port St. Joe annually, the cargo of which is distributed to the 
whole South Atlantic States area. Tne tankers have grounded at numerous 
times in the present channel, particularly when there is a strong northerly wind. 

The St. Joe Paper Company has recently completed a $30 million expansion 
program at Port St. Joe, which has tripled their capacity. They have within 
the past few months let a contract to the Hardaway Contracting Co, to rebuild the 
entire bulkhead in front of their property at a cost of $600,000. This will permit 
33 feet depth water alongside the bulkhead. 

The Standard Oil Co. of Kentucky distributes bunker C fuel oil to numerous 
poiuts in northwest Florida and southern Georgia, including the Eglin Airforce 
Base. They also supply the United States District Kngineers, Mobile, with 
fuel oil for equipment working in this area. 

It is anticipated that when the Chattahoochee-flint-Apalachicola waterway 
is completed, larger volumes of fuel oil will be brought into Port St. Joe by tankers 
and distributed along the waterway by barge. 

The Southeastern Pipe Line Terminal and the St. Joe Paper Co. combined have 
storage facilities for 1,175,000 barrels of petroleum products. 

The products through the Port St. Joe Harbor include refined petroleum, 
bunker C fuel oil, salt cake, linerboard, pulp, packaged petroleum products, 
lumber, steel, pipe, and miscellaneous items. 

We sincerely hope that this project will receive your favorable consideration. 


SOUTHWESTERN PowrR ADMINISTRATION 


(The following information is supplied in response to the requests 
made on pages 673, 683, and 685. It relates to size of communities 
served by cooperatives and average rates charged for power.) 

The Public Service Commission of Arkansas allocates definite service areas to 
electric cooperatives and to commercial power companies. 

In compliance with committee’s request, the following is a list of towns and 
communities that are located in the service areas of the following three distribution 


electric cooperatives, which are members of the Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Corp. 
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Incorporated towns whose populations exceed 250 people are shown. 17 
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“he 


other listings are towns or communities whose populations are below 250 people. 


CARROLL ELEC 


Jasper, 407 
Huntsville, 1,010 
freman Springs 
Sandgap 
Ben Hur 
Moore 
Lurton 
Limestone 
Walnut 
Cowell 

Deer 

Nail 
Edwards Junction 
Swan 

Ry ker 
Mossville 
Crossroads 
Iceledo 

Bass 

Mount Judea 
forum 
Vetalton 
Carrollton 
Cabanol 
Camack 
Glade 
Claytonville 
Blue Eye 
Maple 
Farewell 
Cisco 

Pippin 

Red Rock 
Wayton 
Cave Creek 
Vendor 
Parthenon 
Murray 
Venus 
Whitter 
Aurora 


rRIC COOPERATIVE 


Lov 

Boxley 
Low Gap 
Pierce Town 
Carver 
Hasty 
Mount Hershey 
Yandelle 
Pruitt 
Cederville 
Marble Falls 
Rudd 
Connor 
Hugh 
Rockhouse 
War Eagle 
Garfield 
Beaver 
Oak Grove 
Urbanette 
Denver 
Buttry 
Rago 
Mount Sherman 
Erbie 
Compton 
Ponea 
George 
Stoverville 
Kingston 
Wharton 
Truth 
Purdy 
Dinsmore 
Alfrieng 
Delmar 
Dryfork 
Osage 
Wolf Pen 
Marble 
Alabam 


MOST OF THE TOWNS LISTED ARE 


BERRYVILLE, ARK. 


Harmony 
Hartwell 
Omega 

Rule 

Coin 

Clifty 

Lookout 
Gateways 

Elk Ranch 
Grandview 
Yoeum 
Brashwell Springs 
Hurd 

sella Vista 
Sulphur Springs 
Mavsville 
Bloomfield 
Callis 

( enterton 
Healing Springs 
Felker 
Robinson 
Trident 

Miller Springs 
Pactolus 
Gentry City 
Dorsey 

Osage Mills 
High Fill 
Gallitin 

Pedro 
Montene 
Beatty 
Cherokee City 
Pond 

Mason Valley 
Colville 

Wage 

Logan 

Lake Frances 


SMALL COMMUNITIES 


Under the definition of a rural area by the Federal REA Act (1,550 population) 


and the Arkansas Statutes enabling legislation ( 
served are rural consumers. The cooperatives 


customers, 


75562—656—pt. 273 


00 population) all customers 
serve 10,351 so-defined rural 
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OZARKS RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARK. 


Watts, Okla., 267 
Westville, Okla., 781 


The following communities are in Arkansas: 


Odell 
Summers 
Wedington 
Harmon 
Elm Springs 
Sonora 
Hayfield 
Cross Roads 
Wesley 
Japton 
Elkins 
Harris 
Canehill 
Stickler 
Bidville 
Woolsey 


Sulphur City 


Ridge 

Red Star 
Spoke Plant 
Brashers 
Delaney 
Sunset 


Evansville 
Rhea 

Savoy 
Tontitown 
Creech 
Hindsville 
Habberton 
Wyman 
Drakes Creek 
Asher 
Baldwin 
Viney Grove 
Clyde 
Blackburn 
Health 
Moffit 

Dur am 
Cannon Creek 
Boston 

Fly Gap 
Combs 
Crosses 


Wyola 


Dutch Mills 
Cincinati 
Wheeler 
Oakgrove 
Spring Valley 
Whitne 
Goshen 
Tuttle 
Georgetown 
Thorney 
Starks 
Suttle 
Morrow 
Winfrey 
Mountain Crest 
Black Oak 
Hicks 
Arnette 
Petitgrew 
St. Paul 
Patrick 
Hazel Valley 


Under the territory allocations of this State, the Ozarks Rural Electric Coop- 
erative is serving some consumers in the cities of Fayetteville and Springdale, 


which were in territories annexed by the cities. 


Under the definition of a rural area by the Federal REA Act (1,550 population) 
and the Arkansas statutes enabling legislation (2,500 population), all customers 
served are rural consumers except the few in the territories annexed. 

The cooperative serves 9,923, so defined rural customers. 





ARKANSAS 


Rosedale 
Davidson 
Uniontown 
Stattler 

Dora 
Arbaugh 
Rosetta 
Garber 

Friley 

Ozone 
Bullfrog Valley 
Lutherville 
Hillcrest 

Oak Grove 
Jethro 

White Oak 
famous 

New Blaine 
Millard 
Kalamazoo 
Blue Mountain 
Chismville 
Burnville 

Y City 

Blue Fork 
Beauchamp 
Sensation 
Coldzle 
Cauthron 
Greenridge 

A pex 

Big Mammoth 
Richey 
Natural Dam 
Hobbs 

Figure Five 
Chabers 
Fallsville 
Dillen 
Catalpa 


Yale 

Low Gap 
Piney 
Hagarville 
Ludwig 
Barnes 
White Rock 
Watalula 
Ross 
Delaware 
Midway 
Corley 
Joyland 
Leon 
Fidelity 
Nella 
Peryear 
Boles 
Winfield 
Gipson 
Cedar Creek 
Cardiff 
West Hartford 
Statenville 
Leecreek 
Barcelona 
Cedarville 
Furry 
Locke 
Salus 

Ft. Douglas 
Oark 
Mount Levi 
Dale 

Silex 
Zadock 
Harmony 
Mountain Top 
Hunt Town 
Hickeytown 


VALLEY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE OF OZARK, ARK. 


Knoxville 
Hubert 
Wilkins 
Waveland 
Mixon 
Washvurn 
Carnis 

Ritz 
Sullivan 
Needmore 
Weeks 
Bates 
Newman 
Patterson 
Peoria 
Dayton 
Witcherville 
Coralan 
Sub Rosa 
Webb City 
Ursula 
Toney 

Dean Springs 
Haroldton 
Ione 
Auburn 
Meg 

Cecil 
Beverly 
Cravens 
Stewar 
Golden City 
Peter Pender 
Roseville 
Vesta 
Island 
Lonelm 


Kibber 


Under the definition of a rural area by the Federal REA Act (1,550 population) 
and the Arkansas Statutes Enabling Legislation (2,500 population) all customers 


served are rural consumers. 


customers, 


The cooperative serves 11,403 so defined rural 
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CENTRAL ELeEctRIC PowkeR COOPERATIVE, 
Jefferson City, Mo., April 5, 1956. 
HouskE SUBCOMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS FOR PUBLIC WorRKsS, 
Washington, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: On March 26 the question arose during the hearings as to the size 
of the communities being served by the testifying cooperatives and the followin g 
tabulation is submitted: 


\verage rev- 
Number of Number of enue from 
Cooperative residential commercial power per 
users users kilowatt- 
hour 


Percentage 


of loss 


| 

| 

Ronald | 

Cents 

Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, Sedalia, 
Mo 


= 4, 447 
Cuivre River Electric Cooperative, Troy, Mo 


3, 844 


Three Rivers Electric Cooperative, Linn, Mo 5, O02 


Co-Mo Electric Cooperative, Tipton, Mo ‘ | 6, 043 512 | 
| 
| 


All of the above cooperatives serve only in rural communities of less than 
1,500 population. 

The Central Electric Power Cooperative testified at these hearings but it does 
not serve any ultimate consumers. Central serves only power wholesale to the 
distribution cooperatives who in turn retail the power to the ultimate consumer 
Central, therefore, does not have any residential users on which to supply any 
information. 

This information has been submitted pursuant to the request of the committee. 

We hope that the information is that desired, but if any further information 
is needed, we will be glad to submit whatever the committee wants 

Very truly yours, 
CENTRAL ELectric PowreR CooPpERATIVE, 
TRUMAN GREEN, Manager. 


WESTERN FarmMeRS ELEctTRIC CooPpERATIVE, ANADARKO, OKLA. 


The Western Farmers Electric Cooperative located at Anadarko, Okla., serves 
power at wholesale to 10 member cooperatives located in western Oklahoma. 
These member cooperatives together with the number of farmer-user members 
and the average rate per kilowatt-hour charged to the farmer-user are listed below: 


Average rate 
mills per 
kilowatt-hour 


Number of 


Cooperative member 
iit 1e4rs 


Cimarron Electric Cooperative 5 38. 1 
Caddo Electric Cooperative § 9 
Cleaveland Electric Cooperative , 397 41 
Tillman Electrie Cooperative os 37 
Beckham Electric Cooperative } 42 
Garvin Electric Cooperative ) 44 
Washita Electric Cooperative ; 39. 
Cotton Electric Cooperative 5, 421 4:3 
Harman Electric Cooperative _ 2,345 16, 


Woodward Electric Cooperative 3,176 37 


ee 


ion 


Total cca — ; 39, 207 


All of the members served live on farms except those in about 15 villages none 
of which exceed 1,500 population. The average population of the 15 villages is 
about 100. About 600 customers of the city of Anadarko are served with power 
which the city purchases from Western. The population of the city is approxi- 
mately 6,000. The remainder of the city is served with power purchased from 
other suppliers. 
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N. W. Evecrric Power CooprerativE CAMERON, Mo. 


N. W. Electric Power Cooperative sells power wholesale to eight member 
cooperatives. The 8 member cooperatives serve approximately 30,000 farmers 
and 9 villages ranging in population from 50 to 400 with an average population of 
approximately 150. The average rate to the farmer-user charged by these 8 
member cooperatives ranges from 37.8 mills per kilowatt-hour to 42.1 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 


(The following information is supplied in response to the request 
made on p. 683. It relates to average rates charged for power by 
private companies:) 


Average rate per kilowalt-hour charged to urban and rural customers by certain 
privale power companies in Southwest during 1964 


| 
veseeaiil — - we | ’ Public . 
|Arkansas-| Arkansas} Empire | Missouri | Missouri |Oklahoma) gop viog |St. Joseph 
Customer classifica- Missouri | Power & | District | Power & | Public Gas & ‘Co. ot Licht & 
tion | Power Light Electric Light Service | Electric Okls Power 
| Corp.) Co.1 | Co.! Co2 | Co# | Co.! x Co. 


homa 4 
| 


336.9 | 32.7 34.2 30.7 


| 39.1 42.2 20.9 


| 
Residential (urban) | 
(mills) s 39.2 33. 5 | 35.5 337.7 


Rural (mills) ____-- 50.9 41.3 38.7 


1 Source: Form 1 report filed by the company with the Federal Power Commission, 1954. 

2 Source: Compiled from the Form 1 report filed by the company with the Federal Power Commission, 
1954. 

3 Residential and rural combined. Separate information not available. 

4 Source: Compiled from the company’s annual report to its stockholders, 1954. 
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LIST OF PROJECTS 


\dams 

\dams local protection 

\Jabama-Coosa River 

\llegheny Reservoir 

Allentown and Bethlehem local protection projects 
Apalachicola-Flint-Chattahoochee Waterway development 
\rkansas Basin development 

Arkansas River 

Arthur Kill 

Augusta to Savannah Channel 


Ball Mountain Dam and Reservoir 
Barbourville 
Barcelona Harbor 
Barre Falls Dam and Reservoir 
arren Reservoir 

attle Creek 

vou du Chien Creek 

ear Creek Reservoir 

elt line railroad bridge 

r Sandy River Basin 

ig South Fork, Ky. and Tenn 
© River 

¢ Rock Channel 
ackstone River Basin 

ickhorn Dam and Reservoir 
uffalo Bayou 
uffalo Harbor 
uffumville Dam and Reservoir 96, 587, 1130 


OOO, « 


\ 


ck 
ch 
ch 


laumet-Sag modification 

‘alumet Union drainage ditch 

‘anaveral Harbor 

arlyle Dam 

‘atlettsburg 

‘entral-Southern Florida 

‘entral and Southern Florida drainage and irrigation works 

‘hincoteague Bay 

hipola Cutoff 

dark Hill 

‘larks River Sa 191, 
Cleveland Harbor 
Connecticut River Basin 1, 89, 846, 
Craney Island 
Cumberland-Ridgely 
Cumberland River Basin ; 179, 
Curwensville Dam 
Cypress Creek_. ; 179, 191, 


Davenport Center Dam Se 875, 
Delaware River af _. 17, 125, 422, 486, 
Dickinson-Jamestown Reservoir areas-_--- ; i ; 

Dillon Reservoir 293, 





Page 
East Barre Reservoir 846, 1130 
East Brimfield Dam and Reservoir 96, 587, 1130 
East Coast Waterway 511, 583, 873 
Edgewater siltation 
Eight Mile River 


Florida flood control, central and southern 
Fort Gaines lock and dam 
French Creek 


SRR UROIS TIATED TIDONN Gis oh ain mecca g iim ae eee anne e 988 
Great Lakes to Hudson River Waterway 

Pa MORN MRONOINGNG Soccer ete ceecc wens spb kane Aiea se ee 
Greenup locks and dam _ -_- ~~~ - 

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, F ranklin Canal 

Gulf outlet 

Gulf ship channel 

Guttenburg, Iowa, to Hamburg B: iy, Ill 


Hartwell Dam 

Hastings Harbor, Minn 

Hildebrand Dam 304, 392 
Hodges Village 96, 587, 1130 
Holland Harbor (Lake Mac atawa) ¢ 
Hoosic River Basin 

Horseshoe Cove-____......--- seston et ee ca ee a ceinn le  Ma 
Housatonic River Basin 


Indian Creek 


Inland waterway from Chesapeake to Chincoteague Bay, Va 
Intracoastal Waterway 


Jackson lock and dam 

I tlc 0b ni Gu cet cls wh Sn ha we faa REN mea 
Jessamine Creek 

Jim Woodruff Dam 

aN I i a a le tea 984, 1037 


Kansas Basin—Topeka 
Kentucky projects 
Kentucky River 
Kettle Creek Reservoir 


Lake City 

Laurel River 

Lehigh Valley flood control 

I iN he ar al ki mel md ei aE 191, 235 
Little Sioux flood control 386 
Littleville 

Los Angeles- Long Beach Harbors 

Louisville, Ky., locks and dam 41 179, 223, 293 
Lower Cumberland project 199, 1043 
a tn nh a a 988 
Lower Mississippi River and tributaries, flood control for 936 


Mad Creek 614 
Manhattan 428 





Mansfield flood control 


Marion County Drainage District, Mo 


Markland-Warsaw Dam 
Marmarth local protective works 
Massachusetts flood control 
Mayfield Creek 


ts i 


Milford Reservoir 


Missouri River flood control agricultural levees 


Mobile Harbor 
Monongahela River 
Muskingum River Reservoir 


Muskingum Watershed Conservancy District 


Mystic River 


Naugatuck River flood control 


867, 908, 981 


Naugatuck Valley-Thomaston flood-control dam____________________- 94, 157 


Newburyport Harbor 
New Cumberland locks and dam 
New England flood control 


a 86 
293, 354, 392, 398, 844 
89, 981, 1130 


New Richmond Dam ‘ 179, 294 
New York and New Jersey Channe : 3 
Niblack levee _ _ - 149 
Nolin Reservoir __ 179, 220 
North 587, 1130 
North Dakota projects 988 
North Hartland Dam and Reservoir 96, 846, 1130 
North Springfield Dam 96, 846, 1130 


Obion Creek 231 
Ohio River, navigational improvements on 354 
Ohio Valley 293 
Oolagah Dam 929 
Opekiska dam and locks 354 
Oregon Inlet 597 
Oswego Harbor 1126 
Greeee ErOGe Gey Gn SUOUUNWOEES wns en rcnaneenensnecnnsaccecs 96, 1130 
Ouachita River 798 


Pawtucket local protection 

Peoria Dam 

Perry Reservoir 

Pigeon Creek 

Potomac River Basin 

Power generating facilities and transmission lines, construction of__-_-_-_-__- 


Quinebaug River flood control 
Quinnipiac River 


Ransom County Development Farm, N. Dak 
Rates charzed for power 

Rathbun Reservoir 

Reclamation, Bureau of, transmission lines 
Red River 

Rhode Island, flood control 

Rockland Harbor improvement 

Rough River Reservoir 

Rutland 





Sabula 

Sacramento River deepwater channel 
Saginaw River 

Sakonnet Harbor 

Savannah Harbor 

Scarborough River 

Shem Creek (Mount Pleasant Channel) 
Smokes Creek 

South River Drainage District, Mo 
Southeastern Power Administration 
Southwestern Power Administration 


Bentonville, Ark., construction of electrical power line to 


Rate ~ 
St. Augustine Harbor 
St. George Island Channel 
st Joe Harbor 
St. Lawrence 
Susquehanna 
Sutton Reserv 


Tampa Harbor 

Te nnessee River Basin 

Thar is River Basin 
names ulver basil 

Thimble Shoals 

Thomaston Dam 

Te mbigbee- Tenn ISS EE \\ aterwiay 

T } larhor 
Tonawanda Harbor 

Town River 

‘Townshend Dam and Ri 

ransmission lines 

rempealeau River 

urtle Creek 

veart’s Creek 
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T 
T 
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Upper lowa River 
Upper Mississippi River flood control 
Upper Susquehanna River 


Upper Wabash 


Vermont flood control 
Vincennes 


Wabash River____- 
Wabash survey 

Warrior lock and dam 
Waterbury Reservoir 
Western transmission lines 
West Hill Reservoir 
Westville 

White River Basin 
Wilkesboro Dam and Reservoir 
Winona 

Winooski River Valley 
Wolf River 

Woodruff Dam 

Woonsocket local protection 
Worcester diversion 
Wrightsville Reservoir 
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139 

119 

119 

16 

955 

659 

871, 1145 
660, 1140, 1150 
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89, 116, 1132 
143 
89, 867, 909 
951, 1012 
587 
81 
96, 846, 1130 
854, 871, 959 
423 
428, 483, 644 
191, 235 


629 
614 
1138 
149 


846 
149 


939 

149 

1012 

846, 867, 1130 


ane 959 


587, 1130 
587 

149 

419, 500 

908 

846, 1130 
628 

511 

1130 

587, 1130 
846, 1130 








